
               

TIGARD CITY COUNCIL & LCRB Revised 5/20/2011 - Revised 5/20/2011-Replaced Item 3.C Agenda Item
Summary;   Revised 5/18/2011-Added Study Session Item B and Agenda Items 3.F and 6.
MEETING DATE AND TIME: May 24, 2011 - 6:30 p.m. Study Session; 7:30 p.m. Business Meeting
MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223
PUBLIC NOTICE:
Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should sign on the appropriate sign-up sheet(s). If no sheet is available,
ask to be recognized by the Mayor at the beginning of that agenda item. Citizen Communication items are asked to
be two minutes or less. Longer matters can be set for a future Agenda by contacting either the Mayor or the City
Manager.

Times noted are estimated; it is recommended that persons interested in testifying be present by 7:15 p.m. to sign in
on the testimony sign-in sheet. Business agenda items can be heard in any order after 7:30 p.m.

Assistive Listening Devices are available for persons with impaired hearing and should be scheduled for Council
meetings by noon on the Monday prior to the Council meeting. Please call 503-639-4171, ext. 2410 (voice) or
503-684-2772 (TDD - Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf).

Upon request, the City will also endeavor to arrange for the following services:

•        Qualified sign language interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments; and

•        Qualified bilingual interpreters.

Since these services must be scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to allow as much lead time as
possible. Please notify the City of your need by 5:00 p.m. on the Thursday preceding the meeting by calling:
503-639-4171, ext. 2410 (voice) or 503-684-2772 (TDD - Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf).

 
SEE ATTACHED AGENDA

 

VIEW LIVE VIDEO STREAMING ONLINE:  
http://www.tvctv.org/government-programming/government-meetings/tigard
 
CABLE VIEWERS: The regular City Council meeting is shown live on Channel 28 at 7:30 p.m. The meeting will be
rebroadcast at the following times on Channel 28:

 Thursday       6:00 p.m.

 Friday          10:00 p.m.

            Sunday       11:00 a.m.

            Monday       6:00 a.m.

http://www.tvctv.org/government-programming/government-meetings/tigard


TIGARD CITY COUNCIL & LCRB 
MEETING DATE AND TIME: May 24, 2011 - 6:30 p.m. Study Session; 7:30 p.m. Business Meeting
MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223

             
 

6:30  PM
 
 

STUDY SESSION
 

EXECUTIVE SESSION: The Tigard City Council will go into Executive Session to consult with
counsel regarding current litigation or litigation likely to be filed,under ORS 192.660(2) (h).All
discussions are confidential and those present may disclose nothing from the Session. Representatives of
the news media are allowed to attend Executive Sessions, as provided by ORS 192.660(4), but must not
disclose any information discussed. No Executive Session may be held for the purpose of taking any
final action or making any final decision. Executive Sessions are closed to the public.

 

A. DISCUSS AMENDMENTS TO PRINCIPLES OF COOPERATION BETWEEN ODOT AND
TIGARD

 

 

B. DISCUSS 2011-12 MASTER FEES & CHARGES SCHEDULE  
 

7:30 PM
 

1. BUSINESS MEETING
 

A. Call to Order
 

B. Roll Call
 

C. Pledge of Allegiance
 

D. Council Communications & Liaison Reports
 

E. Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items
 

 

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION (Two Minutes or Less, Please)
 

A. Follow-up to Previous Citizen Communication
 

B. Citizen Communication – Sign Up Sheet



 

3. CONSENT AGENDA: Tigard City Council and  Local Contract Review Board 
These items are considered routine and may be enacted in one motion without separate discussion.
Anyone may request that an item be removed by motion for discussion and separate action. Motion
to:

 

A. Approve City Council Minutes:
     1.  April 12, 2011
     2.  April 19, 2011

 

 

B. RECEIVE AND FILE:

    2010 ANNUAL SOLID WASTE FINANCIAL REPORT

 

 

C. CONSIDER A RESOLUTION TO RENAME AND OUTLINE ALLOWED USES OF THE TREE
REPLACEMENT FUND

 

 

D. APPROVE GRANT APPLICATION TO THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY ORIENTED
POLICING SERVICES (COPS)

 

 

E. AWARD PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM SLURRY SEAL APPLICATIONS
CONTRACT

 

 

F. AWARD CONTRACT FOR AUDITING SERVICES     
 

Consent Agenda - Items Removed for Separate Discussion:  Any items requested to be removed from the
Consent Agenda for separate discussion will be considered immediately after the Council/City Center
Development Agency has voted on those items which do not need discussion.

 

4. QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT,
SENSITIVE LANDS REVIEWS AND ADJUSTMENT TO EXTEND WALL STREET TO
FIELDS' PROPERTY
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA) 2009-00004/SENSITIVE LANDS
REVIEW (SLR) 2009-00004/SENSITIVE LANDS REVIEW (SLR)

2009-00005/ADJUSTMENT (VAR) 2010-00002 - WALL STREET EXTENSION (FIELDS)
 

REQUEST : The applicant is requesting amendments to the Comprehensive Plan to remove Goal 5
protection from Tigard Significant Wetlands and the riparian corridor surrounding Fanno Creek in
order to extend Wall Street across City of Tigard property and Fanno Creek to his property.
Sensitive Lands Review is required for proposed work within the 100-year floodplain and wetlands.
The applicant is requesting an adjustment to the street improvement standards in order to construct a
narrower street section than required by code. Tree removal permits to remove trees within the
sensitive lands were submitted under a separate application. LOCATION: No address, Washington
County Tax Assessor’s Map 2S102DA, Tax Lot 690. No address, Washington County Tax
Assessor’s Map 2S102DD, Tax Lot 100. 13560 SW Hall Blvd., Washington County Tax Assessor’s
Map 2S102DD, Tax Lot 200. No address, Washington County Tax Assessor’s Map 2S10100, Tax
Lot 1200. ZONES: R-12: Medium-Density Residential District. The R-12 zoning district is
designed to accommodate a full range of housing types at a minimum lot size of 3,050 square feet.
A wide range of civic and institutional uses are also permitted conditionally. R-25: Medium
High-Density Residential District. The R-25 zoning district is designed to accommodate existing
housing of all types and new attached single-family and multi-family housing units at a minimum
lot size of 1,480 square feet. A limited amount of neighborhood commercial uses is permitted

 



outright and a wide range of civic and institutional uses are permitted conditionally.
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:  Medium Density Residential and Medium-High
Density Residential.
 
APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA:  Community Development Code Chapters 18.370,
18.380, 18.390, 18.510, 18.745, 18.775, 18.790 & 18.810; Comprehensive Plan Goals 1, 2, 5, 6, 7,
8, 11 & 12; Tigard Municipal Code Chapter 9; Metro Functional Plan Titles 3, 6 and 13; and
Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11 and 12.

Open Public Hearing and Continue to July 12, 2011

 

5. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING (CONTINUED FROM MAY 10, 2011) FOR CITY OF
TIGARD 2011 ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES ANALYSIS

Open Public Hearing - Mayor
Review Hearing Procedures: City Attorney
Declarations: Does any Council member wish to declare or discuss a conflict of interest or
abstention.
Staff Report
Public Testimony
Staff Recommendation
Council Discussion
Close Public Hearing
Council Consideration 

 

 

6. CITY MANAGER RECRUITMENT - DISCUSSION OF CANDIDATE PROFILE  
 

7. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS
 

8. NON AGENDA ITEMS
 

9. EXECUTIVE SESSION: The Tigard City Council will go into Executive Session to conduct
deliberations regarding real property transactions, and to consult with counsel regarding current
litigation or litigation likely to be filed under ORS 192.660;(2)(e) and (h). All discussions are
confidential and those present may disclose nothing from the Session. Representatives of the news
media are allowed to attend Executive Sessions, as provided by ORS 192.660(4), but must not
disclose any information discussed. No Executive Session may be held for the purpose of taking any
final action or making any final decision. Executive Sessions are closed to the public.

 

10. ADJOURNMENT
 



AIS-502     Item #:  A.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): 15 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Tigard & ODOT Principles 
Prepared For: Judith Gray Submitted By: Judith Gray

Community
Development

Item Type: Update, Discussion, Direct Staff Meeting Type: Council Business
Mtg - Study Sess.

ISSUE 
Consider amendments offered by ODOT to the principles of cooperation between it and the City of Tigard. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends that Council accept the principles with the changes proposed by ODOT.  Also, Council is
requested to adopt the principles by resolution at a future Council meeting.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
As part of  ongoing efforts to establish regular and open discussions with ODOT, Council has conducted regular
meetings with  Region 1 Manager, Jason Tell.  Most of these meetings involved dicussion of specific topics and
projects. However, Council also wished to establish principles of cooperation and collaboration to guide these and
other discussions. At its October 26, 2010 meeting Council approved a discussion draft of principles. The draft was
shared with Jason Tell at Council's November 16, 2010 meeting. Mr. Tell was  requested to review the principles
and suggest any modifications.  He returned the principles with minor amendments, which are included as
Attachment 1.  

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
Council may choose to not accept the changes proposed by ODOT or propose other amendments for consideration
by the agency.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
Goal 1c. Participate in the Southwest Corridor Study.
Goal 1d. Work with state and regional partners to modify the Transportation Planning Rule.
Goal 1e. Work with partners on urbanization policy issues. 
Long Term Goals. Continue pursuing opportunities to reduce traffic congestion.

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
October 26, 2010: Council discussed the upcoming November 16 meeting and draft
principles and implementation actions.

November 16, 2010: Council met with Jason Tell, ODOT Region 1 Manager; and David Kim, ODOT Area
Manager to discuss topics of shared interests, including the draft principles of coordination and collaboration.

Attachments
Revised Principles



 
 
Suggested Principles for Discussion with Jason Tell, ODOT Region 1 Manager 

(ODOT additions are underlined; deletions are shown with strike through) 

Principle 1:  
Recognize Pacific Highway’s function as a 
principal arterial, but ensure the 
community’s needs are met for:  
 business and employment 

opportunities  
 access to alternative transportation 

modes  
 improved appearance, 

environmental quality and livability  
 safe and efficient transportation 

system  

Implementing Items:  
 access management and intersection improvements  
 exceptions, when needed, to ODOT specifications 

and design standards  
 local street connectivity, including frontage and 

backage roads 
 pedestrian, bike, and transit improvements 
 construction/installation of landscaped medians and 

allowed u-turns; tree planting and other landscaping; 
water quality facilities; bus queuing lanes; improved 
bus stops and park-and-rides 

 

Principle 2:   
Develop High Capacity Transit (HCT) as 
a major travel mode within the Pacific 
Highway 99W Corridor. 

Implementing Items:   
 close and supportive coordination in planning for 

and implementing HCT within the Pacific Hwy 99W 
Corridor  

Principle 3:   
Acquire funding from multiple sources to 
invest in state and local transportation 
facilities within that serve Tigard.  

Implementing Actions:  
 Identify and acquire funding from local, regional, 

state, and national sources to invest in state and local 
transportation facilities within and adjacent to 
Tigard. 

 Identify and prioritize a list of projects for the 
OR99W corridor. 

Principle 4:   
Invest in capital improvements and traffic 
management measures for state and local 
roads and streets to reduce congestion, 
improve safety and operation capacity for 
both systems. 
 

Implementing Items:   
 street connectivity improvements  
 access management program 
 signal modernization  
 traffic information systems  
 pedestrian, bike and transit improvements 
 agreement (with funding) for Tigard to assume 

jurisdiction of Hall Boulevard  
 

Principle 5:   
Develop a transportation efficient and 
economically viable urban land use 
pattern within the Pacific Hwy 99W 
Corridor by integrating land use and 
transportation planning and capital 
investments. 
 

Implementing Actions:  
 Adopt HCT supportive land use designations for the 

Pacific Highway Corridor.  
 Identify and address barriers to facilitate higher value 

urban development in the corridor. 
 Coordinate and prioritize infrastructure investments 

in the Pacific Hwy Corridor. 
 Reconcile ODOT’s facility management needs with 

Tigard’s land use aspirations. 
 

 

I:\CDADM\RON\City Council Material\Discussion with Jason Tell_11.16.10 AIS Attachment 1.docx  
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AIS-488     Item #:  B.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): 15 Minutes  

Agenda Title: FY 2011-12 Master Fees & Charges Schedule
Prepared For: Toby LaFrance Submitted By: Carissa Collins

Financial and
Information
Services

Item Type: Update, Discussion, Direct Staff Meeting Type: Council Business
Mtg - Study Sess.

ISSUE 
As part of the budget process, council has the opportunity to review and discuss items associated with department
budgets, the capital improvement program and state-shared revenues during Budget Committee meetings. Council
has yet to evaluate the fees and charges that have been presented in the FY 2012 Approved Budget.
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
Staff requests that council review the proposed FY 2012 Master Fees & Charges Schedule and to let staff know if
they require more information prior to the June 14, 2011 Business Meeting.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
Every fiscal year, a revised Master Fees & Charges Schedule is submitted to Council for approval along with the
citywide operating budget. The attached schedule includes fee updates for the following departments:
Library, Police, Policy and Administration, Community Development, and Public Works. Included in the schedule
are phased-in fees such as water, and street maintenance. These phased-in fees have already been approved by City
Council and are included in the FY 2012 Approved Budget. 

In addition to the Master Fees and Charges Schedule is a summary of changes proposed by departments. Some of
the proposed updates include the following:

Fees that are adjusted annually based on cost indices for labor and construction.
Fees established by Washington County or Clean Water Services (CWS) and administered by the city
including the Transportation Development Tax (TDT), Traffic Impact Fee (TIF), or sanitary sewer and storm
water charges.
 

Any fee change that is based on prior Council action, such as phase-in increases, or changes based on economic
indicies that have been approved by prior Council action have been included in the Approved FY 2012 Budget. 
Any new fee that has not come to Council for consideration have not been included in the Approved FY 2012
Budget.  

After evaluating the proposed FY 2012 Master Fees and Charges Schedule, staff would like to know if council
requires furthur information regarding the proposed fees prior to the June 14, 2011 Business Meeting.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
Not to approve the FY 2012 Master Fees & Charges Schedule.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS



Goal #6: Financial Stability

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
N/A

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $0.00
Budgeted (yes or no): Yes
Where Budgeted (department/program): All Departments

Additional Fiscal Notes:
It is standard practice to include fee changes that are based on prior Council decisions in the Approved Budget and
they have for Fiscal Year 2012.  Similarly, fee changes that have not come before Council for prior decisions have
not been included in the revenues supporting the Approved Budget for FY 2012.  The fiscal impact for all new fees
and charges that have been proposed are minimal and will generate less than $10,000 in revenue for the city and
have not been anticipated as part of the Approved FY 2012 Budget.  Revenues generated by those fees that are
changed based on TMC and previously approved resolutions and ordinances, or are set by other agencies were
anticipated in the FY 2012 budget. 

Attachments
Summary of Changes to FY 2012 Master Fees & Charges
FY 2012 Master Fees and Charges with Redlines



FY 2012 Proposed Master Fees & Charges Summary of Changes Report
Exhibit B

Department Fee Description
Schedule
Page(s) Authority

Included in
Budget?
(Y/N)

City Management Claims Application Fee 2 Language revised to provide clarity for processing a claim. TMC 1.21.050 n/a
& TMC 1.22
Ord. 08-09

City Management Fees/Charges Effective Date 2 Since the last update of the fees and charges schedule, the Dept. Policy n/a
effective dates have been revised to correct the
Scribner's error.

Citywide 2GB Flash Drives 3 New fee implemented in order to recover Dept. Policy N
city costs for public requests for records. Flash drives hold
more information than traditional CD's.

Microprints 3 Microprints have been replaced by microfiche and Dept. Policy N
microfilm. Therefore, this fee has been eliminated.

Financial & Information ServicesBusiness License (Annual Fee) 4 Fee adopted by council and adjusted annually Ord. 88-13 Y
in conjunction with the Portland Consumer
Price Index (CPI) at 1.25%.

Library Public Copier and Printer Charges (color pages) 6 New fee implemented in order to recover Dept. Policy N
city costs for printing in color.

Community Development Planning Fees/Charges 17-23 Adjustment tied to Seattle Construction Cost Index (CCI) Res. 03-59 Y
which is 0.9% as of May 2011.

Colocation (of Wireless Communication Facilites) 17 Although applications have been received, due to oversight, TMC 18.798 N
fees has not been charged for this service.

GIS Maps 21 Last fee was reviewed in 2002. Fees Dept. Policy N
adjusted in order to recover printing costs.

Tigard Transportation System Plan Document 22 Fee increased to reflect city cost to reproduce Dept. Policy N
a bound color paper copy of the document

Fee in Lieu of Shared Open Space (MU-CBD zone only) 23 TDC 18.610.030.
F.2.b. (3)

N

Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee 23 This fee is determined by Cleanwater Services. Clean Water Y
The City of Tigard receives 3.99% of fees collected. Services

Park System Development Charges (SDC) 33-35 Charges are adjusted annually based on an average Res.01-12 Y
of the Seattle Construction Cost Index (CCI) and
the changes in the cost of land acquisitions. Fees are
decreased by 15% based on these indices.

Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) 36 Fees adjusted 6% annually per Washington County. Washington County Y
As of July 1, 2009, this fee was replaced by the
Transportation Development Tax (TDT)

Countywide Transportation Development Tax (TDT) 37 A voter approved fee that went into effect July 1, 2009. Washington County Y
Rates are adjusted annually by the county.

Public Works

Parks Shelter Rental Fees (2 hour minimum) 24 Fees adjusted to recover costs for providing service. Dept. Policy N

Right-of-Way (ROW) Permit Fee 25 Does not include a fee increase. However, due to oversight, Dept. Policy N
fee was omitted from Master Fees & Charges Schedule.

Street Maintenance Fee 25 Fee is adjusted annually tied to a two year rolling TMC 18.765 Y
average of the combined Oregon Composite
Construction Cost and the national labor cost indices.
The total combined indices can be no
lower than 2% and no higher than 7%. Result of index
applied for FY 2012 is 4%.

Basis of Change

Fee in Lieu is determined by multiplying the current
Washington County Assessor determined real market value of
the land (not improvements) by 10%.

Page 1 of 1



City of Tigard, Oregon

Master Fees & Charges Schedule

Fiscal Year 2011-2012



City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

CITY ADMINISTRATION MANAGEMENT

Claims Application Fee (TMC 1.21.050 & 1.22; Ord. 08-09) $1,000.00 /deposit* 11/28/2000

*Application Claim fee shall be actual cost incurred by the city to process application claim. 6/24/2008

    Any funds remaining from the deposit after the application claim has been processed will be

    refunded to the applicant claimant, and applicant  shall be responsible for any additional costs incurred.

   Payment of any costs exceeding the amount of the deposit is required prior to issuance of a final decision

   by the city on the claim.

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

Municipal Court Fees

Civil Compromise $150.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Traffic School and Compliance Program Fee

Criminal $150.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Juvenile non-traffic $75.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Traffic School Equal to the relevant fine provided for the 5/25/2006 8/28/2008

    violation in the Violations Bureau Fine Schedule

Traffic School Setover $20.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

License Reinstatement $15.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Payment Agreement Administrative Fee $15.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Overdue Payment Letter $10.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Show Cause Hearings - Court Costs 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

Non-compliance $25.00

Non-payment - fees paid prior

    to hearing No Fee

Warrant Fee $50.00 4/10/2003  8/28/2008

CITY MANAGEMENT

Public Assembly 8/25/1970

Application Fee

Persons Reasonably Anticipated

1,000 to 2,499 $100.00

2,500 to 4,999 $150.00

5,000 to 9,999 $500.00

10,000 to 49,999 $1,000.00

50,000 and over $1,500.00

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES/RECORDS

Tigard Municipal Code (TMC) (Titles 1 - 17) or TMC/CDC (Titles 1-18)

Compact Disk (CD) $10.00 7/1/2009

2



City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

CITYWIDE

Attorney Time Current attorney billing rate 1999

2GB Flash Drives $11.00 each 7/1/2011

Audio/Video Tapes $6.00 7/1/2003

Computer/Compact Disks $10.00 7/1/2006

DVD/VHS $12.00 7/1/2006

Faxes for Public $2.00 /first page 7/1/2007

$1.00 /each additional page

Microfiche Sheet Copies $1.00 /sheet up to 50 sheets plus 7/1/2007

    staff time

Microprints $0.25 /8-1/2 x 11 page 2000

$1.00 /11 x 17 page 7/1/2009

Microfilm/Microfiche & Photocopies

8-1/2 x 11 $0.25 /page 1999

11 x 14 $0.50 /page 1999

11 x 17 $1.00 /page 7/1/2005

17 x 24 $1.50 /page 7/1/2007

36 x 36 $2.50 /page 7/1/2007

Nomination Petition Fee $50.00 7/1/2008

Oversized Copies $2.50 /page 7/1/2011

Photographs Actual Cost 1999

Recording of Documents Actual Cost 1999

Research Fee Staff hourly rate + Citywide Overhead 2/7/2002

Fee + Materials
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

FINANCIAL & INFORMATION SERVICES

Assessment Assumption $50.00 4/22/1985

Budget Document

Compact Disk (CD) $10.00 7/1/2007

Paper $50.00

Business License

Annual Fee*

0-2 employees $79.50 $80.50 /per year 7/1/2009 2011 

3-5 employees $106.00 $107.00 /per year 7/1/2009 2011 

6-10 employees $347.00 $351.00 /per year 7/1/2009 2011 

11-50 employees $571.00 $578.00 /per year 7/1/2009 2011 

51 or more employees $776.00 $785.00 /per year 7/1/2009 2011 

* Adjusted annually in conjunction with the Portland Consumer Price Index (CPI)

Pro-Rated Fee Schedule

Issued January 1 - June 30 See Fee Schedule above

Issued July 1 - December 31 1/2 the annual fee

Temporary License $25.00 1/1/2008

Duplicate License/Change of Ownership Fee

Change in ownership or name only $10.00 1/1/2008

Copy/replacement of license $10.00 1/1/2008

Delinquency Charge

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report $0.00 2/7/2002

Franchise Fee (See TMC 15.06 & ROW Usage Fee Below)

Cable TV 5% of gross revenue 1/26/1999

Electricity 3.5% of gross revenue 2/23/1993

Whenever the business license fee is not paid on or before the delinquent date, a delinquency charge equal to 

ten percent (10%) of the original business license fee due and payable shall be added for each calendar month 

or fraction thereof that the fee remains unpaid.  The total amount of the delinquency penalty for any business 

license year shall not exceed one hundred percent (100%) of the business license fee due and payable for such 

year.
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

Natural Gas 5% of gross revenue 7/13/2004

Telecommunication 5% of gross revenue or $2.90/linear foot of installation 8/8/2006

(Includes telecommunication utilities, in right-of-way, whichever is greater

long distance providers, private networks

and competitive access providers)

Telecommunication Franchise Application Fee $2,000.00 1/23/2001

Solid Waste Disposal (See TMC 11.04) 4% of gross revenue 1/1/2006

Lien Search Fee $35.00 2/1/2004

Overhead Fee

Added to charges for property damage/repair 10% of total charge

Passport Execution Fee $25.00 2/1/2008

Passport Photographs Fee $10.00 4/1/2007

Returned Check Fee $20.00 10/9/2001

Right-of-Way Usage Fee (See TMC 15.06 and Franchise Fee Above) 9/8/2006

Electricity 3.5% of gross revenue or

$2.90/linear foot of installation in right-of-way, whichever is greater

Natural Gas 5% of gross revenue or

$2.90/linear foot of installation in right-of-way, whichever is greater

Sanitary Sewer 5% of gross revenue or

$2.90/linear foot of installation in right-of-way, whichever is greater

Telecommunication 5% of gross revenue or

$2.90/linear foot of installation in right-of-way, whichever is greater

Water 5% of gross revenue or

$2.90/linear foot of installation in right-of-way, whichever is greater
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

LIBRARY

Collection Agency Fee $10.00 7/1/2007

Disk or CD (Blank) $1.00 2/7/2002

Headphones $2.00 7/1/2007

Lost Items Replacement cost + $5.00 processing fee 7/1/2003

Overdue Items

Daily Charge (All Items except DVDs & Blu-Rays) $0.15 /item 7/1/2003

Daily Charge (DVDs & Blu-Rays) $1.00 /item 7/1/2005

Maximum Charge $5.00 /item 7/1/2005

Public Copier and Printer Charges

$0.10 /page for black & white 2001

$0.50 / page for color 7/1/2011

Replacement Library Card Fee $1.00 7/1/2007

6



City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

POLICE

Alarm Permits

Burglary or Robbery $25.00 7/1/2009

Failure to Obtain or Renew Alarm Permit Fee $25.00 6/28/1982

False Alarm Charge 7/1/2003

3rd false alarm $50.00

4th false alarm $75.00

5th false alarm $100.00

6 or more false alarms $150.00

Law Enforcement Officers Safety Act Qualification Fee $25.00 7/1/2006

Liquor License $25.00 7/10/2001

Police Services Fees

DVD and VHS Evidence Copies Actual staff costs plus materials 7/1/2005

Police Documents/Reports $10.00 /for the first 15 pages and 7/1/2008

$0.30 /page thereafter

Police Digital Photo CD Copies $10.00 /CD 7/1/2005

Police Photograph Copies $10.00 /roll 7/1/2003

Property Forfeiture for Criminal Activity Varies 5/25/1999

Second Hand Dealers and Transient Merchant License

Occasional $40.00 7/1/2010

Full-Time $100.00 7/1/2010

Reporting Forms $0.80 each 7/1/2010

Vehicle Release Fee $100.00 7/1/2007
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - BUILDING

Building Permit Fees 

(Commercial) 10/1/2009

Total Valuation:

$0.00 to $500.00 $51.09 /minimum

$500.01 to $2,000.00 $51.09 /for the first $500 and

$2.69 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$2,000.01 to $25,000.00 $91.44 /for the first $2,000 and

$10.76 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$25,000.01 to $50,000.00 $338.92 /for the first $25,000 and

$8.06 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$50,000.01 to $100,000.00 $540.42 /for the first $50,000 and

$5.38 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$100,000.01 and over $809.42 /for the first $100,000 and

$4.49 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

(Single Family & Multi-Family) 10/1/2009

Total Valuation:

$0.00 to $2,000.00 $66.25 /minimum

$2,000.01 to $25,000.00 $66.25 /for the first $2,000 and

$11.48 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$25,000.01 to $50,000.00 $330.29 /for the first $25,000 and

$8.75 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$50,000.01 to $100,000.00 $549.04 /for the first $50,000 and

$6.25 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$100,000.01 to $250,000.00 $861.54 /for the first $100,000 and

$4.46 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$250,000.01 to $500,000.00 $1,530.54 /for the first $250,000 and

$4.42 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$500,000.01 to $1,000,000.00 $2,635.54 /for the first $500,000 and
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

$4.10 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$1,000,000.01 to $2,000,000.00 $4,685.54 /for the first $1,000,000 and

$3.33 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$2,000,000.01 and over $8,015.54 /for the first $2,000,000 and

$3.18 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

(Site Work/Grading) 10/1/2009

Total Valuation:

$0.00 to $500.00 $51.09 /minimum

$500.01 to $2,000.00 $51.09 /for the first $500 and

$2.69 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$2,000.01 to $25,000.00 $91.44 /for the first $2,000 and

$10.76 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$25,000.01 to $50,000.00 $338.92 /for the first $25,000 and

$8.06 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$50,000.01 to $100,000.00 $540.42 /for the first $50,000 and

$5.38 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$100,000.01 and over $809.42 /for the first $100,000 and

$4.49 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

(Single Family, Multi-Family, Commercial, & Industrial Building Permit Fee 

 for Additions, Alterations, and Demolitions) 10/1/2009

Total Valuation:

$0.00 to $500.00 $53.27 /minimum

$500.01 to $2,000.00 $53.27 /for the first $500 and

$3.39 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$2,000.01 to $25,000.00 $104.12 /for the first $2,000 and

$15.21 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$25,000.01 to $50,000.00 $453.95 /for the first $25,000 and

$11.02 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$50,000.01 to $100,000.00 $729.45 /for the first $50,000 and
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

$7.53 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$100,000.01 to $500,000.00 $1,105.95 /for the first $100,000 and

$6.04 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$500,000.01 to $1,000,000.00 $3,521.95 /for the first $500,000 and

$5.09 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

$1,000,000.01 and over $6,066.95 /for the first $1,000,000 and

$3.39 /for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof

Building Plan Review Fee 65% of base building permit fee 9/26/2000

Deferred Submittals $200.00 minimum fee 9/24/2002

Plan Review 65% of building permit fee based on valuation

     of the particular portion or portions of the project.

Electrical Fees 10/1/2009

New residential, single or multi-family per dwelling unit; service included:

1000 square feet or less $168.54

Each additional 500 square

  feet or portion thereof $33.92

Limited energy, residential or multi-family $75.00

   (with above sq ft)

Each manufactured home or

   modular dwelling service or feeder $67.84

Services or feeders; installation, alterations or relocation:

200 amps or less $100.70

201 amps to 400 amps $133.56

401 amps to 600 amps $200.34

601 amps to 1000 amps $301.04

Over 1000 amps or volts $552.26

Reconnect only $67.84

Temporary services or feeders; installation, alteration or relocation:

200 amps or less $59.36

201 amps to 400 amps $125.08

401 amps to 600 amps $168.54

Branch circuits; new, alteration or extension per panel:

With purchase of service or

   feeder - each branch circuit $7.42

Without purchase of service or feeder

   First Branch Circuit $56.18
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

   Each addit. Branch circuit $7.42

Miscellaneous (service or feeder not included):

Each pump or irrigation circuit $67.84

Each sign or outline lighting $67.84

Signal circuit(s) or a limited

   energy panel, alteration or extension $75.00

Each additional inspection over

    the allowable in any of the above

        Per Inspection $66.25 /hour (min 1 hour)

        Per Hour $66.25 /hour (min 1 hour)

Industrial Plant Inspection $78.18 /hour (min 1 hour)

Electrical permit plan review fee 25% of the electrical permit fee

Fire Life Safety Plan Review 40% of base building permit fee 9/26/2000

(Commercial Only)

Manufactured Dwelling Installation $305.50 9/24/2002

Manufactured Dwelling and Mobile Home Per OAR 9/24/2002

 Parks, Recreation Camps, and Organizational Camps

Mechanical Fees 10/1/2009

(1 & 2 Family Dwellings for New, Additions, or Alterations)

Heating/Cooling:

 Air conditioning $46.75

Furnace 100,000 BTU (ducts/vents) $46.75

Furnace 100,000+ BTU (ducts/vents) $54.91

Heat pump $61.06

Duct work $23.32

Hydronic hot water system $23.32

Residential boiler (radiator or hydronic) $23.32

Unit heaters (fuel-type, not electric),

      in-wall, in duct, suspended, etc. $46.75

Flue/vent for any of above $23.32

Other $23.32

Other fuel appliances:

Water heater $23.32

Gas fireplace $33.39

Flue/vent for water heater or gas fireplace $23.32

Log lighter (gas) $23.32

Wood/pellet stove $33.39

Wood fireplace/insert $23.32
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

Chimney/liner/flue/vent $23.32

Other $23.32

Environmental exhaust and ventilation:

Range hood/other kitchen equipment $33.39

Clothes dryer exhaust $33.39

Single-duct exhaust (bathrooms,

     toilet compartments, utility rooms) $23.32

Attic/crawlspace fans $23.32

Other $23.32

Fuel piping:

First four $14.15

Each additional $4.03

Minimum permit fee $90.00

Mechanical plan review fee 25% of Permit Fee

Mechanical Permit Fees 10/1/2009

(Commercial and Multi-family)

Total Valuation:

$0.00 to $500.00 $69.06 /minimum

$500.01 to $5,000.00 $69.06 /for the first $500 and

$3.07 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$5,000.01 to $10,000.00 $207.21 /for the first $5,000 and

$2.81 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$10,000.01 to $50,000.00 $347.71 /for the first $10,000 and

$2.54 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$50,000.01 to $100,000.00 $1,363.71 /for the first $50,000 and

$2.49 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

$100,000.01 and over $2,608.71 /for the first $100,000 and

$2.92 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof

Plan Review 25% of permit fee 9/24/2002

Phase Permitting $200.00 9/24/2002

Plan Review 10% of total project building permit fee

not to exceed $1,500 for each phase

Plumbing Fees 10/1/2009

(Commercial, Industrial, Residential, & Multi-Family)

12



City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

New One & Two Family Dwellings

1 bath $312.70

2 bath $437.78

3 bath $500.32

Each additional bath/kitchen fixture $25.02

Site Utilities

Catch basin or area drain $18.76

Drywell, leach line, or trench drain $18.76

Footing drain, first 100' $50.03

Each additional 100' or part thereof 

     (footing drain) $37.52

Manufactured home utilities $50.03

Manholes $18.76

Rain drain connector $18.76

Sanitary sewer, first 100' $62.54

Storm sewer, first 100' $62.54

Water service, first 100' $62.54

Each additional 100' or part thereof

      (sanitary, storm, water service) $37.52

Fixture or Item

Backflow preventer $31.27

 Backwater valve $12.51

Clothes washer $25.02

Dishwasher $25.02

Drinking fountain $25.02

Ejectors/sump $25.02

Expansion tank $12.51

Fixture/sewer cap $25.02

 Floor drain/floor sink/hub $25.02

Garbage disposal $25.02

Hose bib $25.02

Ice maker $12.51

Interceptor/grease trap $25.02

Medical gas (value: $            ) see table

Primer $12.51

Roof drain (commercial) $12.51

Sink/basin/lavatory $25.02

Solar units (potable water) $62.54

 Tub/shower/shower pan $12.51

Urinal $25.02

Water closet $25.02

Water heater $37.52
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

Water Piping/DWV $56.29

Other: $25.02

Minimum permit fee $72.50

Plumbing plan review 25% of permit fee

Medical Gas Systems 9/24/2002

Total Valuation:

$1 - $5,000 $72.50 /minimum

$5,001 - $10,000 $72.50 /for the first $5,000 and

$1.52 /for each additional $100 or fraction

    thereof, to and including $10,000.

$10,001 - $25,000 $148.50 /for the first $10,000 and

$1.54 /for each additional $100 or fraction

    thereof, to and including $25,000.

$25,001 - $50,000 $379.50 /for the first $25,000 and

$1.45 /for each additional $100 or fraction

    thereof, to and including $50,000.

$50,001 and up $742.00 /for the first $50,000 and

$1.20 /for each additional $100 or fraction thereof.

Residential Fire Suppression Systems Permit 10/1/2009

Multipurpose or Continuous Loop System

Square Footage:

0 to 2,000 $121.90

2,001 to 3,600 $169.60

3,601 to 7,200 $233.20

7,201 and greater $327.54

Stand Alone System

Square Footage:

0 to 2,000 $198.75

2,001 to 3,600 $246.45

3,601 to 7,200 $310.05

7,201 and greater $404.39

Commercial Fire Suppression Systems Permit 10/1/2009

Based on valuation-Use New Commercial Building Fee Table
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

Restricted Energy 6/27/2000

Residential Energy Use, for all systems combined $75.00

Commercial Energy Use, for each system $75.00

Sanitary Sewer Inspection Fee 6/6/2000

Residential $35.00

Commercial $45.00

Industrial $75.00

Miscellaneous Fees

Address Change $50.00 7/1/2007

Fee paid inspections for residential structures pursuant to Title 14, Chapter 16 6/27/2000

Single & Two Family Dwellings $100.00

Apartment Houses & Social

Care Facilities $160.00 /plus $7 for each dwelling unit in excess of 3

Hotels $160.00 /plus $5 for each dwelling unit in excess of 5

Information Processing & Archiving (IPA) Fee $2.00 /sheet larger than 11" X 17" 7/1/2010

$0.50 /sheet 11" X 17" and smaller

Investigation Fee Additional fee to equal to the amount of the permit 7/1/2007

Phased Occupancy $200.00 6/27/2000

Permit or Plan Review Extension $90.00

Temporary Occupancy $90.00

Other Inspections & Fees:

1.  Inspections outside of normal business hours 10/1/2009

     (minimum charge - 2 hours) $90.00 per hour

2   Reinspection fees $90.00 per hour 10/1/2009

3.  Inspections for which no fee is specifically 10/1/2009

     indicated (minimum charge: one-half hour) $90.00 per hour

4.  Additional plan review required by changes, 10/1/2009

     additions or revisions to plans (minimum

     charge: one-half hour) $90.00 per hour
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES ENGINEERING

Erosion Control Permit Fee 10/29/2003

(City receives none of this fee)

Less than $50,000.00 $26.00

$50,000.00 to $100,000.00 $40.00

More than $100,000.00 $40.00 /+$24.00 for each additional $100,000

    or fraction thereof

Erosion Control Plan Check Fee 65% of inspection fee 10/29/2003

(City receives 50% of fee)

Fee In Lieu Of Bicycle Striping 7/1/2004

8-inch white stripe $2.50 /linear foot of frontage

Bike lane legends $175.00 /each

Directional mini-arrows $100.00 /each

Mono-directional reflective markers $4.00 /each

Fee In Lieu Of Undergrounding $35.00 /lineal feet of frontage 10/29/2003

Public Facility Improvement Permit 2% plan review plus 7/1/2009

5% of estimated cost of public improvement with a 7/1/2005

    $300 minimum

Streetlight Energy & Maintenance Fee Based upon PGE Sch #91 Opt, "B" 2000

    for the first two years costs

Traffic/Pedestrian Signs Cost of materials and labor 2/7/2002
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Revised Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING

Accessory Residential Units $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Annexation $2,750.00 $2,775.00 7/1/2010 2011

(As of July 1, 2006 a moratorium on this fee was

    in effect, per Resolution 08-12 11-08, through

    February 2009 2012)

Appeal

Director's Decision (Type II) to Hearings Officer $250.00 $252.00 7/1/2003 2011

Expedited Review (Deposit) $300.00 $303.00 7/1/2003 2011

Hearings Referee $500.00 $505.00 7/1/2003 2011

Planning Commission/Hearing's Officer to

    City Council $2,765.00 $2,790.00 7/1/2010 2011

Approval Extension $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Colocation (of Wireless Communication Facilites) $52.00 7/1/2011

Conditional Use

Initial $5,474.00 $5,523.00 7/1/2010 2011

Major Modification $5,474.00 $5,523.00 7/1/2010 2011

Minor Modification $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Design Evaluation Team (DET)

Recommendation (deposit) $1,529.00 $1,542.00 7/1/2010 2011

Development Code Provision Review

Single-Family Building Plan $73.00 $75.00 7/1/2010 2011

Commercial/Industrial/Institution $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Commercial/Industrial/Institution–

Tenant Improvements in Existing Development

Project Valuation up to $4,999 $0.00 $0.00 7/1/2010

Project Valuation $5,000 - $74,999 $73.00 $75.00 7/1/2010 2011

Project Valuation $75,000 - $149,999 $184.00 $185.00 7/1/2010 2011

Project Valuation $150,000 and more $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Downtown Review

Downtown Review Compliance Letter $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Downtown Design Administrative Review

Under $1,000,000.00 $1,401.00 $1,414.00 + 0.004 x project valuation 7/1/2010 2011

$1,000,000.00 and over (max fee $25,000.00) $5,401.00 $5,449.00 +0.002 x project valuation 7/1/2010 2011

Downtown Design Review - Design Review Board $2,843.00 $2,868.00 + applicable Type II fee 7/1/2010 2011
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Revised Fee or Charge Effective Date

Hearing Postponement $334.00 $337.00 7/1/2010 2011

Historic Overlay/Review District

Historic Overlay Designation $4,281.00 $4,320.00 7/1/2010 2011

Removal Historic Overlay Designation $4,281.00 $4,320.00 7/1/2010 2011

Exterior Alteration in Historic Overlay District $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

New Construction in Historic Overlay District $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Demolition in Historic Overlay District $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Home Occupation Permit 

Type I $101.00 $102.00 7/1/2010 2011

Type II $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Interpretation of the Community Development Code

Director's Interpretation $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Appeal to City Council $2,765.00 $2,790.00 7/1/2010 2011

Land Partition

Residential and Non-Residential (3 Lots) $3,962.00 $3,997.00 7/1/2010 2011

Residential and Non-Residential (2 Lots) $3,295.00 $3,325.00 7/1/2010 2011

Expedited $4,623.00 $4,664.00 7/1/2010 2011

Final Plat $920.00 $928.00 7/1/2010 2011

Lot Line Adjustment $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Minor Modification to an Approved Plan $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Non-Conforming Use Confirmation $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Planned Development

Conceptual Plan Review $7,752.00 $7,822.00 7/1/2010 2011

Detailed Plan Review (Concurrent Hearing) Applicable SDR Fee or Subdivision Fee +  $375.00 $379.00 7/1/2010 2011

Detailed Plan Review (Separate Hearing) Applicable SDR Fee or Subdivision Fee +   $2,313.00 $2,334.00 7/1/2010 2011

Pre-Application Conference $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Sensitive Lands Review

With Excessive Slopes/Within Drainage Ways/ $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

    Within 100-Year Floodplain (Type I)

With Excessive Slopes/Within Drainage Ways/ $2,629.00 $2,653.00 7/1/2010 2011

    Within Wetlands (Type II)
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City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Revised Fee or Charge Effective Date

With Excessive Slopes/Within Drainage Ways/ $2,841.00 $2,867.00 7/1/2010 2011

    Within Wetlands/Within the 100-Year 

Floodplain (Type III)

Sign Permit

Existing and Modification to an Existing Sign

    (No Size Differential) $164.00 $165.00 7/1/2010 2011

Temporary Sign (Per Sign) $52.00 7/1/2010

Site Development Review & Major Modification

Under $1,000,000.00 $4,645.00 $4,687.00 7/1/2010 2011
$1,000,000.00/Over $6,034.00 $6,088.00 7/1/2010 2011

('+$6.00/per each $10,000.00 over $1,000,000.00)

Minor Modification $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Subdivision

Preliminary Plat without Planned Development $5,363.00 $5,411.00   /+ $93.00 per lot 7/1/2010 2011

Preliminary Plat with Planned Development $7,422.00 $7,488.00 7/1/2010 2011

Expedited Preliminary Plat without

    Planned Development $6,148.00 $6,203.00  /+ $93.00 per lot 7/1/2010 2011

Expedited Preliminary Plat with

    Planned Development $7,422.00 $7,488.00 7/1/2010 2011

Final Plat $1,855.00 $1,872.00 7/1/2010 2011

Plat Name Change $335.00 $338.00 7/1/2010 2011

Temporary Use

Director's Decision $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Special Exemption/Non-Profit $0.00 7/1/2003

Special Mixed Use-Central Business District Zone Rate

1st Temporary Use in a Calendar Year $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

2nd Through 5th Temporary Use With Substantially the 

Same Site Plan Within A Calendar Year $52.00 $52.00 7/1/2010

Tree Removal

$294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Variance/Adjustment

Administrative Variance $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Development Adjustment $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Special Adjustments

Adjustment to a Subdivision $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Reduction of Minimum

    Residential Density $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Access/Egress Standards
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    Adjustment $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Landscaping Adjustments

    Existing/New Street Trees $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Parking Adjustments

Reduction in Minimum or Increase

    In Maximum Parking Ratio $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Reduction in New or Existing 

    Development/Transit Imprvmnt $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Reduction in Bicycle Parking $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Alternative Parking Garage

    Layout $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Reduction in Stacking Lane

    Length $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Sign Code Adjustment $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Street Improvement Adjustment $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Tree Removal Adjustment $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Wireless Communication Facility Adjustments

Setback from Nearby Residence $642.00 $647.00 7/1/2010 2011

Distance from Another Tower $294.00 $296.00 7/1/2010 2011

Zoning Map/Text Amendment

Legislative - Comprehensive Plan $9,195.00 $9,277.00 7/1/2010 2011

Legislative - Community Development Code $3,754.00 $3,787.00 7/1/2010 2011

Quasi-Judicial $3,459.00 $3,490.00 7/1/2010 2011

Zoning Analysis (Detailed) $599.00 $605.00 7/1/2010 2011

Zoning Inquiry Letter (Simple) $88.00 $89.00 7/1/2010 2011

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT -  MISCELLANEOUS FEES & CHARGES

Building Plan Copies

$2.50 /copy 7/1/2007

Community Development Code

7/1/2006

CD Rom $10.00

Tigard Comprehensive Plan - Volumes 1 & 2

$77.00 $75.00 1997  7/1/2011
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GIS Maps*

2/7/2002

8-1/2" x 11"

Black and White  Non Aerial $0.25 $2.50 7/1/2007 2011

Color   Aerial $1.50 $4.00 7/1/2007 2011

11" x 17"

Black and White  Non Aerial $1.50 $5.00 7/1/2007 2011

Color   Aerial $2.50 $7.00 7/1/2007 2011

17" x 22"

Black and White  Non Aerial $2.50 $11.00 7/1/2007 2011

Color   Aerial $5.00 $15.00 7/1/2007 2011

22" x 32"

Black and White $5.00

Color   $7.50

34" x 44"

Black and White  Non Aerial $7.50 $25.00 7/1/2007 2011

Color   Aerial $10.00 $30.00 7/1/2007 2011

Custom Maps Staff Hourly Rate

Information Processing & Archiving (IPA) Fee

Temporary Sign $5.00 7/1/2010

Type I Review $18.00 7/1/2010

Type II Review $175.00 7/1/2010

Type III Review $200.00 7/1/2010

Type IV Review $200.00 7/1/2010

Maps

2/7/2002

Address Maps by Section $2.50 /plot

Annexation & Road Jurisdiction $10.00 /plot

As-Built Drawings $2.50 /copy or plot

Assessor's Tax Map $2.50 /copy or plot

Bike Path Plan $6.00 /plot

Buildable Lands Inventory $10.00 /plot

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map $10.00 /plot

Orthophotographs $5.00 /copy

Stream Corridor & Wetlands Map $10.00 /plot

Street Index Map $10.00 /plot

Subdivision Map $10.00 /plot

Subdivision Plat Map $2.50 /copy

Topographic Maps $5.00 /copy

Transportation Plan Map $10.00 /plot
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Vertical Bench Mark Control Map $6.00 /copy

Zoning Map $10.00 /plot

Neighborhood Meeting Signs (Land Use)

$2.00 1997

Oversize Load Permit

$200.00 7/1/2005

Planimetric Maps

3/10/1986

Blueline print - quarter section $5.00

Mylar - quarter section $150.00 /+ reproduction cost

Retrieval of Materials Confiscated in ROW

Lawn and A-board signs $40.00 /sign 7/1/2010

Other signs and materials (based on size and value) City Manager's Discretion 7/1/2010

(per TMC 7.61.035 Ord 10-06)

Tigard Transportation System Plan

$15.00 $75.00 2000  7/1/2011

Tigard Triangle

Master Plan (3/92) $10.00 Obsolete

Master Plan Color Map (Adopted 11/92) $2.50

Specific Area Plan (1/94) $7.50

Transportation & Traffic Evaluation

Visual Preference Survey

$5.00 /for second copy Obsolete

Washington Square Regional Center 1999

Task Force Recommendations $10.00
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Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - MISCELLANEOUS DEVELOPMENT

Blasting Permit $271.00 7/1/2009

Fee in Lieu of Sewer Based on actual cost of sewer connection, 1998

(Commercial Only)     if sewer was available

Fee in Lieu of Shared Open Space Fee in lieu  is determined by multiplying 7/1/2011

(MU-CBD zone only) the current Washington County Assessor-determined

real market value of the land (not improvements) by   

10%.

Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee $4,100.00  $4,500.00 /dwelling unit 7/1/2010  2011

(This fee is determined by Cleanwater Services.

The City of Tigard receives 3.99% of fees collected.)

Tree Replacement Fee $125.00 /caliber inch 9/1/2001

Water Quality Facility Fee 6/6/2000

(City receives 100% of fees collected)

Residential Single Family $225.00 /unit

Commercial & Multi-family $225.00 /2,640 sq. ft of additional

    impervious surface

Water Quantity Facility Fee 6/6/2000

(City receives 100% of fees collected)

Residential Single Family $275.00 /unit

Commercial & Multi-family $275.00 /2,640 sq. ft of additional

    impervious surface

Metro Construction Excise Tax 12% of building permits for projects 7/1/2006

(City will retain 5% for administrative expenses) with a total valuation of $100,001 or more;

(Tax set by Metro, but collected by cities) not to exceed $12,000.

Vacation (Streets and Public Access) $2,209.00 /deposit + actual costs 7/1/2009
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PUBLIC WORKS

Addressing Assignment Fee $50.00 10/29/2003

Community Garden Plot Rental

Large $40.00 /year 7/1/2010

Small $20.00 /year 7/1/2010

Encroachment Permit None has been set yet

Engineering Public Improvement Design Standards $5.00 7/15/1998

Local Improvement District Assessments Actual Cost 7/24/1996

Park Reservation Fees

Application Fee

Resident $25.00 7/1/2010

Non-Resident $50.00 7/1/2010

Rental Change Fee $15.00 7/1/2011

Special Use/Alcohol Permit Fee $25.00 Fee assessed at time of reservation 7/1/2010

Special Event Permit Fee $75.00 0 to 100 people 7/1/2010

$175.00 101 to 500 people 7/1/2010

$275.00 501 to 2000 people 7/1/2010

$475.00 More than 2000 people 7/1/2010

Shelter Rental Fees (2 hour minimum)

Shelter #1

Resident $16.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Non-Resident $32.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Shelter #2

Resident $33.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Non-Resident $66.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Shelter #1, #3, #4, Bishop/Scheckla Pavilion, & Summerlake

Resident $23.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Non-Resident $46.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Soccer/Ball Field Rental Fee (2 hour minimum)

Resident $10.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Non-Resident $20.00 /hour 7/1/2010

Deposit May be required for some events to mitigate Not to exceed $400 7/1/2010

possible cleanup and/or damages.

Reimbursement District Application Fee $300.00 1/27/1998

Reimbursement District Fee Not to Exceed $6,000.00 unless 7/1/2001

    reimbursement fee exceeds $15,000.00

    Any amount over $15,000.00 shall be

    reimbursed by the owner.  $6,000.00 limit 
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    valid for only 3 years from Council approval

    of district cost.

Right-of-Way (ROW) Permit Fee

ROW Permit Fee $300.00 Not required for Public Facility Improvements 7/1/2011

Encroachment Permit $300.00 7/1/2011

Street Maintenance Fee (TMC 18.765)

Monthly Residential Rate - 

Single and Multi-Family $4.13 4/1/2011

Monthly Non-Residential Rate $1.06 4/1/2011

Monthly Residential Rate - 

Single and Multi-Family $5.25 $5.45 1/1/2012

Monthly Non-Residential Rate $1.19 $1.23 1/1/2012

Staff Review No Charge No Charge

City Council Written Appeal Filing Fee $300.00 $300.00

Solid Waste Compactor Permit $100.00

Traffic Control Devices

Speed Hump Program 50% of cost 5/1/1996
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PUBLIC WORKS - UTILITIES

Booster Pump Charge

Meter Size (diameter inches)

5/8 x 3/4 $4.08 /monthly 1/1/2011

$4.32 /monthly 1/1/2012

$4.58 /monthly 1/1/2013

$4.86 /monthly 1/1/2014

$5.15 /monthly 1/1/2015

1 $10.87 /monthly 1/1/2011

$11.52 /monthly 1/1/2012

$12.21 /monthly 1/1/2013

$12.95 /monthly 1/1/2014

$13.72 /monthly 1/1/2015

1.5 $32.60 /monthly 1/1/2011

$34.56 /monthly 1/1/2012

$36.63 /monthly 1/1/2013

$38.83 /monthly 1/1/2014

$41.16 /monthly 1/1/2015

2 $52.93 /monthly 1/1/2011

$56.11 /monthly 1/1/2012

$59.47 /monthly 1/1/2013

$63.04 /monthly 1/1/2014

$66.82 /monthly 1/1/2015

3 $93.33 /monthly 1/1/2011

$98.93 /monthly 1/1/2012

$104.87 /monthly 1/1/2013

$111.16 /monthly 1/1/2014

$117.83 /monthly 1/1/2015

4 $191.41 /monthly 1/1/2011

$202.89 /monthly 1/1/2012

$215.07 /monthly 1/1/2013

$227.97 /monthly 1/1/2014

$241.65 /monthly 1/1/2015

6 $203.75 /monthly 1/1/2011

$215.98 /monthly 1/1/2012

$228.93 /monthly 1/1/2013

$242.67 /monthly 1/1/2014
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$257.23 /monthly 1/1/2015

8 $326.00 /monthly 1/1/2011

$345.56 /monthly 1/1/2012

$366.29 /monthly 1/1/2013

$388.27 /monthly 1/1/2014

$411.57 /monthly 1/1/2015

10 $636.93 /monthly 1/1/2011

$675.15 /monthly 1/1/2012

$715.65 /monthly 1/1/2013

$758.59 /monthly 1/1/2014

$804.11 /monthly 1/1/2015

12 $917.17 /monthly 1/1/2011

$972.20 /monthly 1/1/2012

$1,030.53 /monthly 1/1/2013

$1,092.36 /monthly 1/1/2014

$1,157.91 /monthly 1/1/2015

Customer Charge

(Basic fee charged to customers to have the

    City deliver water.)

Meter Size (diameter inches)

5/8 x 3/4 $15.78 /monthly 1/1/2011

$17.99 /monthly 1/1/2012

$20.51 /monthly 1/1/2013

$23.38 /monthly 1/1/2014

$24.38 /monthly 1/1/2015

1 $35.40 /monthly 1/1/2011

$40.36 /monthly 1/1/2012

$46.01 /monthly 1/1/2013

$52.45 /monthly 1/1/2014

$54.70 /monthly 1/1/2015

1.5 $93.49 /monthly 1/1/2011

$106.58 /monthly 1/1/2012

$121.50 /monthly 1/1/2013

$138.51 /monthly 1/1/2014

$144.47 /monthly 1/1/2015

2 $151.68 /monthly 1/1/2011

$172.92 /monthly 1/1/2012
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$197.12 /monthly 1/1/2013

$224.72 /monthly 1/1/2014

$234.38 /monthly 1/1/2015

3 $298.56 /monthly 1/1/2011

$340.36 /monthly 1/1/2012

$388.01 /monthly 1/1/2013

$442.33 /monthly 1/1/2014

$461.35 /monthly 1/1/2015

4 $567.12 /monthly 1/1/2011

$646.52 /monthly 1/1/2012

$737.03 /monthly 1/1/2013

$840.21 /monthly 1/1/2014

$876.34 /monthly 1/1/2015

6 $635.88 /monthly 1/1/2011

$724.90 /monthly 1/1/2012

$826.39 /monthly 1/1/2013

$942.08 /monthly 1/1/2014

$982.59 /monthly 1/1/2015

8 $993.12 /monthly 1/1/2011

$1,132.16 /monthly 1/1/2012

$1,290.66 /monthly 1/1/2013

$1,471.35 /monthly 1/1/2014

$1,534.62 /monthly 1/1/2015

10 $1,832.55 /monthly 1/1/2011

$2,089.11 /monthly 1/1/2012

$2,381.58 /monthly 1/1/2013

$2,715.00 /monthly 1/1/2014

$2,831.75 /monthly 1/1/2015

12 $2,592.94 /monthly 1/1/2011

$2,955.95 /monthly 1/1/2012

$3,369.78 /monthly 1/1/2013

$3,841.55 /monthly 1/1/2014

$4,006.74 /monthly 1/1/2015

Final Notification Process Fee $30.00 /per instance 7/1/2009

Fire Hydrant Flow Test $325.00 /test 12/9/2008
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Fire Hydrant Usage - Temporary

3" hydrant meter deposit* $650.00 9/1/2002

    *Deposit is refundable if returned in good condition

Hook-up service $50.00 2/27/2001

Continued use $50.00 /month 2/27/2001

Consumption Current irrigation water usage rate 9/1/2002

    per 100 cubic feet of water used

Fire Rates (Sprinklers) 2/27/2001

6" or smaller $17.00 /month

8" or larger $22.50 /month

Fire Service Connection $1,400.00 /+ 12% fee based 2/27/2001

    on construction costs.

Meter Disconnection Actual labor and material costs + 10% 9/1/2002

Meter Installation Fees

5/8" x 3/4" Meter $325.00 2/27/2001

1" Meter $500.00 2/27/2001

1 1/2" Meter $850.00 2/27/2001

2" Meter $1,000.00 2/27/2001

3" or more Meter Actual Cost 5/23/2000

Meter Out-of-Order Test Meter calibration cost + actual labor 9/1/2002

    and material costs + 10%

Sanitary Sewer Service 

(City receives 15.82% of fees collected)

Base Charge $19.14 /dwelling unit/month 7/1/2007

Use Charge $1.31 /100 cubic feet/month for 7/1/2007

    individual customer winter average

Storm and Surface Water 

(City retains 75% of Service Charge fees collected)

(City retains 100% of its Surcharge fees collected)

Service Charge $4.00 /ESU/month 6/6/2000

Tigard Surcharge $2.00 /ESU/month 7/1/2009

Water Bacteriological Quality Testing

Cost per test $60.00 7/1/2008
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Water Disconnection Charge for Non-payment

During business hours $50.00 2/27/2001

Water Line Construction - New Development 12% of Actual Cost 2/27/2001

Water Main Extension

Designed and installed by others 12% of Actual Cost 9/1/2002

Water Meter Radio Read Device $156.80 7/1/2008

Water Usage Charges

Residential

Tier 1 $2.04 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 2 $2.98 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 3 $3.41 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 1 $2.33 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 2 $3.40 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 3 $3.89 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 1 $2.65 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 2 $3.87 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 3 $4.43 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 1 $3.02 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 2 $4.42 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 3 $5.05 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 1 $3.15 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tier 2 $4.60 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tier 3 $5.27 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Multi-Family

Tier 1 $1.70 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 2 $2.48 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 3 $2.84 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 1 $1.94 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 2 $2.83 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 3 $3.24 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 1 $2.21 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 2 $3.22 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 3 $3.69 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013
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Tier 1 $2.52 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 2 $3.67 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 3 $4.21 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 1 $2.63 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tier 2 $3.83 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tier 3 $4.39 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Commercial

Tier 1 $2.32 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 2 $3.38 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 3 $3.87 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

Tier 1 $2.64 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 2 $3.85 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 3 $4.41 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

Tier 1 $3.02 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 2 $4.39 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 3 $5.03 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

Tier 1 $3.44 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 2 $5.01 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 3 $5.73 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

Tier 1 $3.58 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tier 2 $5.22 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tier 3 $5.98 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Industrial Uniform Rate

$3.23 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

$3.68 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

$4.20 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

$4.79 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

$4.99 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Irrigation Uniform Rate

$4.59 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2011

$5.23 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2012

$5.97 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2013

$6.80 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2014

$7.09 /100 cubic feet of water 1/1/2015

Tiered Rate Structure Thresholds (100 cubic feet of water)
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Meter Size

5/8 x 3/4 Tier 1 6 ccf

Tier 2 15 ccf

Tier 3 over 15 ccf

1 Tier 1 16 ccf

Tier 2 40 ccf

Tier 3 over 40 ccf

1.5 Tier 1 48 ccf

Tier 2 120 ccf

Tier 3 over 120 ccf

2 Tier 1 78 ccf

Tier 2 195 ccf

Tier 3 over 195 ccf

3 Tier 1 137 ccf

Tier 2 344 ccf

Tier 3 over 344 ccf

4 Tier 1 282 ccf

Tier 2 705 ccf

Tier 3 over 705 ccf

6 Tier 1 300 ccf

Tier 2 750 ccf

Tier 3 over 750 ccf

8 Tier 1 480 ccf

Tier 2 1,200 ccf

Tier 3 over 1,200 ccf

10 Tier 1 938 ccf

Tier 2 2,345 ccf

Tier 3 over 2,345 ccf

12 Tier 1 1,350 ccf

Tier 2 3,376 ccf

Tier 3 over 3,376 ccf
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING

Park System Development Charge (SDC)*

Single Family Unit $4,811.00 $4,048.34 1/1/2010   7/1/2011

Multi-family Unit $3,867.00 $3,254.20 1/1/2010   7/1/2011

Spaces in a manufactured home park $3,814.00 $3,209.17 1/1/2010   7/1/2011

Commercial/industrial (per employee) $327.00 $274.81 1/1/2010   7/1/2011

*See Appendix for methodology used to calculate the charges.

Fee or Charge

For more detailed information on calculating Park SDCs see City of Tigard Resolution No. 04-97 

and the accompanying report, “Parks and Recreation System Development Charges Methodology 

Update” by Don Ganer & Associates, Inc., November 10, 2004.

The Park System Development Charge (Park SDC) is a City of Tigard charge that is assessed on 

new development to support the acquisition and development of parks, greenways, and paved 

trails, all of which are used by residents of Tigard and by those who work here.  The Park SDC is 

a one-time fee charged to new development to help pay a portion of the costs associated with 

building additional parks and trails to meet the needs created by both residential and 

commercial/industrial growth.  The SDC revenues can only be used on capacity-increasing capital 

improvements and cannot be used to repair existing park facilities.

Park SDCs are assessed on new residential development on a per-unit basis and against 

commercial and industrial development on a per-employee basis.

The amount of the charge for each land use category is adjusted each year, effective July 

1st, in relation to two indices, one reflecting changes in development/construction costs 

and one reflecting changes in land acquisition costs.

For information about Park SDCs regarding a specific project contact the City’s Permits/Projects 

Coordinator at 503-718-2426.

33



Department Revenue Source Effective DateFee or Charge

Park SDC Annual Adjustment 4/10/2001

Park SDC Annual Adjustment (cont.)

Calculation Definitions:

SDC (2000) = Current SDC fee

L (2000) = Average cost of residential tract land 2000

L (2001) = Average cost of residential tract land 2001

L (2xxx) = Average cost of residential tract land 2xxx

C (2000) = Construction cost index of 2000

C (2001) = Construction cost index of 2001

C (2xxx) = Construction cost index of 2xxx

LCI = Land Cost Index: change from the current year from previous year

CCI = Construction Cost Index: change from the current year from previous year

ACI = Average cost index change of LCI + CCI

Parks SDC fees shall be adjusted annually on July 1st of each year beginning in 2011.  The new 

fee will be determined by multiplying the existing fees by the average of two indices, one 

reflecting changes in development/construction costs and one reflecting changes in land 

acquisition costs.  The average of these two indices is a reasonable approach because the Parks 

SDC fee is roughly split 50% between land acquisition land development components.

The index for the Land Acquisition component will be the base cost for residential tract land in 

Tigard, as determined by the Washington County Appraiser.  The average cost for residential tract 

land was selected because it is readily identified and is the lowest priced of the buildable lands in 

Tigard.  Changes in this base cost can be calculated in terms of a percentage increase, to create the 

level of change to the original index, and projected to the overall acquisition cost.  In accordance 

with Measure 5, the Washington County Appraiser's office will determine appraised values on July 

1 of each year.

The index for the Land Development component of the Parks SDC will be the Construction Cost 

Index for the City of Seattle as published in the December issue of the Engineering News Record 

(ENR).  The Seattle cost index will be used because the city is the geographically closest to Tigard 

of twenty metropolitan areas for which the ENR maintains cost data.  This index is adjusted 

monthly, quarterly, and annually.  The annual index for each year will be selected beginning with 

the index for December 2002. 



City of Tigard

Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Effective DateFee or Charge

Formula:

L (2001) / L (2000) = LCI

and

C (2001) / C (2000) = CCI

therefore

LCI + CCI / 2 = ACI

then

SDC (2001) X ACI = SDC (2002)

Each year subsequent to 2002, the costs shall be revised using the current year and previous year's 

data.  Not withstanding the foregoing, all calculations shall be carried out to the thousandth place.  

A final product ending in .49 or less shall be rounded down to the nearest dollar, .50 or more up 

to the next dollar.  Community Development staff will perform the adjustment calculation and 

prepare the resolution each year.
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Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES ENGINEERING

Traffic Impact Fee *

Trip Rate

Residential Use $382.00 $404.00 /average weekday trip 7/1/2010 2011

Business & Commercial Use $96.00 $102.00 /average weekday trip 7/1/2010 2011

Office Use $350.00 $371.00 /average weekday trip 7/1/2010 2011

Industrial Use $367.00 $389.00 /average weekday trip 7/1/2010 2011

Institutional Use $158.00 $168.00 /average weekday trip 7/1/2010 2011

Transit Rate $27.00 $30.00 /average daily trip 7/1/2010 2011

*See Appendix for methodology used to calculate the charges.

The Traffic Impact Fee program is governed by Washington County.  All fees and procedures are set by the County.

Fee or Charge

The TIF rate for each land use category is adjusted each year, effective July 1st, to account for inflation. 

For information about the TIF regarding a specific project contact the City’s Permits/Projects Coordinator at (503) 718-

2426.

For more detailed information on calculating TIF charges and a detailed list of Land Uses and their associated average trip 

rates see the Washington County Countywide Transportation Development Tax Manual.

The Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) is a Washington County charge, approved by the voters in November, 1990, that is 

administered and collected by the City of Tigard.  It went into effect in 1991.  On July 1, 2009 it was replaced with the 

Transportation Development Tax (TDT) regarding new development projects.  All projects that received Land Use 

Approval and submitted building permit applications prior to July 1, 2009 remain under TIF as do most non-residential 

projects that received Land Use Approval prior to July 1, 2009 even if building permit applications were submitted after that 

date.  Residential, change-of-use, and minor addition projects for which building permit applications are submitted on or 

after July 1, 2009 are subject to TDT.

TIF charges are assessed on new development to help provide funds for the increased capacity transportation 

improvements needed to accommodate the additional vehicle traffic and demand for transit facilities generated by that 

development.  TIF provides funds for these capacity improvements to county and city arterials, certain collectors, and 

certain state and transit facilities as listed in the County’s Base Report list of projects.  TIF is categorized as an Improvement 

Fee: revenue must be dedicated to capital improvements that expand capacity and may not be used for maintenance, repair, 

or other non-capital improvements.

TIF is assessed on new development on the basis of the number of trips that development is projected to generate.  The 

bases for these trip projections are the statistical analyses and findings about trip generation found in the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual.  Table II.1 of the Washington County Traffic Impact Fee Procedures Manual 

provides figures for the weekday average trips generated per unit by different Land Uses.  For residential uses the units are 

dwelling or occupancy units.   For commercial and industrial uses the units are the square footage of the use or units unique 

to the use such as lanes, fueling positions, etc.
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EXHIBIT A

Countywide Transportation Development Tax (TDT) - (Example Land Uses and Charges* )
Single Family Detached $5,227.00 $6,665.00 /per unit 7/1/2010 2011

Apartment $3,352.00 $4,325.00 /per unit 7/1/2010 2011

Residential Condominium/Townhouse $3,106.00 $3,976.00 /per unit 7/1/2010 2011

General Office Building $5,246.00 $6,869.00 (per TSFGFA**) 7/1/2010 2011

Medical Office Building $17,958.00 $23,370.00 (per TSFGFA**) 7/1/2010 2011

Fast Food Restaurant (no drive thru) $15,897.00 $21,133.00 (per TSFGFA**) 7/1/2010 2011

Shopping Center $6,828.00 $8,968.00  (per TSFGLA**) 7/1/2010 2011

The TDT rate for each land use category is adjusted each year, effective July 1st, and the rates for each year from July 1, 

2009 through June 30, 2013 were established in Appendix B to Washington County Engrossed Ordinance 691, August 29, 

2008. The TDT rates effective 71/2010 include a 10% Temporary Discount implemented October 2009 by Washington 

county.  If the Temporary Discount program is terminated the effective rates will revert to the original calculated rates.

**  TSFGFA = thousand square feet gross floor area; TSFGLA = thousand square feet gross leasable area.

*  For more detailed information on calculating TDT charges and a detailed list of Land Uses and TDT charges through 

6/30/2013 see Appendix B to Washington County Engrossed Ordinance 691, August 29, 2008 and the Washington County 

Countywide Transportation Development Tax Manual.

For information about the TDT regarding a specific project contact the City’s Permits/Projects Coordinator at (503) 718-

TDTs are assessed on new development on a per-unit basis.  For residential uses the units are dwelling units, bedrooms, etc.  

For commercial and industrial uses the units are the square footage of the use or units unique to the use such as lanes, 

fueling positions, etc.

The Countywide Transportation Development Tax (TDT) is a Washington County Tax approved by the voters in 

November, 2008, that is administered and collected by the City of Tigard.  It went into effect on July 1, 2009, replacing the 

Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) program.

Like TIF, TDT is assessed on new development to help provide funds for the increased capacity transportation 

improvements needed to accommodate the additional vehicle traffic and demand for transit facilities generated by that 

development.  It provides funds for these capacity improvements to county and city arterials, certain collectors, and certain 

state and transit facilities as listed in the County’s Capital Improvements Project List.  The TDT is categorized as an 

Improvement Fee: revenue must be dedicated to capital improvements that expand capacity and may not be used for 

maintenance, repair, or other non-capital improvements.
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Fees and Charges Schedule
EXHIBIT A

Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

PUBLIC WORKS - WATER

Water System Development Charge (SDC)*

5/8" x 3/4" Meter $3,821.00 2/1/2011

$4,705.00 2/1/2012

$5,590.00 2/1/2013

$6,474.00 2/1/2014

1" Meter $10,191.00 2/1/2011

$12,551.00 2/1/2012

$14,910.00 2/1/2013

$17,269.00 2/1/2014

1 1/2" Meter $30,555.00 2/1/2011

$37,629.00 2/1/2012

$44,703.00 2/1/2013

$51,777.00 2/1/2014

2" Meter $49,616.00 2/1/2011

$61,103.00 2/1/2012

$72,589.00 2/1/2013

$84,076.00 2/1/2014

3" Meters and larger diameter

The number of EDUs associated with the demands will be determined by the following:

*See Appendix for methodology used to calculate the charges.

Where:

ADD is the projected average-day demand of the new user in gallons per day, and

PDD is the projected peak-day demand of the new user in gallons per day, and

PHD is the projected peak hour demand of the new user in gallons per day, and

The constants used in the above formula are:

0.004 equals the proportion of the City's water facilities allocated to the average-day function

226.4 equals the estimated gallons per day on an average-day basis demanded by an EDU

0.343 equals the proportion of the City's water facilities allocated to the max-day extra-capacity function

249.1 equals the estimated gallons per day on an max-day extra capacity demanded by an EDU

0.257 equals the proportion of the City's water facilities allocated to the max-hour extra capacity function

90.6 equals the estimated gallons per day of max-hour extra-capacity demanded by an EDU

For connections to the water system with meters larger than 2-inches, the City will forecast the demands on an 

average-day, peak-day, and peak-hour basis.

The City may update the values in the formula above as the system changes to recognize the 

changing costs imposed by large customers
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City of Tigard 
Tigard Business Meeting – Minutes 

 
 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL AND LOCAL CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD  

MEETING DATE AND TIME: April 12, 2011 - 6:30 p.m. Study Session;  
7:30 p.m. Business Meeting 

  
  
MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223 

 
STUDY SESSION:  Mayor Dirksen called the Study Session to order at 6:30 pm. 
Council Present: Mayor Dirksen, Council President Buehner, Councilor Wilson, Councilor Woodruff 
and Councilor Henderson 
 
Staff Present: City Manager Prosser, Assistant City Manager Newton, Community Development Director 
Bunch, Public Works Director Koellermeier, Associate Planner Caines, Associate Planner Floyd, City 
Attorney Ramis and Deputy City Recorder Krager 
 
Press:  Eric Florip, Oregonian 

 
A. Administrative Items – Mayor Dirksen reminded Council of the first Budget Committee Meeting 

starting on Monday April 18, 6:30 pm, Public Works Auditorium 
B. Shining Stars Banquet – Mayor Dirksen will be honored at the Tualatin Riverkeepers Green Heron 

Banquet on the same night as the Shining Stars Banquet.  Council President Buehner, Councilor 
Henderson and Councilor Wilson will attend the Shining Stars Banquet with their spouses. 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 

City Manager Prosser read the citation and the Tigard City Council entered into an  Executive Session at 
6:32 pm to discuss pending litigation and to consider the employment of a public officer, employee, staff 
member or individual agent, under ORS 192.660(2) (h) and (a). Executive Session ended at 7:27 pm. 

1. BUSINESS MEETING   
 

A. Mayor Dirksen called the meeting to order at 7:34 pm. 
 

B. Deputy City Recorder Krager called the roll.   
Present  Absent 

Mayor Dirksen       x 
Councilor Henderson        x 
Councilor Woodard       x 
Councilor Wilson        x 
Council President Buehner x 
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C. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
 
 

D. Council Communications & Liaison Reports:  Mayor Dirksen announced that Council will report on the 
National League of Cities Conference held at Washington DC, at the end of the meeting.  

 
E. Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items:  None 

 
   
2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION    

   
A.  Follow-up to Previous Citizen Communication:   None 

 
B.  Tigard High School Student Envoy Tracie Tran gave a report on current happenings at THS. A copy of 

her report is in the meeting packet.  
 

C.  Tigard Area Chamber of Commerce Executive Director Debi Mollahan thanked Council for participating in 
the “Meet your City Council” event.  She mentioned many upcoming activities including speed networking, 
the grand opening of The Knoll at Tigard CPAH housing, and the upcoming Shining Stars banquet.   

 
D. Citizen Communication – Signup Sheet:   Tree Board Chair Anthony Tycer spoke as a citizen regarding 

changes to tree planting requirements and the tree mitigation fund, which will be renamed at tonight’s 
meeting. 

He encouraged the Mayor and Council to exercise accountability over the use of money in the tree fund.  
He said that without a certifiable return on investment, the Tree Board is not in favor of using Friends of 
Trees for tree planting.  He is in favor of the goal to plant trees on private property to help increase the 
urban canopy.  With regard to use of mitigation funds, he said it is appropriate to inquire how much per tree 
will be spent, where it will go and what will be charged for site preparation.   He said he has a personal goal 
to increase participation in the street tree giveaway from 30 in 2010 to 60 in 2011, but he would also like to 
site the trees in such a way that their shadows fall across asphalt and reduce heat signatures.   

He urged Council to be careful when using the Survey Monkey to shape conclusions by citizen committees, 
as a questionable premise will lead to questionable conclusions.   

Mr. Tycer said there has been a paradigm shift in measuring trees for mitigation.  The measure used to be 
the breast-height diameter calculation but this changed to canopy coverage percentage, so that treed lots and 
un-treed lots are treated the same.  He cautioned against unintended consequences of decisions like this and 
asked, “How are we going to favor native tree planting?”    

   
3.    CONSENT AGENDA:      
   

A.  Approve City Council Meeting Minutes  
1.  February 22, 2011  
2. March 8, 2011   (Moved to the April 26, 2011 Consent Agenda) 



    

 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES – April 12, 2011 

City of Tigard | 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223| www.tigard-or.gov |    Page 3 of 8 
 

 
B.  Receive and File:  

1.  Council Calendar  
2.  Council Tentative Agenda for Future Meeting Topics  

 
C. Renew Resolution No. 08-47 That Establishes a Process to Form Ad-Hoc, Limited Duration Citizen 

Advisory Committees. 
 

• Resolution No. 11-12 – A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE PROCESS TO FORM AND 
APPOINT LIMITED DURATION CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEES (CAC) BY 
ALLOWING AN OPTION TO DO SO THROUGH A ONE-STEP PROCESS WHEN 
UTILIZING A STANDING COMMITTEE 

Council President Buehner moved for approval of the Consent Agenda and Councilor Wilson seconded the 
motion and all voted in favor. 

Yes    No 
Mayor Dirksen    x 
Councilor Henderson    x 
Councilor Woodard    x 
Councilor Wilson    x 
Council President Buehner   x 
 

 
4.   PROCLAIM APRIL 25-30, 2011 AS NATIONAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT WEEK 

Mayor Dirksen proclaimed April 25-30 as National Community Development Week.  He said this recognizes 
the Community Development Block Grant program, enacted 37 years ago.  This federal program provides 
funding to communities for affordable housing or neighborhood revitalization needs. Tigard has received 
$3,429,286 for use within the city of Tigard. A part of the proclamation urges Congress to continue to provide 
formula funding for the CDBG. 

 
 

5.    ARBOR DAY, RECEIVE THE TREE CITY USA GROWTH AWARD AND PRESENT TREE 
STEWARDSHIP AWARDS   Associate Planner Daniels and Arborist Prager introduced this item. Associate 
Planner Daniels said Tigard declares an Arbor Month, not just an Arbor Day and presented a PowerPoint 
covering local events celebrating it. A copy of this presentation is in the meeting packet. 

 
Arborist Prager said Tigard is being recognized for the tenth year as a Tree City USA.  He read the requirements 
that were met and noted that the City of Tigard planted over 13,000 trees within the City limits in 2010, 
representing an 11% increase in the tree canopy. He said Tigard also received a Tree City USA Growth Award 
for expanded urban forestry efforts. He said over 100 trees have been planted at local schools, providing 
outdoor classrooms, shade and water quality benefits.  
 
   Brian Wegener, representing the Oregon Department of Forestry’s Oregon Community of Trees spoke.  
He said as a Tigard citizen he was very pleased to present the Tree City USA Growth Award to his home town.   
He presented the City with new road signs, a plaque honoring Tigard for being a Tree City for Ten Years, and a 
flag. Mr. Wegener presented the Mayor with a lapel pin and hat.   
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   Assistant Planner Daniels described the upcoming tree planting at Metzger Elementary on April 22, 2011. 
A second grade class will be planting trees with Mayor Dirksen.  She announced the winner of the 2011 Tree 
Stewardship Awards:  Tigard Parks and Recreation Advisory Board.  She read the nomination: “The efforts of 
the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board have made a lasting impression on the urban forestry in Tigard for 
generations to come and this is why they deserve the 2011 Tree Stewardship Award.” The award was accepted 
by PRAB Member Hong Dao.      
 

   
6. CONSIDER A RESOLUTION TO RENAME AND OUTLINE ALLOWED USES OF THE  

TREE REPLACEMENT FUND   
 
  Associate Planner Caines and Arborist Prager gave a brief staff report on the tree replacement fund.  
Associate Planner Caines said in February of 2010 Council asked staff to clarify the allowed uses of the Tree 
Replacement Fund as part of the Urban Forestry Code revision.  She said the first phase is renaming it the 
Urban Forestry Fund and outlining allowed expenditures.   A future phase will examine the Urban Forestry 
Master Plan and how funds are collected and used in the long term to achieve goals of that plan, and will 
coincide with the adoption of the urban forestry code. She said the resolution under Council consideration 
renames the fund and outlines the allowed expenditures: site preparation for planting trees, minor grading, plan 
preparation plan, actual tree planting and three years of early establishment maintenance activities to ensure 
young tree survival.  The resolution also outlines that trees can be planted on public or private property, and 
there is a line that states the amount that can be spent on average for different projects around the city.  She said 
this maximum amount is on average, ten percent above the tree replacement fee in lieu, which is currently $125 
per caliper inch. She said this resolution reflects the consensus of the Urban Forestry Code Revision Citizen 
Advisory Committee and is recommended for approval by the Tree Board. 
 
Councilor Woodard asked if the three-year period only covers trees put in by developers. Associate Planner 
Caines said trees can be planted on either public or private property.  Councilor Woodard asked what the plan is 
for the GIS technology and how many FTE’s are required to sustain it.  Arborist Prager responded that the 
resolution codifies the current practices and reason the City uses GIS is that there is citizen and developer 
interest in finding out where the trees they paid for are being planted.  He said staff is currently building this 
program and the GIS aspect would not increase staff time.   
 
Councilor Woodard said he had concerns about the cost of the trees and the service level expectations.  He said 
he would like to see a more detailed scope of work.  He asked why demolition costs are not included in the 
formula. He said he was supportive and loves trees, but wants more detail about the three-year early tree 
establishment. He asked, “What have we done before versus what we will be doing tomorrow?”  
 
Councilor Wilson stated that what is being voted on tonight does not commit the City to anything; it just 
broadens the use.  He said, “Regarding the GIS, Arborist Prager is the person who will enter this information 
and the GIS system exists now. The bottom line is that we are just allowing ourselves more latitude.”  
 
Mayor Dirksen said the problem that this resolution addresses is that in the past we have only been allowed to 
plant on public property, yet we receive mitigation money from private developers.  The question was, “Why 
can’t we use these funds on private property?”   
 
Councilor Woodard asked if three years are required for newly planted tree maintenance, and could it be less? 
Mayor Dirksen said this is the standard in the code that we set for developers and now we will be applying it to 
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ourselves.  Arborist Prager supported the three-year threshold.   
 
Councilor Henderson asked how much was in the fund.  Arborist Prager estimated $1.2 million.   
 
Councilor Wilson commented that Tigard is in danger of overplanting its public spaces.  He said the city also 
has areas, typically commercial, that are under-canopied.  He said he would like the city to concentrate on 
quality rather than quantity.  He asked about the 10% rule.  Associate Planner Caines said that is an average.  
Councilor Wilson said that was nowhere near enough.  He said an old adage is, “Never put a $100 tree in a $10 
hole. Current thinking is that we need to spend more money on preparation.”   He said he would like to see 
Tigard put trees along Pacific Highway but said that will be costly.  He noted that asphalt demolition and 
pavement replacement were not listed.    
 

 Mayor Dirksen verified that the Council could approve paying more than what is listed in Attachment A for 
a project staff wants to do.  Councilor Wilson issued a charge for staff to seek out those spaces where trees 
aren’t and won’t occur naturally and plant trees there.  He said he wants to see paving demolition and utility 
relocation listed as eligible charges, as well as legal work such as obtaining easements and deed restrictions.   
 
Arborist Prager said the language is intentionally broad.  He said the advisory committees were adamant that the 
costs be capped so large projects would require Council approval.  He said he felt the language was expansive 
enough to cover a lot of these things mentioned tonight.   
 
Councilor Wilson asked if staff knew what is in our fee-in-lieu of undergrounding fund.  City Manager Prosser 
noted that the first Budget Committee meeting is next week and this question could be addressed then. 
 
Mayor Dirksen said staff should go out and find places where trees need to be and put them there, aiming for 
quality, not quantity.  This could even be made a policy.    He said removal of impervious surfaces should be 
listed.  Councilor Woodard recommended “removal of old irrigation systems” be added. 
 
In response to a question from Council President Buehner, the city has codes in place to require commercial 
developers to replace trees that don’t live.  Community Development Director Bunch said the effort to enforce 
landscaping that has not been kept up would be a huge effort.  He recommends asking future developers to 
partner and help leverage resources.  

 
City Manager Prosser asked if Council wanted to amend the motion now or have staff come back with 
amendments as part of phase two?  Associate Planner Caines suggested adding what Council suggested and 
putting this on a future consent agenda. City Attorney Ramis said Council’s direction should be clear because if 
the product that comes back is not what you want, you can pull it off the Consent Agenda.  
 
Community Development Director Bunch suggested partnerships with property owners for projects showing 
what can be done with a tree planting demonstration project. 
 
Council President Buehner requested that trees not be planted facing north on steep hills, such as evergreen 
trees on 135th

 

.  They shade the road and icy conditions remain longer, making driving more dangerous. This 
issue is tabled. 

Mayor Dirksen said this issue is tabled and it will be revisited as a Consent Agenda item with revised language. 
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7.      LOCAL CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD: AWARD PURCHASE AGREEMENT FOR 

REPLACEMENT   OF THE IN-CAR VIDEO SYSTEM FOR PATROL VEHICLES TO 
CDW/PANASONIC  

 
Police Chief Orr, Police Department Business Manager Imdieke and Senior Management Analyst Barrett were 
present to discuss this item. Last year the police car video equipment was patched together and staff planned to 
replace this equipment next fiscal year.  Business Manager Imdieke reported that the vendor for this equipment 
filed bankruptcy in June of 2010 and went out of business shortly thereafter.  He reported that staff evaluated 
several vendors and after reviews and on-site demonstrations, it was decided to go with the Panasonic 
equipment. He said this is a multi-year contract and Council must approve the appropriation each year. 

 
Council Woodard said he knows the police needs this equipment.  He verified the costs and lease payments are 
being paid this year from savings but was concerned that the second year payment will leave the department 
short of human resources.   Police Department Business Manager Imdieke said the second year payment is 
included in the proposed budget, above and beyond what FTE costs are. And the third year will be budgeted 
the year after. 

  
Councilor Henderson expressed concern about the unfilled FTE’s.  Police Chief Orr said most of the savings 
came from last fiscal year’s Materials and Services budget.  He said City Manager Prosser asked the Police 
Department last year to identify purchases they could defer in the Materials and Services budget.  He said they 
are in full staffing now.   Councilor Henderson asked if the savings were realized because crime went down.  
Police Chief Orr said it did go down but Tigard is back up slightly this year; however, we are still lower than two 
years ago.  

 
Mayor Dirksen said the value of this equipment proves itself many times over.  Council President Buehner 
moved to approve the purchase of the CDW/Panasonic equipment. Councilor Wilson seconded the motion 
and all voted in favor. 

  
 
8.    REPORT FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS ON NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES 

CONGRESSIONAL CITY CONFERENCE   
 

Mayor Dirksen said he attended the National League of Cities Congressional City Conference in Washington, 
DC, along with Council President Buehner and Councilor Woodard.  He asked them to give a brief report. 
  

 Council President Buehner attended sessions such as Governing the New Normal and met with several of 
Oregon’s elected officials. She noted that they heard a speech given by First Lady Michelle Obama. She brought 
back some information on parliamentary procedure that she will distribute to Council members. 

 
 
Councilor Woodard said he attended classes and seminars and learned a lot about public engagement, strategic 
thinking, managing and media relations. He said government is not going to be getting more money; a different 
approach has to be taken, doing more with less and utilizing business talents to meet economic challenges.  We 
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need to economically develop in a way that benefits everyone.  He referred to the recent Chamber of 
Commerce “Meet the Council” event and said, “We have to engage the public, we need to learn to work 
together better, and we have to do a better job at providing the needed services, sustainably.” 

 
   Mayor Dirksen said he participated with the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) 
meeting with Oregon’s congressional delegation and transportation leaders.  He said most discussions related to 
the budget and deficit reduction. He said funding transportation and infrastructure are high priorities. He said 
this was JPACTS’s focus as they met with congressional leaders.   Mayor Dirksen and Council President 
Buehner met with Congressman Walden.  Mayor Dirksen said also took part in an interesting workshop called, 
Roadblocks to a New Transportation Program.  He met with the NLC Transportation Committee to discuss 
policies and how to influence Congress in times in these economic times, and also heard a presentation from 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.   
 
Mayor Dirksen summarized that attending the National League of Cities Conference helps Council come back 
to Tigard and make more objective decisions, due to a bigger perspective and exposure to new ideas.  He said, 
“What I hear is that compared to most, Tigard and their Council are doing very well.” 
 
 

9. DISCUSS CITY MANAGER RECRUITMENT PROCESS  
 

 Human Resources Director Zodrow said City Manager Prosser is retiring in July. She said her goal tonight 
is to work with Council to develop a timeline and look at the process for finding his replacement. 

 
Council President Buehner referred to the timeline in the meeting packet and said it was too tight.  Mayor 
Dirksen agreed and asked if it was necessary to have the candidate profile finalized prior to advertising the 
position. 
 
Mayor Dirksen said the sample profile included in the packet is a good start but asked how to make it specific 
for Tigard.  He suggested that members of Council interview city staff, community leaders, members of boards 
and commissions and business leaders, and ask what they want to see in a City Manager.  He said he has a 
preliminary list to submit to each Councilor, and requests that they conduct one-on-one interviews and bring 
the information back to help develop the candidate profile. He said it make take four to five weeks to complete 
that process 

 
Mayor Dirksen asked if this should be an in-house or executive search firm recruitment.  Human Resources 
Director Zodrow said it would be beneficial to hire a nationwide search firm which would extend contacts 
throughout the western United States.  She said additional benefits of an executive search firm are the 
networking capabilities and city marketing.   
 
 Councilor Henderson mentioned that some other nearby cities also are searching for a city manager and 
suggested it would be beneficial to partner with them. In response to a question from Councilor Wilson, 
Human Resources Director Zodrow said the cost would be 25%-30% of the manager’s annual salary for the 
executive search firm service. 

 
Councilor Wilson said he agrees with the executive search idea because they may be able to approach someone 
who is not even looking for another position.   He suggested the City take as much time as possible to get the 
best candidate. 
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Council President Buehner asked about the appropriateness of the Mayor or Council screening applicants by 
phone prior to interviews.  Councilor Wilson suggested not just calling references but digging deeper and 
interviewing people who know the applicant. 
 
City Manager Prosser asked if some of the hiring authorities could visit the cities where the finalists work and 
mentioned a former police chief recruitment where this was done.   Human Resources Director Zodrow noted 
that the League of Oregon Cities can also help with background checks. 
 
It was decided to begin the advertising process before the candidate profile is completed.  Council agreed that 
Human Resources Director Zodrow could select finalists for the recruitment firm  
 
Mayor Dirksen said Tigard needs to make sure there is someone in place in the interim after City Manager 
Prosser leaves and the new manager is in place.  He said the obvious choice to him is Assistant City Manager 
Newton.  He asked Council to confirm that choice and allow Human Resources to complete a compensation 
package.    

 
10. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS 
    

11.  NON AGENDA ITEMS – None 
 

12.  EXECUTIVE SESSION – Not held  
 

13.  ADJOURNMENT    At 9:49 pm Council President Buehner moved for adjournment and Councilor Wilson 
seconded the motion.  All voted in favor. 

 
Yes    No 

Mayor Dirksen     x 
Councilor Henderson    x 
Councilor Woodard    x 
Councilor Wilson    x 
Council President Buehner   x 

        

                  
                       Carol A. Krager, Deputy City Recorder  
 

 Attest: 
 
     ______________________________ 
             Mayor, City of Tigard 
 
                        
  Date 
 
 
I/ADM/CATHY/CCM/2011/Draft/April/110412 



 

 

 

Consent Agenda Item 3.A.2:  

 

Approve City Council Minutes  

for April 19, 2011 

 

will be available Friday in the May 20, 2011 
Council Newsletter 



AIS-465     Item #:  3. B.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Receive and File the 2010 Annual Solid Waste Financial Report
Prepared For: Dennis Koellermeier Submitted By: Greer Gaston

Public Works
Item Type: Receive and File Meeting Type: Consent - Receive

and File

ISSUE 
Receive and file the 2010 Annual Solid Waste Financial Report.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
No action is requested; this is a receive and file item.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
The City of Tigard has two franchised solid waste haulers, Pride Disposal Company and Waste Management
Incorporated.

Every March these haulers provide the City with financial reports for the preceding calendar year as required
by Tigard Municipal Code 11.04.090.

Staff then reviews the reports in accordance with the Annual Haulers' Financial Report Review Procedure
found in Resolution No. 01-54-A. This resolution:

- Sets an aggregate target profit rate of 10 percent annually for the solid waste haulers.
- Automatically triggers a solid waste rate adjustment when the aggregate profit rate falls below 8 percent or
exceeds 12 percent.

The aggregate profit rate for 2010 was 8.26 percent. This rate falls is within the resolution’s target window.
In accordance with the resolution, no solid waste rate adjustments are warranted at this time.

The Council received a memo and the aggregate report in its April 15, 2011 newsletter packet. In that memo,
staff advised the firm of Bell and Associates would be retained to further evaluate the financial reports.
Specifically, the firm reviewed the cost of service by customer class to determine if interclass subsidies or
other irregularities exist. The data from that review is attached as the “2010 Return on Revenues.” It appears
there were some inequities, primarily among commercial and drop box customer classes. Staff intends to
conduct a similar review again next year to determine if the 2010 numbers are an anomaly or if this is a
consistent trend meriting further consideration.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
Not applicable

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
Not applicable

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
The 2010 Annual Solid Waste Financial Report was originally provided to the Council in its April 15, 2011,



The 2010 Annual Solid Waste Financial Report was originally provided to the Council in its April 15, 2011,
newsletter packet as an attachment to an April 12, 2011, memo from Public Works Director Dennis Koellermeier.

Attachments
4-15-11 Council Newsletter Excerpt
2010 Return on Revenues















AIS-487     Item #:  3. C.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Consider a Resolution to Rename and Outline Allowed Uses of the Tree Replacement Fund
Submitted By: Cheryl Caines

Community Development
Item Type: Resolution Meeting Type: Consent Agenda

ISSUE 
Should City Council approve a resolution to change the name of the Tree Replacement Fund to the Urban Foresty
Fund and identify allowed uses of the fund? 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
It is recommended that the City Council approve the proposed resolution.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
The existing Tree Replacement Fund is important to achieving goals of the Urban Forestry Program. The Tree
Board is proposing to address future use of the Fund in the following two phases.

Phase 1 - Rename the existing Tree Replacement Fund to be the Urban Forestry Fund and identify allowed
expenditures of this fund.
Phase 2 - Identify how the fund will be used in the long term to achieve goals and objectives of the Urban
Forestry Master Plan.  This will coincide with the adoption of the revised Urban Forestry Code (Spring
2012).  The Tree Board's recommendations for Phase 2 will consider tree mitigation fees resulting from
future development and other possible funding sources.

The attached resolution implements Phase 1 by renaming the fund to better match the city's goals of preserving
Tigard's urban forest and giving clear direction on allowed uses of the fund. This resolution was presented to
Council at the April 12, 2011 meeting where Council expressed some concern over the scope and cost of the  tree
establishment activities which are outlined in Exhibit A. Discussion about this matter addressed the proposed
three year tree establishment period and whether or not local conditions such as climate, rainfall, and soil were
considered when setting the time perod; omission of demolition activities from the list was also noted. These include
activities like removal of existing impervious surfaces or structures as part of site preparation on commercial and
industrial sites, and removal of drip irrigation systems once they are no longer needed.

Based upon Council feedback, Exhibit A was revised to include demolition activities and the revised resolution is
being submitted as a consent agenda item for final review and approval.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
City Council could:  

Not approve the proposed resolution, and rely on current practices, or 
Direct staff to revise the resolution and bring it back to Council for further consideration.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
This action implements Council Goal 1:  Implement the Comprehensive Plan (b) Update the Tree Code

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
Funding of the Urban Forestry Plan was briefly discussed at the joint Tree Board/City Council meeting on



Funding of the Urban Forestry Plan was briefly discussed at the joint Tree Board/City Council meeting on
December 21, 2010.   City Council gave feedback to staff on the proposed resolution at a March 22, 2011 study
session.   The resolution was presented at the April 12, 2011 City Council meeting. Council directed staff to make
minor changes to Exhibit A and bring the resolution back as a consent agenda item.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: N/A
Budgeted (yes or no): N/A
Where Budgeted (department/program): N/A

Additional Fiscal Notes:
The resolution will change the name of the Tree Replacement Fund and outline the allowed uses of the fund.

Attachments
Tree Fund Resolution
Exhibit A Revised
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CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 11-     
 
 
 
A RESOLUTION RENAMING THE TREE REPLACEMENT FUND TO BE THE URBAN FORESTY 
FUND AND OUTLINING THE ALLOWED USES OF THIS FUND. 
 
WHEREAS, Ordinance 98-19 established Chapter 18.790, and the Tree Removal standards in the Tigard 
Development Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Tree Removal standards include a formula for tree replacement proportional to the 
percentage and size of trees removed during development; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Tree Removal standards allow for an “in-lieu of” tree replacement payment by developers that 
do not perform tree replacement themselves to cover the city’s cost of tree replacement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the city established the Tree Replacement Fund to accept “in-lieu of” tree replacement payments; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the Tree Removal standards and the Tree Replacement Fund are not specific on the allowed uses 
of funds collected as “in-lieu of” tree replacement payments; and 
 
WHEREAS, on February 16, 2010 City Council directed city staff to clarify the allowed uses of the Tree 
Replacement Fund as part of the Urban Forestry Code Revisions project; and 
 
WHEREAS, city staff has worked with community volunteers including the Urban Forestry Code Revisions 
Citizen Advisory Committee and Tigard Tree Board to identify appropriate uses of the Tree Replacement Fund 
that will support the city’s broader urban forestry goals; and 
 
WHEREAS, the consensus view expressed by the community volunteers to city staff was to use the Tree 
Replacement Fund for activities necessary for the planting of trees and three (3) years of early establishment of 
such trees to support the city’s broader urban forestry goals; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Council that:   
 
SECTION 1:    The Tree Replacement Fund shall be renamed the Urban Forestry Fund to reflect its 

broader purposes. 
 

SECTION 2: The allowed uses of funds that have been or will be collected under the auspices of 
Ordinance 98-19 and Chapter 18.790 of the Tigard Development Code, deposited into the 
Tree Replacement Fund (now known as the Urban Forestry Fund), and available for city 
use shall be limited to only those tree planting and three (3) years of early establishment 
activities more fully described in Exhibit A. 
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SECTION 3: The allowed uses of this fund will be reviewed as part of the Urban Forestry Code 
Revisions. 

 
SECTION 4: This resolution shall be effective beginning Fiscal Year 2012 on July 1, 2011. 
 
 
PASSED: This            day of                                  , 2011. 
 
 

  
  Craig Dirksen, Mayor  
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
   
Carol A. Krager, Deputy City Recorder  
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Introduction 
 
The Urban Forestry Fund (formerly the Tree Replacement Fund) shall be available for city use to pay for the costs 
associated with completing only those activities listed below for tree planting site planning, tree planting site 
preparation, tree planting, and three (3) years of early tree establishment after planting whether on public or private 
property within the city limits of Tigard.  The activities listed below are intended only for trees that have been or 
will be planted using Urban Forestry Fund.  The activities listed below will only be implemented when determined 
necessary by the city for a particular tree planting project.   
 
When considering where to implement particular tree planting projects, the city shall consider both short and long 
term costs and benefits, as well as how the projects will further the city’s urban forestry goals.  The city shall strive 
to identify partnerships for planting and three (3) years of early tree establishment after planting whenever possible, 
and record the stipulations of partnerships in writing.  The city shall record and track information about each tree 
planting project in a publicly accessible inventory of trees and forests.  The average cost to a plant and provide three 
(3) years of early establishment for each tree planted in a particular year shall be no more than 10% greater than the 
Tree Replacement Fee in the City of Tigard’s Master Fees and Charges Schedule for that particular year unless 
otherwise approved by Tigard City Council.            
 
Approved Tree Planting and Three (3) Years of Early Establishment Activities 
 
Tree Planting Site Planning 

• Site Survey – Including by not limited to a survey of soil conditions, topography, drainage, water sources, water 
pressure, water availability, above and below ground utilities, buildings, infrastructure, street lights, intersections, street 
signs, driveways, fire hydrants, existing trees, existing landscaping, existing pests and diseases, existing drainage, and 
any other existing site conditions that may be relevant to a particular tree planting project. 

• Lab Tests – Including but not limited to the collection and preparation of soil and/or plant samples for analysis by a 
qualified testing laboratory in preparation for a tree planting project.  The purpose of the tests may include but not be 
limited to determining soil texture, soil fertility, and existing pests and diseases. 

• Site Plan Preparation – Preparation of accurately scaled landscape drawings that reflect both existing site conditions 
and future tree planting plans.  Information displayed on the plans may include but not be limited to the site survey 
information listed above, as well as proposed tree planting locations, proposed irrigation installations, proposed soil 
amendments, proposed tree protection and erosion control materials and methods, proposed planting 
details/specifications, proposed irrigation details/specifications and other information relevant to a particular project.   

• Permit Acquisition – Securing of federal, state, regional, local and any other permits required for the execution and/or 
completion of a particular tree planting project. 

Tree Planting Site Preparation 
• Tree Protection – Including but not limited to the planning, installation, monitoring, and removal of tree protection 

methods and devices for existing site trees with the potential to be directly impacted by a particular tree planting 
project.  Tree protection shall be in a manner consistent with generally accepted industry standards for tree care 
practices detailed in the most current version of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 Standards 
for Tree Care Operations. In addition, the tree protection shall be in accordance with all federal, state, regional, and 
local rules and regulations. 

• Unwanted Plant Removal – Including but not limited to the removal of unwanted plants by physical, mechanical, 
biological and/or chemical means in order to prepare a particular site for tree planting in accordance with all federal, 
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state, regional, and local rules and regulations.  Unwanted plant removal shall be the minimum necessary to prepare a 
particular site for tree planting, and shall not be for the purpose of large scale unwanted plant removal unrelated or 
indirectly related to tree planting.   

• Drainage Installation – Including but not limited to the installation of drainage systems such as French drains, boring 
through hardpan soil layers, and otherwise amending/altering existing soil conditions to facilitate drainage in 
accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local rules and regulations if required for a particular tree planting 
project. 

• Irrigation Installation & Removal – Including but not limited to the installation and removal of irrigation systems such 
as above or below ground sprinkler systems, as well as drip irrigation for the purpose of delivering water to trees if 
required for a particular tree planting project.  Irrigation installation may include but not be limited to the additional 
requirements such as installation of water meters, backflow preventers, valves, pumps, sprinkler heads, laterals, 
automatic timers, and other equipment depending on the scope, requirements, and objectives for the particular tree 
planting project.  Irrigation installation shall be in accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local rules and 
regulations, and the most current revision of the Irrigation Association’s, Turf and Landscape Irrigation Best Management 
Practices. 

• Soil Preparation – Including but not limited to the loosening, tilling, import, removal, and/or finish grading of soil in 
order to prepare compacted soil areas for tree planting in accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local rules 
and regulations if required for a particular tree planting project.  Grading and filling shall be the minimum necessary to 
prepare a particular site for tree planting, and shall not be for the purpose of mass grading or filling unrelated or 
indirectly related to tree planting.  Removal of existing impervious surface and/or relocation of utilities when 
necessary. 

• Soil Amendment – Including but not limited to the amendment of soils with inadequate or low fertility with organic 
materials, fertilizers, or other soil amendments at the required depth and ratio necessary to support tree growth if 
required for a particular tree planting project.  Soil amendment also includes necessary loosening, tilling, import, 
removal, and/or finish grading as described in the Soil Preparation item above in order to properly amend soil for tree 
planting.  Grading and filling shall be the minimum necessary to prepare a particular site for tree planting, and shall 
not be for the purpose of mass grading or filling unrelated or indirectly related to tree planting. 

• Erosion Control – Including the planning, installation, monitoring, and removal of erosion control devices in 
accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local rules and regulations prior to tree planting site activities when 
required by a particular permit or project.  

  Tree Planting  
• Tree Selection and Purchase – Including the selection and purchase of the species, size, and number of trees identified 

for a particular tree planting project.  Trees shall meet the standards detailed in the most recent edition of the 
American Standard for Nursery Stock (ANSI Z-60.1).  Trees identified by the City of Tigard as “Nuisance Trees” 
shall not be selected, purchased, or planted. 

• Tree Delivery and Storage – Including but not limited to the delivery and storage of trees and associated materials in a 
manner that protects the trees and associated materials from damage.   

• Tree Planting – Including but not limited to the planting of trees in a manner consistent with generally accepted 
industry standards for tree care practices detailed in the most current version of the American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) A300 Standards for Tree Care Operations.  In addition, the tree planting shall be in accordance with 
all federal, state, regional, and local rules and regulations. 
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• Root Barrier Installation – Including but not limited to the installation of root barriers per the manufacturers’ 
specifications for the purpose of protecting hardscape, infrastructure, utilities, and other features when required by a 
particular permit or project.   

• Tree Staking and Guying – Including but not limited to the staking and guying of any new planted tree identified as 
requiring supplemental support in order to remain upright.  Staking and guying shall be in a manner consistent with 
generally accepted industry standards for tree care practices detailed in the most current version of the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 Standards for Tree Care Operations.  Stakes and guys shall be monitored to 
ensure they are not causing tree damage, and shall be removed as soon as a tree is able to stand upright without 
supplemental support. 

• Tree Protection from Wildlife – Including but not limited to the installation, monitoring, and removal of plant tubing 
or wire caging for the purpose of protecting newly planted trees from damage or death from wildlife if required for a 
particular tree planting project.  

• Mulch Installation – Including but not limited to the installation of mulch in the form of wood chips, shavings, or 
other acceptable material around the bases of newly planted trees in a manner consistent with generally accepted 
industry standards for tree care practices.   

  Three (3) Years of Early Tree Establishment 
• Truck or Hand Watering of Trees – Including but not limited to the delivery and application of specified quantities 

and frequencies of water during specified time periods using a tanker truck, hoses, and/or other equipment when 
required for the survival of trees. 

• Irrigation System Maintenance – Including but not limited to programming, monitoring, and maintenance of irrigation 
systems necessary for the application of specified quantities and frequencies of water during specified time periods 
required for the survival of the trees.  Irrigation programming, monitoring, and maintenance shall be in accordance 
with the most current revision of the Irrigation Association’s, Turf and Landscape Irrigation Best Management Practices if 
required for a particular tree planting project. 

• Tree Pruning – Including but not limited to pruning of trees in a manner consistent with generally accepted industry 
standards for tree care practices detailed in the most current version of the American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) A300 Standards for Tree Care Operations.  Pruning objectives shall include the removal of dead, dying, and 
diseased tree parts, establishment of strong tree structure, development of a desirable form, abatement of tree hazards, 
and compliance with branch clearance requirements and other federal, state, regional, and local rules and regulations. 

• Unwanted Plant Removal – Including but not limited to the removal of unwanted plants by physical, mechanical, 
biological and/or chemical means in accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local rules and regulations in 
order to limit competition and allow trees to survive and thrive if required for a particular tree planting project.  
Unwanted plant removal shall be the minimum necessary to allow trees to survive and thrive, and shall not be for the 
purpose of large scale unwanted plant removal unrelated or indirectly related to three (3) years of early tree 
establishment. 

• Pest and Disease Control – Including but not limited to the control of tree pests and diseases using physical, 
mechanical, biological and/or chemical means in accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local rules and 
regulations in order to allow trees to survive and thrive if required for a particular tree planting project. 

• Tree Inventory – Including but not limited the use of global positioning system (GPS) and geographic information 
system (GIS) technology to identify the location, species, planting date, three (3) years of early tree establishment 
activities, fund expenditures and other pertinent information for a publicly accessible tree and urban forest inventory.    
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• Tree Debris Disposal – Including but not limited to the collection and disposal of all debris generated from tree 
planting site preparation, tree planting, and three (3) years of early tree establishment in accordance with all federal, 
state, regional, and local rules and regulations. 



AIS-499     Item #:  3. D.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Approve Grant Application to the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS),
Department of Justice COPS Hiring Program

Prepared For: Tom Imdieke Submitted By: Tom Imdieke
Police

Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Consent Agenda

ISSUE 
Should the City Council approve a grant application to the Department of Justice for the Community Oriented
Policing Services (COPS) Grant and receive up to $780,000 over a three year period to fund three police officer
positions?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
Approve the application

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
The COPS Hiring Program is a competitive grant program that provides funding directly to law enforcement
agencies having primary law enforcement authority to impact their community policing capacity and problem
solving efforts.
The grant would provide 100 percent funding for entry-level salaries and benefits for three years for newly-hired,
full-time sworn officer positions. There is no local match requirement during the three year period. At the
conclusion of federal funding, grantees must retain all sworn officer positions awarded for a minimum of one year. 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
None

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
Not applicable

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
Not applicable

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $780,000
Budgeted (yes or no): no
Where Budgeted (department/program): Not applicable

Additional Fiscal Notes:
The City would receive up to $780,000 to fund the three positions over a three year period.  There are no matching
funds required during the initial three years and there is only the requirement that the jurisdiction must retain the
positions for one additional year.



AIS-517     Item #:  3. E.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Contract Award - Pavement Management Program Slurry Seal Applications
Prepared For: Joseph Barrett Submitted By: Joseph Barrett

Financial and
Information Services

Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Local Contract
Review Board

ISSUE 
Shall the Local Contract Review Board award a contract for the Pavement Management Program’s slurry seal
applications to Blackline, Inc. and authorize the City Manager to execute the contract?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
Staff recommends that the Local Contract Review Board award the contract.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
The yearly Pavement Management Program (PMP) protects the City’s investment in the street infrastructure. The
program typically includes a combination of minor maintenance projects (slurry seal applications) and major
maintenance projects (pavement overlays).

Slurry seal applications are used throughout the country to restore deteriorating streets. Deterioration occurs as rain,
sun, and freezing and thawing cycles eat away at the sticky asphalt binder that holds the pavement together. 

In a slurry seal application, the street is cleaned, cracks are sealed, and a hot, liquid mixture of asphalt emulsion and
sand is applied to the roadway. The mixture hardens as it cools. The process restores the asphalt binder near the
pavement's surface and extends the useful life of the roadway. 

An Invitation to Bid was issued on April 20, 2011 and advertised in both the Daily Journal of Commerce and The
Tigard Times that same week.  Bids were publicly opened at 2 p.m. on May 5 with the following results:

Bidder's Name - Bid Total
Blackline, Inc. - $293,176
Valley Slurry Seal Co. - $295,202
CA Pavement Co., Inc. - $300,793
Intermountain Slurry Seal - $309,076
Asphalt Maintenance Associates, Inc. - $315,198
City’s Engineer’s Estimate - $340,172

Staff has reviewed the bids and believes Blackline, Inc. to be a reputable company fully capable of performing the
work required on this project.  Therefore, staff recommends that the Local Contract Review Board award the Fiscal
Year 2011-12 Pavement Management Program’s slurry seal contract to Blackline, Inc.

The City will contract for pavement overlays under a separate contract.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
The Local Contract Review Board could chose not to award the contract.



COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
None

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
This is the first time this contract has come before the Local Contract Review Board. The Board has approved
similar Pavement Management Program contracts in previous fiscal years.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $293,176
Budgeted (yes or no): Pending
Where budgeted?: Street Maintenance Fund

Additional Fiscal Notes:
The proposed contract for the slurry seal contract is for $293,176.  The City's approved Fiscal Year 2011-2012
budget has $1,025,000 for the construction phase of the Pavement Management Program which would leave
roughly $730,000 for the pavement overlay portion of the program.  Council will vote on adoption of the approved
budget at their June 14th meeting.  No work on this contract will begin prior to July 1, 2011 or without budget
appropriations.



AIS-385     Item #:  3. F.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Contract Award for Auditing Services
Submitted By: Carol Krager

City Management
Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Consent Agenda -

LCRB

ISSUE 
Shall the Local Contract Review Board approve a contract with Talbot, Korvola, and Warwick (TKW) for auditing
services?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
Staff recommends the Local Contract Review Board approve a five-year agreement with TKW of a one-year
contract with up to four annual extensions.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
ORS 297.425 requires the city to have a financial statement audit annually.  The most recent audit service contract,
with the audit firm of Grove, Mueller, and Swank, expired when the firm completed the fiscal year 2009-10
financial statement audit.  As a result, and in accordance with the City's Public Contracting Rules, staff issued a
Request for Proposal for audit services in February of this year.

Proposals were received from five firms prior to the due date of February 24, 2011:

Talbot Korvola & Warwick, LLP
Merina & Company, LLP
Moss Adams, LLP
Pauly Rogers and Co, LLP
Grove, Mueller & Swank.

A proposal review team reviewed and scored the proposals based upon the criteria detailed in the Request for
Proposal and the top three firms:  Talbot Korvola & Warwick, LLP, Moss Adams, LLP and Pauly Rogers and
Co, LLP, were interviewed on March 30, 2011.  The firm receiving the most combined points between the proposal
review and interview was Talbot Korvola & Warwick, LLP.  Based upon this process staff has determined that
Talbot Korvola & Warwick, LLP best meets the overall needs of the city and as such, received staff's
recommendation for contract award.

At the May 17,2011 Council Workshop meeting, Council asked for a summary of the applicant review scores and
pricing.  That information is included as an attachment to this Agenda Item Summary.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
The Local Contract Review Board could direct staff to hire a different firm or reissue the Request for Proposal.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
In addition to meeting legislative requirements, an annual audit gives council and citizens reasonable assurance that
city staff is preparing accurate annual financial reports and has adequate internal controls over financial transactions.



DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
Workshop held on May 17, 2011 to discuss the annual audit contract and process.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $51,805
Budgeted (yes or no): Yes
Where Budgeted (department/program): Finance/Financial Operations

Additional Fiscal Notes:
Talbot Korvola & Warwick submitted a five-year proposal that totals $259,845 over that five years.  This includes
the financial statement audit for the city, the financial statement audit for City Center Development Agency, and
the federal grant audit required by the federal government.

Attachments
Audit Proposal Scores & Pricing
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Talbot, Korvola & Warwick, LLP 46   28   12   51,805$   488 106.16$   86 20 106 1

Merina & Company, LLP 31   23   12   40,000$   335 119.40$   66 0 66 4

Moss Adams, LLP 47   28   9     56,500$   500 113.00$   84 20 104 2

Pauly Rogers and Co, PC 36   23   19   31,700$   334 94.91$     78 12 90 3

Grove, Mueller & Swank, PC 33   20   14   32,500$   269 120.82$   66 0 66 4



AIS-342     Item #:  4.           
Business Meeting
Date: 05/24/2011
Length (in minutes): 5 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Sensitive Lands Reviews
and Adjustment to Extend Wall St. to Fields Property

Submitted By: Cheryl Caines
Community Development

Item Type: Resolution
Public Hearing - Quasi-Judicial

Meeting Type: Council Business
Meeting - Main

ISSUE 
Consider the Planning Commission's recommendation to deny a proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment,
Sensitive Lands Reviews, and an Adjustment to extend Wall Street across Fanno Creek to the Fred Fields property
that lies east of the library and southwest of the railroad tracks.
 
The applicant (Fred Fields) has proposed an extension of Wall Street across Fanno Creek. To construct the
improvements requires: 1) a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to remove the Goal 5 protection from Tigard
Significant Wetlands found on the site; 2) two Sensitive Lands Reviews for work within the floodplain and
wetlands (fill and bridge/road construction); and 3) an Adjustment to the street standards in order to construct a
narrower street section than required by code.  The proposed narrower section eliminates planter strips/street
trees and is proposed for the bridge portion of the road extension.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
The Planning Commission recommends the City Council deny all four application requests (Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, Sensitive Lands Review - wetlands, Sensitive Lands Review - floodplain, and Adjustment) based
on its findings and pursuant to the staff report and subsequent addendum contained in the record.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY
The applicant is requesting a Type IV Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment to remove Goal 5 protection from
Tigard Significant Wetlands and surrounding riparian corridor in order to extend Wall Street across City of Tigard
property and Fanno Creek. The extension of Wall Street is proposed to provide access to the applicant’s property
that lies west of the railroad tracks. This property is not currently served by a public street or improved access.
 
A Type III Sensitive Lands Review is required for proposed work within the 100-year floodplain/floodway and
Type II Sensitive Lands Review for the wetlands. The applicant is requesting a Type II adjustment to the street
improvement standards in order to construct a narrower street section than required by code. This Adjustment would
apply only to the bridge portion of the street. Because the sensitive lands and adjustment were requested in
conjunction with the Comp Plan Amendment, each review follows the Type IV review process.

Two public hearings were held on August 16, 2010 and October 18, 2010 with the Tigard Planning Commission. 
Testimony was taken at both hearings.  After deliberations, the Commission voted 7-0 to recommend that City
Council deny all four applications.  The Commissioners stated that the applicant had not provided evidence or
enough detailed information to approve this proposal.  The Commission's findings and recommendation are
included in an attached memo to City Council (Attachment 1 - Exhibit A), along with a brief application history, list
of key findings from the staff report, and a list of items included in the attachments.
 
This item was originally scheduled for December 14, 2010.  On December 9, 2010 the applicant requested in
writing that the hearing be continued until February 22, 2011.  The public hearing was opened on December 14th
and immediately continued to the February 22nd date as requested.  The applicant requested a second continuance
to May 24, 2011.  Again the public hearing was opened on February 22nd and continued until May 24th.  The



applicant has submitted a third written request to continue the public hearing until July 12, 2011 in order to pursue
a second application for the bridge known as the "Pivot Road" application.  The continuance request is attached
(Attachment 4).

While this number of continuances is not typical, the code does not speak to the number or time limit on
continuances of actions being processed as Type IV applications.  However, the applicant has indicated that the
continuances are to allow adequate time for the Pivot Road application to be decided.  Once that occurs, hearings
will either proceed for this application, or the application will be withdrawn.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
If the City Council does not accept the Planning Commission's recommendation to deny, then the application could
be:
 
1)  Approved - The City Council may find that the applicant has satisfied the applicable review criteria and met the
burden of proof necessary to approve the request.
or 
2)  Approved with Conditions - The City Council may find that the applicant can satisfy the applicable review
criteria if certain non-discretionary items are conditioned to be submitted to the record.
 
Both alternatives would require that findings be developed to support the decision.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
The City has an on-going obligation to establish transportation priorities to be consistent with current circumstances
and anticipated trends. The 2002 Tigard Transportation System Plan (TSP), which was in effect at the time this
application was made, shows an east-west, Hall to Hunziker connection via Wall Street. This connection is shown to
extend across the Fields property and the abutting Portland Western Railroad right-of-way. However
implementation of the Hall-Hunziker connection is not guaranteed by its being identified in the 2002 TSP.

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
Per the applicant's request, this is a continuance of the December 14, 2010 hearing.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: Unknown
Budgeted (yes or no): Yes/No
Where Budgeted (department/program): Com. Dev/Public Works

Additional Fiscal Notes:
If the request is denied:  the applicant may appeal the decision.  If appealed, there will be staff time dedicated to the
case and attorney costs to defend the decision.  While the staff time is budgeted, use of the time for the appeal will
detract from other tasks and priorities. 
 
If the request is approved:  Wall Street is a public street.  Once the street and bridge are constructed, the
maintenance and repairs would be the City's responsibility.  The cost is unknown at this time.

Attachments
Attachment 1 - Draft Resolution
Attachment 2 - Applicant Submittal Package
Attachment 3 - Public Comments to City Council
Attachment 4 - July 12. 2011 Continuance Request
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CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 10-    
 
 
 
A RESOLUTION TO DENY 1)COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA2009-00004), 
2)SENSITIVE LANDS REVIEW (SLR2009-00004),  3)SENSITIVE LANDS REVIEW (SLR2009-00005), 
AND 4)ADJUSTMENT (VAR2010-00002), TO REMOVE GOAL 5 PROTECTION FROM .19 ACRE OF 
TIGARD SIGNIFICANT WETLAND AND EXTEND WALL STREET ACROSS FANNO CREEK TO 
ACCESS 25.41 ACRES OF LAND OWNED BY THE APPLICANT, FRED FIELDS.   

 
WHEREAS, the proposed construction of a 360-foot section of SW Wall Street, east of Hall Boulevard, will 
impact sensitive lands, including 100-year floodplain and locally significant wetlands; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 18.775.070 of the City of Tigard Community Development Code requires a sensitive lands 
permit for development within 100-year floodplain and Tigard significant wetlands; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 18.775.090 of the Community Development Code establishes special provisions for 
development within locally significant wetlands to address the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 5 and 
its safe harbor provisions; and  
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 18.775.130 of the Community Development Code, any owner of property 
affected by Goal 5 safe harbor protection of significant wetlands may apply for a quasi-judicial 
comprehensive plan map amendment to be undertaken by means of a Type IV procedure; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 18.390.060.G of the Community Development Code, a Type IV decision 
shall be based on consideration of Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines adopted under Oregon Revised 
Statutes; any federal or state statutes or regulations found applicable; any applicable Metro regulations; any 
applicable comprehensive plan policies; and any applicable provisions of the City’s implementing ordinances; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the Tigard City Council has found the following to be the applicable review criteria:  Community 
Development Code Chapters: 18.370-Variances and Adjustments, 18.380-Zoning Map and Text Amendments, 
18.390-Decision-Making Procedures, 18.510-Residential Zoning Districts,  18.745-Landscaping and Screening, 
18.775-Sensitive Lands Review, 18.790-Tree Removal, 18.810-Streets and Utility Improvement Standards; 
Tigard Comprehensive Plan Goals: 1-Citizen Involvement, 2-Land Use Planning, 5-Natural Resources and 
Historic Areas, 6-Environmental Quality, 7-Hazards, 8-Parks, Trails and Open Space, 11-Public Facilities, & 12-
Transportation; Tigard Municipal Code Chapter 9-Parks, Metro Functional Plan Titles 3 (Water Quality and 
Flood Management) & 13 (Nature in Neighborhoods), and Statewide Planning Goals 1-Citizen Involvement, 2-
Land Use Planning, 5-Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas and Open Spaces, 6-Air, Water and Land 
Resources Quality, 7-Areas Subject to Natural Hazards, 11-Public Facilities and Services, and 12-
Transportation. 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 10 -       
Page 2 

WHEREAS, the Tigard Planning Commission held public hearings on August 16, 2010 and October 18, 2010 
and recommended denial of CPA2009-00004, SLR2009-0004, SLR2009-00005, and VAR2010-00002 by 
motion with a 7-0 vote in favor. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Council that:   
 
SECTION 1:    Applications for Comprehensive Plan Amendment, CPA2009-00004, Sensitive Lands 

Review, SLR2009-00004, Sensitive Lands Review, SLR2009-00005, and Adjustment, 
VAR2010-00002, are hereby denied by the City Council. 

 
SECTION 2: The attached findings and conclusions (Exhibit A, Exhibit B and Exhibit C) are hereby 

adopted in explanation of the Council’s decision. 
 
SECTION 3: This resolution shall be effective immediately. 
 
PASSED: By                                  vote of all Council members present after being read by number 

and title only, this            day of                                  , 2010. 
 
 

  
  Catherine Wheatley, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED: By Tigard City Council this             day of                                        , 2009. 
 
 
    
  Craig Dirksen, Mayor  
 
Approved as to form: 
 
  
City Attorney 
 
  
Date 
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City of Tigard 
M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 

 

 
TO: Mayor Dirksen and Tigard City Council Members  
 
FROM: Cheryl Caines, Associate Planner 
    
RE: Fields Wall Street Extension – Application History, Findings and 

Recommendation of the Tigard Planning Commission, and Explanation of 
Attachments 

 
DATE: December 1, 2010 
 
 
Introduction 
Due to the volume of information found in the file, the complex history of the application, and the 
limited space available within the Agenda Item Summary (AIS), this memo was created to help guide 
the City Council through the Fields Wall Street extension case record.  The memo provides a brief 
application history, the reasoning for the Planning Commission’s recommendation for denial, the key 
findings within the Staff Report, and a list of materials in the record.  Some of these materials are 
attached to the AIS, while others are provided on disc to each of the council members.   
 
 
Application History 
October 2009 Mr. Fields submitted the current application.  Staff determined the application was 
incomplete and sent a letter outlining the completeness items in October 2009. 
 
February 2010 The applicant submitted revised materials and requested the City process the application 
based on the information provided to date as allowed through Oregon Revised Statute 227.178(4)(b).  
There remained several issues with the application including the proposal to use City property to meet 
zero-foot rise floodplain requirements through proposed cuts/fills without a property owner signature.   
 
June 2010 – A revised narrative and plans were submitted removing cuts on City property that were  
proposed to balance the fill needed to construct the bridge abutments within the 100-year floodplain.   
 
August/September 2010 – The first public hearing was held before the Tigard Planning Commission 
(August 16th).  After staff and applicant presentations, the Commissioners asked questions of the 
applicant.  The questions and discussion focused on the fact that the application materials did not 
provide adequate information about environmental issues and alternatives.  Many of the application 
materials were the same as those used for Phase I of Wall Street reviewed several years ago.  Ten 
individuals testified (one proponent, nine opponents).  One opponent requested a continuance to 
review the new material that had been submitted.  A schedule was agreed upon by all parties that 
included deadlines for submittal of new evidence, submittal of rebuttal evidence, submittal of rebuttal 
arguments, issuance of a revised staff report considering all information in the record, and a second 
public hearing.  There were over 60 letters submitted by the public as new evidence; all opposing the 
proposal.     
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October 2010 – On October 8th, staff issued an addendum to the original staff report to address issues 
raised at and following the August 16th hearing.  A second public hearing was held before the Planning 
Commission on October 18, 2010.  After presentations by staff and the applicant, the Commission 
heard public testimony.  Fifteen people testified; all opposed the proposal.  The Commissioners 
deliberated the proposal.  The Commissioners expressed that the owner is entitled to develop his 
property within the confines of the law; however, the applicant had not met the applicable criteria or 
burden of proof for a recommendation of approval.  Many noted that this was not the right plan or 
optimal solution.  The Commission voted 7-0 to recommend that City Council deny the applications 
(CPA2009-00004/SLR2009-00004, SLR2009-00005/VAR2010-00002).   
 
 
Planning Commission Analysis and Recommendation 
At the October 18th hearing staff briefly presented the staff report addendum, and the applicant’s 
representative also made a presentation, which focused on three issues from the written response 
submitted to the City on October 15, 2010 (Attachment 2).  These three issues are: 
 

 There are examples of streets and associated fill within floodplains in residential areas in 
Tigard; therefore, public support facilities must include streets.  These examples include Tigard 
Street and 121st Avenue. 

 Environmental, Social, Economic, and Energy Analysis (ESEE) - The environmental impacts 
are those impacts to wetland functions and values.  The Commission should not focus on the 
public’s perception of impacts, but rather on the positive wetland impacts of this project which 
will make the functions and values better. 

 Alternatives - The “pivot road” plan is not viable because the City is not cooperating. 
Staff keeps talking about a longer bridge; this is not economically viable.  The Milton Court 
access is also not viable according to our traffic engineer’s analysis. 

 
The Commissioners then asked questions of the applicant’s representative, Phil Grillo, regarding the 
proposal and presentation.   Mr. Grillo was asked to address the fact that the ODF&W comment letter 
states that endangered and threatened species are found on-site.  He responded by saying that Tigard has no 
criteria regarding these species.  It was looked at by the applicant’s environmental scientist, who said no study is required.  
The ESEE does not require addressing individual species but rather showing a balance.  He said that ODF&W is not 
the regulating agency for threatened and endangered species; it is the federal government. 
 
Mr. Grillo was asked to summarize the reasons Milton Court was not a viable alternative for those in 
the audience who may not have had a chance to review the information submitted by the applicant.  He 
noted that the applicant does not have access to the subject property via Milton Court and that what could happen in the 
future is only speculation.  Other reasons include: portions of Milton Court are within the floodplain, this alternative will 
impact natural resources (Metro property and trees), and that it would not meet some City street standards (cul-de-sac 
length, TSP, connectivity).  Milton Court does not resolve the connectivity issue.  The Commission responded by 
saying that the proposed plan does not solve the connectivity issue either; it dead ends and does not 
connect with Hunziker.  Mr. Grillo disagreed and added that the Milton Court intersection with Bonita is failing 
according to the applicant’s traffic engineer.  Additional traffic only puts more burden on Bonita Road. 
 
The Planning Commission asked Mr. Grillo why not drop this application and pursue the “pivot road” 
alternative?  Mr. Grillo responded that unless the City cooperates and agrees to changes to the library site design, then it 
is not viable plan.   Also there is still the issue of whether the development is associated with a public support facility.  The 
Commission went back to Mr. Grillo’s examples of roads built within residential floodplains and asked 
if the current Development Code, or another code, with no definition for public support facilities was 
in place when these roads were constructed.  The standards have changed over time. What is the 
history?  Are these examples applicable? Were the roads constructed by public or private entities?  Mr. 
Grillo responded that some seem very old and some cement work looks more recent.  He then pointed to a more recent 
example: (Woodruff Bridge on the Fanno Creek Trail). 
 
The Commissioners noted that the applicant’s ESEE did not provide much information on the positive 
impacts of development and even less information on the social and energy aspects.  Mr. Grillo responded 
by saying the positive economic impact is development of the large site, which is close to downtown.  This far outweighs the 
environmental and social impacts to .19 acre of wetlands.  The Commission noted that there is no data to show 
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this, no economic data or numbers to help them evaluate the social and economic positives and make 
comparisons with the negative impacts.  The applicant’s analysis and conclusions are based on 
assumptions and opinions.  Mr. Grillo said that the applicant doesn’t have to provide data under an ESEE.  
Providing a site plan will not change anything; the site is zoned for R-25 residential development.  
 
The Commissioners asked if the applicant had addressed the list of concerns noted at the last hearing, 
in particular, conversing with the railroad.  Is the applicant ready to address that?  Mr. Grillo noted that he 
had made some calls and was satisfied that an at-grade crossing is not in the immediate future.  However, he added that the 
current impediments may not always exist. 
 
Following public testimony and the applicant’s rebuttal, the Planning Commission closed the hearing 
and deliberated on the application.  The Planning Commission recommended that City Council deny 
the applications based on the findings listed below and those found in the staff report. 
 
1) The applicant’s data shows a .4 foot rise in the water level, which does not meet the Tigard 

Community Development Code requirement found in 18.775.070 (Sensitive Lands Permits) that 
states the land form alteration or development will not result in any increase in the water surface 
elevation of the 100-year flood.  

2) Section 18.775.070.2 states that land form alterations or developments within the 100-year 
floodplain shall be allowed only in areas designated as commercial or industrial on the 
comprehensive plan land use map, except for those associated with community recreation, utilities, 
or public support facilities.  The Commission was not persuaded by the applicant’s definition of 
public support facilities; the definition was not supported.  The applicant requested the zone change 
from commercial to residential with full knowledge of this issue and didn’t address it at the time. 

3) The applicant is requesting removal of Goal 5 protection from an on-site wetland through the 
process allowed under TDC 18.775.130.A (ESEE analysis).  Commissioners found the analysis 
inadequate to approve the request for the following reasons: 

 There is evidence of endangered or threatened wildlife on-site.  Although it is not part of 
the City process to address this fact, it is related to the social aspects and value to the 
community which is a component of the Environmental, Social, Economic, and Energy 
(ESEE) analysis required by code.  Therefore, it should be addressed in relation to these 
components of the ESEE. 

 A comprehensive analysis on the cost to the community was not provided, for example tax 
revenue offsets, payroll benefits, and number of people employed as part of the ESEE 
analysis to show potential benefits of development.   

 The only positive social impact is that the residential development will be in close proximity 
to the downtown; however, that does not outweigh the public testimony given regarding 
the [negative] social impact. 

 
 
Staff Report and Addendum 
The Staff Report reviews the proposal against requirements of the Tigard Community Development 
Code, Tigard Comprehensive Plan, Tigard Municipal Code, Metro Urban Growth Management Plan, 
and Statewide Planning Goals.  Therefore, the report is arranged to reflect this.  An addendum to the 
staff report was issued on October 8, 2010 to address new evidence and issues raised at the August 16th 
hearing and information submitted following the hearing.  The addendum findings are in addition to 
those within the original staff report and do not replace the original findings. 
 
The reasons for recommending denial found in the staff report and addendum include: 
 
1) A completed application form, which includes property owner signatures, is required by section 

18.390.060.C.2.a.  The application involves properties controlled by the City (tax lots 100 & 200), 
but City signature has not been obtained. 

2) The applicant has not met the burden of proof necessary for the City to find and conclude 
compliance with the applicable criteria, regulations, policies, and goals within the Tigard 
Community Development Code (TDC), Tigard Municipal Code, Tigard Comprehensive Plan, 
Metro Functional Growth Management Plan, and Statewide Planning Goals. 
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a) Development Code Criteria 
i) Variances and Adjustments  

 The applicant did not provide facts to show what adverse impacts to the natural 
resources would be avoided by elimination of the planter strip and a narrower bridge 
deck. 

ii) Sensitive Lands 
Wetlands 
  An Economic, Social, Environmental, Energy Analysis (ESEE) is required to show 

that the Goal 5 protection should be removed from the Tigard Significant wetland to 
construct the extension of Wall Street.  The applicant’s analysis fails to show that the 
positive economic impact outweighs the adverse impacts to the resource.   

 There are alternatives to the proposed 320-foot bridge span that avoid or have less 
impact upon natural resources including a longer bridge span, alternative designs, and 
possible access from Milton Court across Metro property.  The applicant has submitted 
an application for an alternative design (pivot road option), which is currently under 
separate land use review.  The applicant argues that a primary access to Milton Court is 
not the best alternative for several reasons, including traffic issues at the Bonita 
Road/Milton Court access. 

 
Floodplain 
  The TDC requires no increase in the water surface elevation of the 100-year floodplain 

due to land form alteration or development.  This has not been demonstrated by the 
applicant.  In fact, the hydraulic analysis completed by West Consultants in 2003 shows 
an increase of .4 feet in the water surface elevation. 

 The affected parcels are zoned R-12 and R-25.  Land form alterations (any man-made 
change to improved or unimproved real estate) are only allowed within 100-year 
floodplain in areas designated as commercial and industrial on the comprehensive plan 
land use map, except that alterations or development associated with community 
recreation uses, utilities, or public support facilities are allowed.  The proposal is not 
associated with any of these three uses.  However, the applicant asserts that the 
proposal involves public support facilities. 

 The applicant states that the fill and pilings for the street are public support facilities 
because they physically support the roadway on the bridge.  Based on the context of the 
TDC, Staff interprets the code as using the term “public support facilities” to refer to 
items found along a street that play an ancillary role to the street system and 
development such as sidewalks, driveway aprons, electrical poles, etc., and not to refer 
to the fill and pilings proposed by the applicant. 

 The applicant has not provided information on how the road and bridge structure will 
be anchored or constructed to be resistant to flood damage. 

iii) Street and Utility Improvements 
 Wall Street is a public street which requires dedication of a 72-foot-wide right-of-way 

(ROW).  The majority of the dedication would be on City property.  The necessary 
ROW dedication has not been secured by the applicant.  However, there is a 60-foot- 
wide access easement granted to the applicant that lies within the north 60 feet of the 
72-foot ROW.   

 A temporary turnaround has not been proposed but is necessary to meet city code 
requirements.   

 It is unknown if the design of the bridge could accommodate utilities, including water 
that will be above the floodplain or resistant to flood damage.   

 
b) Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies 

i) This proposal does not comply with the goals and policies regarding protection of natural 
resources, land use planning regulations, and development within hazard areas (floodplain).   

ii) The applicant states that many comprehensive plan goals pertaining to transportation, 
public facilities, and economic development are in conflict with those related to natural 
resources and environmental quality, and that a balance must be found between the 
conflicts.  However, there are alternatives that permit access to the applicant’s property 
while having less or avoiding impacts to natural resources.  The applicant did not provide 
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sufficient findings that the proposal has less impact than these alternatives, which may 
comply with City goals.  
 

c) Municipal Code Regulations 
Tree planting for vegetated corridor enhancement and tree removal on City property are 
proposed with this application.  These actions both require approval from the Public Works 
Director, and the tree planting requires a maintenance agreement.  Neither was provided with 
this application.  In addition there is a question as to whether mitigation is required.  Mitigation 
has not been proposed.  Tree removal also requires a tree removal permit.  The applicant 
requested these approvals under a separate but concurrent review (TRE2010-00002); these 
permits were denied. 
 

d) Metro Standards and Statewide Planning Goals 
These standards and goals are not satisfied for many of the same reasons the Comp Plan goals 
and Development Code standards are not met.  The applicant has not met the Metro standards 
regarding water quality and flood management.  Compliance with statewide goals regarding land 
use planning, natural resources, water quality, and natural hazards has not been shown by the 
applicant. 

 
 
Agenda Item Summary (AIS) Attachments 
As noted above, there was a significant amount of information submitted to the record.  Rather than 
attaching numerous documents, only the following items are attached to the AIS:  1) Draft Resolution 
and exhibits (including the staff report), 2) the applicant’s application submittal (June 14, 2010), and 3) 
public comments to the City Council.  All other materials submitted to the record are being provided to 
each Councilor for their reference either on disc or paper copies.    
 
All of the documents within the record have been organized into a few large files; many include sub-
files.  Both the attachments and record files listed below will open within Adobe Reader.  There are 
bookmarks along the left side of the screen which outline the documents found within the attachment 
or file.  These bookmarks match the lists below.  To go directly to a document, please click on the 
bookmark.   
 
 Attachment 1 - Resolution 
  Draft Resolution 
  Exhibit A – Memo to City Council with Planning Commission Findings 
  Exhibit B – Staff Report  

Memo to Planning Commission (organization of the Staff Report and location of findings) 
Staff Report 
Attachment 1 (Incomplete Letter to applicant from Staff) 
Attachment 2 (12-1-19 Letter from Phil Grillo regarding public support facilities) 
Attachment 3 (Comment letter - Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue) 
Attachment 4 (Comment letter - Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife – ODF&W) 
Attachment 5 (Comment letter - Department of Land Conservation and Development) 
Attachment 6 (Illustration showing 2002 Transportation System Plan connection) 
Attachment 7 (Vicinity map) 

  Exhibit C – Addendum to Staff Report (following 8-16-10 hearing) 
 

Attachment 2 – Applicants Submittal Package 
 

Attachment 3 – Public Comments to City Council 
 Gudekunst comments 
 Davis comments 
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There were two public hearings on the proposal; therefore the materials are combined into two files 
based upon these hearings.  All materials that were submitted prior to or at the August 16, 2010 hearing 
are in File 1.  Materials submitted following that hearing, along with items submitted at the October 18, 
2010 hearing are in File 2.  **Please note that Exhibit G is a version of the application submittal that 
includes plans showing the proposed cuts and fill on City property (open Exhibit G listed below, then 
open applicant’s Exhibit L – Plan 2.6).  These cuts were part of an earlier version of the submittal 
(February 2010). 

 
File 1 - August 16, 2010 Hearing 

Memo to Planning Commission (8-16-10 hearing exhibits and follow-up question) 
8-16-10 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
Exhibit A (Comment letter - Mansfield) 
Exhibit B (Comment letter – Audubon Society) 
Exhibit C (Staff PowerPoint presentation) 
Exhibit D (Applicant’s presentation materials) 
Exhibit E (Group McKenzie memo responding to Staff Report findings) 
Exhibit F (Arborist Study) 
Exhibit G (Applicant’s original submittal prior to removal of cuts on City property)** 
Exhibit H (Tree Removal Permit application submittal) 
Exhibit I (Zone Change Final Order) 
Exhibit J (Comment letter – Bielke) 
Exhibit K (Applicant’s response to ODF&W comment letter) 
Exhibit L (Applicant’s response to legal issues surrounding the file) 
Information showing proximity of Milton Court to Mr. Fields property  

 
File 2 - October 18, 2010 Hearing 

Memo to Planning Commission (new evidence 9-10-10 deadline) 
Public Comments (9-10-10 deadline) 
9-8-10 e-mail from Susan Hartnett to Commissioner Vermilyea 
Attachment to Hartnett e-mail (excerpt from ODF&W letter) 
Staff Submittal (9-10-10 deadline) 
Applicant Submittal (9-10-10 deadline) 
ODF&W letter dated 9-10-10 (to address applicant’s 8-12-10 response) 
Memo to Planning Commission (rebuttal evidence 9-17-10 deadline) 
Staff Submittal (9-17-10 deadline) 
Public Comments (9-17-10 deadline) 
File Correspondence (9-17-10 deadline) 
Memo to Planning Commission (10-8-10 PC packet) 
The Oregonian article (9-6-10) 
Applicant’s response to staff report addendum (received 10-15-10) 
E-mail to Commissioners forwarding applicant’s response 
10-18-10 Planning Commission meeting minutes 
Exhibit A – Bielke testimony 
Exhibit B – Lindstrom testimony 
Exhibit C – Whitney testimony 
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I .  PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Applicant:  Fred Fields 
 1149 SW Davenport Avenue 
 Portland, OR 97201 
 P: 503-228-7084 
Applicants  
Representatives:  Group Mackenzie 
 1515 SE Water Avenue, Suite 100 
 Portland, OR 97214 
 Contact:  Rhys Konrad 
 P: 503 224-9560 
 F: 503-228-1285 
 rk@grpmack.com 
 
 Miller Nash LLP 
 3400 U.S.  Bancorp Tower 
 111 SW Fifth Avenue 
 Portland, OR 97204-3699 
 Contact:  Phil  Gril lo 
 P: 503-224-5858 
 F: 503-224-0155 
 phil .gri l lo@millernash.com 
      
Proposed Project:  Phase 2 Wall Street extension to serve the Fields 

property.   
 
Project Location:  2S1010001200 
 2S102DD000100 
 2S102DD000200 
 
Zoning:  R-12/R-25 
 
Requests:  Comprehensive Plan Amendment to remove locally 

adopted significant designation from impacted 
wetlands necessary for  the Wall Street extension. 

 Sensit ive Lands Review for the impacts to locally 
significant wetlands and 100-year floodplain.  
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I I .  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
This application requests City Council  approval for an extension of Wall  Street 
to serve the applicant’s property east  of the Library. This extension will  f i ll  the 
gap that was created between the current terminus of Wall  Street constructed by 
the City,  and serve what is now a land-locked residentially designated parcel of 
approximately 24.73 acres.  This extension will  provide access to Mr. Fields’ 
property as contemplated in the 2002 Purchase and Sale Agreement for the 
Tigard l ibrary property. The following package includes narrative,  plans,  
drawings,  and other documentation in support of this application. This section 
of the application summarizes  the history related to the Wall Street extension, 
and provides details of the proposed application. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
In December 2001, the City of Tigard and Mr. Fields (applicant) entered into an 
Option Agreement to purchase property owned by Mr. Fields for the purpose of 
constructing a new City l ibrary.  Following the execution of this agreement,  a 
purchase and sale agreement was entered into between the two parties in 
October 2002. Provisions related to an “extension road” were l isted throughout  
these two documents.  The “extension road” was generally defined as providing 
access from Hall  Boulevard to other properties owned by Mr. Fields. 1 In 
January 2006, the City granted Mr. Fields a  permanent non-exclusive easement  
for the purposes of construction, maintenance, repair,  reconstruction and 
replacement,  uti l i t ies and a roadway on, over,  under and across the property 
subject to the Purchase and Sale Agreement2.  The purpose of this easement was 
to facil i tate the construction of the “extension road” previously included with 
the Purchase and Sale  Agreement.  The “extension road” is identified as Wall  
Street which is shown on the City’s TSP as  a  future collector.   
 
On June 8,  2006 the City Council  granted approval for Phase 1 of Wall Street 
that included a 360-foot extension from Hall  Boulevard to support the new 
library and the Fanno Pointe Condominiums (Ord 06-05) 3.  The approval 
included a comprehensive plan amendment  to remove the locally significant 
designation from impacted wetlands (CPA 2004-00001),  sensit ive lands 
approval for impacts to wetlands and drainage ways and the proposed 
reconfiguration of Pinebrook Creek (SLR 2004-00003 and 2006-0001), and a  
tree removal permit (TRE 2006-00001 through 00009) .  Included with this 
approval by exhibit  was a Joint Fil l  Permit (Exhibit  H) from the Department of 
State Lands (“DSL”)  and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) (Permit 
Number 31719-RF) and CWS Service Provider Letter (Exhibit  I)  for wetland 
and sensitive area impacts.  The approved permits were based on drawings 
prepared by the City’s consultant,  DeHaas and Associates Inc, which included 
the full  extension of Wall  Street as shown on the City’s TSP (ie.  Hall  to  
Hunziker).  The approved permits related to wetland and buffer impacts  
                                                      
1 See provision 6(d)  o f the  10/30 /02 Purchase and Sale  Agreement included as Exhib it  
E.  
2 See provis ion (1)  “grant  of easement”  per  the  1 /19/06 Grant  o f Easement inc luded as 
Exhibi t  F.  
3 See Exhib it  G inc luded as re ference only.  
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included the full  extension of Wall Street,  even though the Ci ty’s land use 
approval included only the first  360 feet (Phase 1).   
   
Although not included with the City’s Phase 1 approval,  Phase 2 of the Wall 
Street extension included a bridge crossing over Fanno Creek and an at -grade 
crossing of the railroad tracks for the ult imate connection with Hunziker Street.  
An overwhelming reason for the City approving only Phase 1 of the extension 
was due to difficult ies negotiating with the railroad for a crossing over the 
tracks north of the site.  Regardless of difficult ies with the railroad crossing,  
the Phase 2 extension was included on all  exhibits and plans,  and the permits 
and approvals from the Corps,  DLS, and CWS were issued for both phases.  In 
these permit documents two primary reasons were stated for the Wall  Street 
extension as approved: the first  is  to comply with the City’s TSP designation of  
Wall Street as a collector,  and the second to provide access to  the property east  
of Fanno Creek and west of the railroad (ie.  applicant’s property.  
 
The 2002 Purchase and Sale Agreement contemplated the possibil i ty that the 
railroad would refuse to allow a crossing.  The Agreement states that if  the 
railroad refuses to permit a  crossing of the t racks,  the City will  cooperate with 
Mr. Fields to establish an alternate roadway access from Hall  Boulevard to 
serve Mr. Fields’ adjacent property4.  In the spiri t  of cooperation, and in 
accordance with the Purchase and Sale  Agreement,  a Memorandum of  
Understanding between Mr. Fields,  City of Tigard, and the Tigard/Tualatin 
School District  was developed (see Exhibit  J) .  One item of this memorandum 
was to identify an alternate access point to serve Mr. Fields  property by 
creating a new roadway through the existing School District  property. Mr.  
Fields acted in good faith with all  parties to come to an agreement where this 
roadway extension could be established. Unfortunately,  an agreement could not 
be made and as such this alternative is  not viable.  Therefore,  this request seeks 
City of Tigard approval  for access  to Mr. Fields property as originally 
contemplated with the Purchase and Sale  Agreement,  and further  described by 
the Grant of Easement  by the City.   

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The City’s  Phase 1 application included a  detailed Alternatives  Analysis for the 
full  extension of Wall  Street (Exhibit  K).  This Analysis considered ten 
different alternative alignments for the full  extension of Wall  Street from Hall  
Boulevard to Hunziker  Street.  A phasing plan was assumed consist ing of a first 
extension to serve the l ibrary,  and a  second phase with a  bridge crossing Fanno 
Creek. The Alternatives Analysis was developed in part  to  obtain necessary 
approvals from natural  resource regulatory agencies as well  as ODOT as Hall  
Boulevard is under their  jurisdiction. As briefly stated above, the necessary 
approvals related to wetland impacts associated with the full  extension (ie.  
Phase 1 & 2) of Wall  Street were obtained. The preferred alternative,  
Alternative 9,  was selected as i t  avoided and minimized impacts  to wetlands 
and 100-year floodplain to the greatest  extent practicable.   

                                                      
4 See provis ion 6(e)  o f  the Purchase and Sale  Agreement  included  as Exhibi t  E .  
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The approved City application included plans and associated permits and 
approvals necessary to construct the full  extension of Wall  Street,  to the 
applicant’s property. These permit documents are included with Exhibit  H as  
reference. A major reason for approving only Phase 1 of the extension was due 
to difficult ies negotiating with the railroad for a crossing over  the tracks.  The 
City’s phasing plan has created a gap between Mr. Fields’ property and the 
Phase 1 terminus of Wall  Street.  Since learning of the issues related to the 
railroad crossing, the applicant has worked closely, and in good faith,  with the 
City of Tigard and Tualatin/Tigard School District  in accordance with an 
adopted non-binding Memorandum of Understanding (Exhibit  J) .  Tasks 
associated included investigation into providing the School District  with a new 
bus facil i ty on the applicant’s property north of the railroad, as well  as a new 
facil i ty for the City’s  public works department.  In addition, the applicant has 
exhausted all  efforts with abutting property owners to investigate the 
possibil i ty of providing access to the subject si te in an alternative alignment  
from the extension of Wall  Street.  As stated above, an agreement could not be 
reached between the two parties.   

In addition to the ten alternatives analyzed in the City’s Alternatives Analysis,  
this application includes discussion of two additional access points to serve Mr. 
Fields’ property at  the suggestion of the City of Tigard.  

Option 1 Access: Tigard-Tualatin School District  Property Alignment 
Access to SW Hall  Boulevard through the existing School District  
property was investigated based on the assumption that the school bus 
facil i t ies would be removed and relocated to the applicant’s property 
north of the railroad t racks.  The location of  the access would be subject 
to ODOT requirements,  and would most l ikely need to al ign opposite the 
Tigard City Hall  driveway. The access  could not be located south of the 
Tigard City Hall  driveway because of  left -turn conflicts on SW Hall  
Boulevard. An access located north of  the City Hall  driveway was 
investigated, but would not meet ODOT spacing standards.  Access was 
assumed to be either a  private driveway or public street.  Signal warrants 
and init ial  si te distance requirements were also reviewed, and would 
require coordination with ODOT for approval .   

The most feasible access would align with the City Hall  driveway on the 
north side of SW Hall  Boulevard and be directed through the bus yard,  
curving parallel  to the shared property l ine with the railroad. The 
roadway length required to access the Fields property is approximately 
1,248 feet,  and for purposes of this review assumed a local street  width 
of 34 feet inside a 50-foot right-of-way.  Review of existing grades 
indicates the roadway would need to be placed on significant fi l l  
adjacent to the railroad right-of-way. As the street turns through the 
School District  property, i t  would impact  City identified significant 
wetlands (approximately 0.75 acres) and fi l l  material  will  be necessary 
to address floodplain impacts (approximately 1.02 acres).  The new 
roadway would bisect the existing School District  property, result ing in 
two industrially designated parcels of 23,011 SF and 42,156 SF. We have 
assumed a culvert  extension of the current railroad crossing of Red Rock 
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Creek would be necessary,  and contractor f ield information indicates a 
culvert  diameter of 84 inches.  Mitigation of both wetland and floodplain 
impacts would require appropriate permits  from DSL/Corps as  well  as 
CWS.  

Option 2 Access: Milton Court Extension 
Access to the subject si te via an extension of SW Milton Court was also 
investigated. This access could either be a public street extension or a 
private access  in an easement.  Metro owns the property immediately 
abutting the subject site to the south, and has purchased this property to 
remain as open space. Abutting the Metro parcel between the existing 
right-of-way is City-owned property.  As such, this access would require 
approval and coordination with Metro/City as i t  crosses the Metro parcel.  
Extension as a public street through the Metro and City parcels would be 
more expansive and require a turnaround on site,  which may be avoided 
if  a private extension is approved by the City of Tigard. A cul-de-sac is 
already provided at  the end of SW Milton Court.  

Access for SW Milton to the major street  would be at  SW Bonita  Road. 
The intersection of SW Bonita Road with SW Milton Court is  stop 
controlled on Milton Court.  A left -turn lane is provided on SW Bonita 
Road at the intersection. Depending on the level of development on the 
site,  traffic volumes could increase such that  traffic signal warrants are 
met at  this location. Additional mitigation could include striping on SW 
Milton Court to provide separate left - and right-turn lanes at  the 
approach to SW Bonita Road.   

A connection from the existing SW Milton Court cul-de-sac would serve 
the Fields site via an approximate 450-foot roadway extension. We have 
assumed a local street width of  34 feet  inside a 50-foot  right-of-way.  The 
new roadway would require a creek crossing,  and would impact 
significant habitat  areas and require extensive tree removal on Metro’s 
property and the subject si te.  Due to the zoning on properties fronting on 
Milton Court,  development of the site via this access option may be more 
appropriate for industrial  than residential  uses.  However,  the length of 
this dead-end roadway under this scenario is significant,  and would be 
difficult  for any development type as the primary access.  In any event,  
Mr. Fields does not have permission to construct a road across  Metro or  
the City’s property. 

 
As is discussed above, these two additional  access options are not feasible for 
primary access for several reasons including but not l imited to impacts on a 
greater amount of sensit ive lands,  and crossing of properties which are either 
currently developed, have been purchased for open space, and/or are not under  
the control of the applicant.  As a result ,  Alternative 9 continues to be the 
preferred and only feasible option to provide primary access  to the applicant’s 
property. As such this  application requests approval to continue the extension 
of this alternative to provide access to the applicant’s property. The details of 
this application remain consistent with the assumptions related to the Phase 2 
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extension as contemplated in the City’s Alternatives Analysis,  and as designed 
by DeHaas and Associates for the City.  

PROPOSAL 

With no other alternative available to provide access to the applicant’s 
property,  this application proposes a 662’  extension of  Wall  Street from its  
current terminus to serve the applicant’s property. The Phase 1 extension of 
Wall  Street,  by not fully extending through the City property to the boundary of 
the applicant’s property, created a  gap. This application proposes to fi l l  this 
gap so as  to effectively provide public street  access to Mr. Fields’ property as  
previously considered by the City of Tigard, and as documented through the 
various agreements between Mr. Fields and the City of Tigard.  

ROAD DESCRIPTION 

The design of  the proposed road extension is unchanged from the previously 
proposed Phase 2 of  the City-init iated Wall Street extension approval.  The 
exception is that the proposed crossing of the railroad tracks and continuation 
of Wall Street up to Hunziker has been excluded. The proposed drawings 
indicate that a crossing of the railroad tracks is feasible, in accordance with the 
City’s TSP, however would sti l l  require approval by the railroad.  

The City of Tigard TSP (Figure 8-3) identifies Wall  Street as a proposed 
collector.  TDC 18.810 and Table 18.810.1 define the requirements for a 
collector street .  The following table i l lustrates these requirements  and provides 
information related to the proposed extension of Wall  Street.  
 

Table 1:  Proposed Street Elements 

Stree t  ID ROW 
Width 

Paved 
Width 

Number  
of  
Lanes 

Min.  
Lane 
Width 

Bike 
Lane 
Width 

Sidewalk 
Width 

Landscape 
Str ip 
Width 

Median 
Width 

Ci ty  
Col lecto r  
Standard 

58’ -
96’  

Var ies 2-5 
(Refer  
to TSP) 

11’  6 ’  (New 
Stree ts)  

6 ’  (Res.  
& Ind.  
Zones)  

5 ’  12 ’  

Proposed 
Stree t  
Sect ion 

72’  48’  3  11’  6 ’  6 ’  5 ’  12 ’  

Proposed 
Br idge 
Sect ion 

72’  63’  2 12’  6 ’  6 ’  None None 

Figure 8-11 of the TSP identifies Wall  Street as having 2/3 lanes . This figure 
notes that 2 lanes may be used for segments where environmental constraints 
l imit  a roadway and access is  controlled to eliminate left  turn movements.  As 
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allowed under Figure 8-11, the proposed bridge section provides 2 lanes and 
eliminates the planter strip to minimize impacts to sensit ive lands.  
 
Typical street and bridge deck sections have been included with this application 
and can be found on Sheet R8.1 of Exhibit  L. In addition to the proposed right-
of-way, an 8’ public uti l i ty easement is proposed. The design of  the proposed 
bridged extension remains consistent as previously proposed with the preferred 
Alternative 9.  The proposed bridge of 320’ spans both the creek and floodway 
associated with Fanno Creek. The paved width will  be reduced to 36’ with 
curbs,  bike lanes,  sidewalks,  and handrails  for a total improved width of 50 
feet.  The bridge will  be constructed in four 80 foot sections using precast 
prestressed concrete s labs supported by three rows of eight 16-inch diameter  
steel pipe piles at  the junction of each of the sections.  The piles will  be located 
outside of Fanno Creek and delineated wetland areas.  
 
The eastern end of the proposed extension terminates as a temporary dead-end. 
Conversation with TVF&R (John Wolf) confirmed that the proposed dead-end 
terminus of the proposed extension would typically be satisfactory as there will  
be no development on the applicant’s property for TVF&R to serve.  Future 
development applications will  need to provide an approved turnaround per 
TVF&R requirements.  Additionally,  future development applications will  
address the need and provide secondary access.  
 
A new bioswale will  be constructed east  of Fanno Creek to treat runoff from the 
proposed extension. The proposed bioswale is consistent with the previous 
plans,  and includes capacity to treat  impervious surfaces from the streets and 
sidewalks associated with the Phase 2 impacts as well  as future extension to a 
proposed high point in the profile east  of the existing railroad track crossings. 
A portion of the stormwater runoff from the new impervious surfaces to the 
west of the bridge span will  be treated with the water quali ty facil i ty 
constructed with Phase 1.  The previous approval sized this facil i ty 
appropriately for the ult imate build-out of both phases.  Preliminary 
calculations are provided in Exhibit  M per City and Clean Water Services  
standards.   

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
The previously prepared Alternatives Analysis considered both wetland and 
100-year floodplain impacts. 5 The preferred Alternative 9,  as currently 
proposed, indicated a total  of 0.27 AC wetland impact and 0.55 AC floodplain 
impacts.  The Joint Fil l  permit approved a  total  of 0.30 acres of  wetland fi l l  for 
the full  extension (ie .  Phase 1 & 2).  Approved wetland impacts for Phase 2 
include 8,447 SF (0.19 acres) as are shown on Sheet 4a of 13 of the approved 
Joint Fil l permit (Exhibit  H).  The proposed application includes the same 
amount of wetland impact.  The impacts are primarily due to the construction of 
the western and eastern sections of road leading up to the bridge abutments and 
required fi l l  slopes.  The proposed application will  have minor impacts to a  
man-made pond (East Pond) and wetlands located east of Fanno Creek in order  

                                                      
5 See page 10 o f 21 in Exhib it  K fo r  a  summary of the ten al terna t ives  analyzed .  
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to construct the bridge wingwall  on the west side of the bridge and the roadway 
and fi l l  slopes for the remainder of the alignment.  No impacts are proposed to 
Fanno Creek from the proposed extension. The proposed wetland impacts are 
shown on Sheet 2.4Bof Exhibit  L. 
 
Approved mitigation for wetland impacts for both phases included a stream 
channel and wetland creation of 0.08 acres,  wetland enhancement of 0.29 acres 
and wetland restoration of 0.20 acres .  Attached to this application is the 
revised wetland mitigation plan prepared for the City by Zion Consulting,  
which demonstrates the mitigation measures  that were constructed (Exhibit  N).  
It  should be noted that the mitigation approved and constructed with Phase 1 
was actually of a size and level appropriate (as approved by DSL/Corp) for the 
full  extension of Wall  Street ( ie Phase 2).  As such, the proposed Phase 2  
impacts have already been mitigated before even though the 0.19 acres of 
impact has not yet occurred.   
 
Floodplain impacts associated with the proposed extension are l imited to 
placement of roadway structural f il l  in the areas west and east of the proposed 
bridge and support piles.  Mitigation will  occur off-site in an area to be 
determined in accordance with applicable standards.  Impacts are further l imited 
to match previous design assumptions through the construction of wing and 
retaining walls on both sides of the bridge span. Total f loodplain impacts 
indicated for the proposed extension, prior to mitigation, are 2010 CY (over a 
0.56 AC footprint) .  An OBEC Consulting Engineers/West Consultants team was 
retained by the City previously to analyze hydraulic impacts associated with 
various bridge alternatives (Exhibit  K).  The study concluded that a 320’ bridge 
would span the floodway,  and would have minimal impacts on the f loodway and 
would meet FEMA requirements related to no rise in the floodplain elevation. A 
memo summarizing the information in this report  has been prepared for further 
information see Exhibit  O.  

APPROVALS REQUIRED 
 
The stream, pond and wetland impacted by the proposed road extension are 
mapped on the City of Tigard’s Wetlands & Stream Corridors Map. A 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment is  required to remove the local ly significant  
designation from the impacted wetlands,  which effectively removes Goal 5 
under Section 18.775.120 of the City of Tigard Development Code. The 
Sensitive Lands Review is required for the proposed for the impacts to wetland 
and 100-year  floodplain areas.  In addition,  per review of  the Final Order by the 
Tigard City Council  dated 5/9/2006, future extensions of SW Wall Street across 
Fanno Creek require a separate review and approval by the City.   
 
The following package includes narrative,  plans, drawings,  and other 
documentation in support of this application to remove the significant wetland 
designation from affected wetland and stream areas,  and sensit ive lands 
approval to extend Wall Street into the applicant’s property.  
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I I I .  SENSITIVE LANDS REVIEW 

Chapter 18.755 of the City of Tigard Development Code identifies the approval 
criteria and requirements for development in floodplains,  wetlands,  and 
drainageways. The following addresses how the proposed road extension meets 
the applicable criteria.   

18.775.020  Applicabili ty of Uses;  Permitted, Prohibited, and Nonconforming 
A. CWS Stormwater Connection Permit. All proposed “development”, must obtain a Stormwater 
Connection Permit from CWS pursuant to its “Design and Construction Standards”. As used in 
this chapter, the meaning of the word “development” shall be as defined in the CWS “Design and 
Construction Standards”: All human-induced changes to improved or unimproved real property 
including: 

1. Construction of structures requiring a building permit, if such structures are external 
to existing structures; 
2. Land division; 
3. Drilling; 
4. Site alterations resulting from surface mining or dredging; 
5. Grading; 
6. Construction of earthen berms; 
7. Paving; 
8. Excavation; or 
9. Clearing when it results in the removal of trees or vegetation which would require a 
permit from the local jurisdiction or an Oregon Department of Forestry tree removal 
permit. 
10. The following activities are not included in the definition of development: 

a. Farming activities when conducted in accordance with accepted farming practices 
as defined in ORS 30.930 and under a Senate Bill 1010 water quality management 
plan; 
b. Construction, reconstruction, or modification of a single family residence on an 
existing lot of record within a subdivision that was approved by the City or County 
after September 9, 1995 (from ORS 92.040(2)); and 
c. Any development activity for which land use approvals have been issued pursuant 
to a land use application submitted to the City or County on or before February 4, 
2000, and deemed complete or before March 15, 2000. 

Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street includes several types of “development” as 
defined above including grading, paving, and excavation. As such a CWS Stormwater 
Connection Permit will be required prior to issuance of building permit for the construction of the 
proposed extension. This standard is met.  
 
B. Outright permitted uses with no permit required. Except as provided below and by Sections 
18.775.020.D, 18.775.020.F, and 18.775.020.G, the following uses are outright permitted uses 
within the 100-year floodplain, drainageways, slopes that are 25% or greater, and unstable 
ground when the use does not involve paving. For the purposes of this chapter, the word 
“structure” shall exclude: children’s play equipment, picnic tables, sand boxes, grills, basketball 
hoops and similar recreational equipment. 

1. Accessory uses such as lawns, gardens, or play areas; except in (a) a Water Quality 
Sensitive Area or Vegetated Corridor, as defined in the CWS “Design and Construction 
Standards”, or (b) the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated corridor established for the Tualatin 
River, as defined in Section 18.775.090. 
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2. Farm uses conducted without locating a structure within the sensitive land area; 
except in (a) a Water Quality Sensitive Area or Vegetative Corridor, as defined in CWS 
“Design and Construction Standards”, or (b) the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated corridor 
established for the Tualatin River, as defined in Section 18.775.090. 
3. Community recreation uses, excluding structures; except in (a) a Water Quality 
Sensitive Area or Vegetated Corridor, as defined in the CWS “Design and Construction 
Standards”, or (b) the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated corridor established for the Tualatin 
River, as defined in Section 18.775.090. 
4. Public and private conservation areas for water, soil, open space, forest, and wildlife 
resources. 
5. Removal of poison oak, tansy ragwort, blackberry, English ivy, or other noxious 
vegetation. 
6. Maintenance of floodway excluding re-channeling; except in (a) a Water Quality 
Sensitive Area or Vegetated Corridor, as defined in the CWS “Design and Construction 
Standards”, or (b) the 
Statewide Goal 5 vegetated corridor established for the Tualatin River, as defined in 
Section 18.775.090. 
7. Fences; except in (a) the floodway area, (b) a Water Quality Sensitive Area or 
Vegetated Corridor, as defined in the CSW “design and Construction Standards”, or (c) 
the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated corridor established for the Tualatin River, as defined in 
Section 18.775.090. 
8. Accessory structures which are less than 120 square feet in size; except in (a) the 
floodway area, (b) a Water Quality Sensitive Area or Vegetative Corridor, as defined in 
the CWS “Design and Construction Standards”, or (c) the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated 
corridor established for the Tualatin River, as defined in Section 18.775.090. 
9. Land form alterations involving up to 10 cubic yards of material; except in (a) the 
floodway area, (b) a Water Quality Sensitive Area or Vegetative Corridor, as defined in 
the CWS “Design and Construction Standards”, or (c) the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated 
corridor established for the Tualatin River, as defined in Section 18.775.090. 

Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street is not permitted outright subject to the above 
listed exceptions. As such this application requests Sensitive Lands approval for impacts to 
significant wetlands and 100-year floodplain associated with Fanno Creek. 
 
C. Exemptions. When performed under the direction of the City, and in compliance with the 
provisions of the City of Tigard Standards and Specifications for Riparian Area Management, on 
file in the Engineering Division, the following shall be exempt from the provisions of this section: 

1. Responses to public emergencies, including emergency repairs to public facilities;  
2. Stream and wetlands restoration and enhancement programs; 
3. Non-native vegetation removal; 
4. Planting of native plant species; and 
5. Routine maintenance or replacement of existing public facilities projects. 

Response: Wetland mitigation for proposed impacts related to the extension of Wall Street 
include stream and wetlands restoration and enhancement that has been constructed for the 
proposed extension with Phase 1 (see Exhibit M). Enhancement and mitigation of encroachment 
to CWS vegetated corridors has been approved per the attached Service Provider Letter (Exhibit 
P). To meet condition 13 of the SPL, a landscape plan has been provided in accordance with draft 
landscape plan details provided by Pacific Habitat Services (Exhibit Q). As specified on sheet 
R2.5of Exhibit L the enhancements will include the removal of non-native vegetation in 
accordance with CWS Design and Construction Standards Appendix A as adopted by R&O 07-
20. Although these improvements are proposed, they do not exempt the impacts to significant 
wetlands and 100-year floodplain. Therefore this application requests Sensitive Lands approval. 
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D. Jurisdictional wetlands. Landform alterations or developments which are only within wetland 
areas that meet the jurisdictional requirements and permit criteria of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Division of State Lands, CWS, and/or other federal, state, or regional agencies, and 
are not designated as significant wetlands on the City of Tigard “Wetland and Streams Corridors 
Map”, do not require a sensitive lands permit. The City shall require that all necessary permits 
from other agencies are obtained. All other applicable City requirements must be satisfied, 
including sensitive land permits for areas within the 100-year floodplain, slopes of 25% or 
greater or unstable ground, drainageways, and wetlands which are not under state or federal 
jurisdiction. 
Response: The proposed impacts related to the extension of Wall Street require updated permits 
from the DSL, the Corps and CWS. Additionally, the City of Tigard has designated wetlands 
necessary for impact as significant per the Wetland and Streams Corridors Map. As such a 
Sensitive Lands permit is not exempt per this standard. 
 
E. Administrative sensitive lands review. 

1. Administrative sensitive lands permits in the 100-year floodplain, drainageway, slopes 
that are 25% or greater, and unstable ground shall be obtained from the appropriate 
community development division for the following: 

a. The City Engineer shall review the installation of public support facilities such 
as underground utilities and construction of roadway improvements including 
sidewalks, curbs, streetlights, and driveway aprons by means of a Type I 
procedure, as governed by Section 18.390.030 subject to compliance with all of 
the standards in this Chapter; 
b. The City Engineer shall review minimal ground disturbance(s) or landform 
alterations involving 10 to 50 cubic yards of material, except in the floodway 
area, for land that is within public easements and rights-of-way by means of a 
Type I procedure, as governed by Section 18.390.030 subject to compliance with 
all of the standards in this Chapter;  
c. The Director shall review minimal ground disturbance(s) or landform 
alterations involving 10 to 50 cubic yards of material, except in the floodway 
area by means of a Type I procedure, as governed by Section 18.390.030 subject 
to compliance with all of the standards in this Chapter; 
d. The Director shall review the repair, reconstruction, or improvement of an 
existing structure or utility, the cost of which is less than 50 percent of the market 
value of the structure prior to the improvement or the damage requiring 
reconstruction provided no development occurs in the floodway by means of a 
Type I procedure, as governed by Section 18.390.030 subject to compliance with 
all of the standards in this Chapter; 
e. The Building Official shall review building permits for accessory structures 
which are 120 to 528 square feet in size, except in the floodway area; and 
f. The Director shall review applications for paving on private property, except 
in the floodway area by means of a Type I procedure, as governed by Section 
18.390.030 subject to compliance with all of the standards in this Chapter. 

Response: The project area includes a 662’ expansion of Wall Street over three residentially 
designated properties. Wall Street is identified as a collector per the City’s TSP, and Phase 1 has 
been constructed. As a requirement to construct the proposed extension, including a 320’ bridge 
as identified by the preferred Alternative 9, wetland impacts and 100-year floodplain impacts are 
necessary. Specific to 100-year floodplain impacts, a total of 2010 CY (over a 0.56 AC footprint) 
of roadway structural fill is required to support the new public roadway as proposed. The bridge 
support pilings include negligible impacts to the 100-year floodplain per the previous 
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OBEC/West Consultants report (Exhibit K). The actual paved surface and related improvements 
do not create 100-year floodplain impacts and are elevated above the floodplain elevation with 
more than the required 1’ freeboard. The proposed structural fill is needed to elevate the proposed 
public roadway above the 100-year floodplain. As the roadway itself does not have floodplain 
impacts, and the structural fill supports the proposed public roadway, the proposed 100-year 
floodplain impacts are allowed as public support facilities as the term is used in 18.775.020e.1.a 
above. These thresholds are met.   

 
2. The responsible community development division shall approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny an application for a development permit, as described above, based 
on the standards set forth in Sections 18.775.050, 18.775.070, and 18.775.080. 

Response: Impacts to the 100-year floodplain proposed with the public support facility trigger an 
administrative review. However, the concurrent comprehensive plan amendment to remove the 
locally significant designation from project impacted wetlands upgrades this application to a Type 
IV. This provision is met.  

 
F. Sensitive lands permits issued by the Director. 

1. The Director shall have the authority to issue a sensitive lands permit in the following 
areas by means of a Type II procedure, as governed in Section 18.390.040, using 
approval criteria contained in Section 18.775.070: 

a. Drainageways; 
b. Slopes that are 25% or greater or unstable ground; and 
c. Wetland areas which are not regulated by other local, state, or federal 
agencies and are designated as significant wetlands on the City of Tigard 
“Wetland and Streams Corridors Map”. 

2. Sensitive lands permits shall be required for the areas in Section 18.775.020.F.1 above 
when any of the following circumstances apply: 

a. Ground disturbance(s) or land form alterations involving more than 50 cubic 
yards of material; 
b. Repair, reconstruction, or improvement of an existing structure or utility, the 
cost of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of the structure 
prior to the improvement or the damage requiring reconstruction; 
c. Residential and non-residential structures intended for human habitation; and 
d. Accessory structures which are greater than 528 square feet in size, outside 
floodway areas. 

Response: This application does not include impacts to the areas  l isted in this 
Section. 
 
G. Sensitive lands permits issued by the Hearings Officer. 

1. The Hearings Officer shall have the authority to issue a sensitive lands permit in the 
100-year floodplain by means of a Type IIIA procedure, as governed by Section 
18.390.050, using approval criteria contained in Section 18.775.070. 
2. Sensitive lands permits shall be required in the 100-year floodplain when any of the 
following circumstances apply: 

a. Ground disturbance(s) or landform alterations in all floodway areas; 
b. Ground disturbance(s) or landform alterations in floodway fringe locations 
involving more than 50 cubic yards of material; 
c. Repair, reconstruction, or improvement of an existing structure or utility, the 
cost of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of the structure 
prior to the improvement or the damage requiring reconstruction provided no 
development occurs in the floodway; 
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d. Structures intended for human habitation; and 
e. Accessory structures which are greater than 528 square feet in size, outside of 
floodway areas. 

Response: This application does not include impacts to the areas  l isted in this 
Section. 
 
H. Other uses. Except as explicitly authorized by other provisions of this chapter, all other uses 
are prohibited on sensitive land areas. 
Response: No other uses are proposed which would be prohibited under this  
section. 
 
I. Nonconforming uses. A use established prior to the adoption of this title, which would be 
prohibited by this Chapter or which would be subject to the limitations and controls imposed by 
this Chapter, shall be considered a nonconforming use. Nonconforming uses shall be subject to 
the provisions of Chapter 18.760. (Ord. 06-20) 
Response:  Nonconforming uses  do not exist ,  this section does not apply.  

18.775.030  Administrative Provisions 
A. Interagency Coordination. The appropriate approval authority shall review all sensitive lands 
permit applications to determine that all necessary permits shall be obtained from those federal, 
state, or local governmental agencies from which prior approval is also required. 

1. As governed by CWS “Design and Construction Standards”, the necessary permits for 
all “development”, as defined in Section 18.775.020.A above, shall include a CWS 
Service Provider Letter, which specifies the conditions and requirements necessary, if 
any, for an applicant to comply with CWS water quality protection standards and for the 
Agency to issue a Stormwater Connection Permit. 

Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street includes “development” in the 
form of grading, paving and excavation as defined in Section 18.775.020.A.  A 
previous CWS Service Provider Letter was issued for the full  extension and 
submitted with the Phase 1 application (Exhibit  I) .  The SPL included approval 
of the impacts proposed with this application. The applicant has  obtained an 
updated CWS Service Provider Letter  which specifies encroachment,  
enhancement,  and mit igation areas related to the proposed extension of Wall 
Street (Exhibit  P).  The conditions of the SPL require various i tems to be 
completed prior to  issuance of a  Stormwater Connection Permit .  To meet 
condition 13 of the SPL, a landscape plan has been provided in accordance with 
draft  landscape plan details provided by Pacific Habitat  Services (Exhibit  Q).  
As specified on sheet R2.5 of Exhibit  L the enhancements wil l  include the 
removal of non-native vegetation in accordance with CWS Design and 
Construction Standards Appendix A as adopted by R&O 07-20.  By complying 
with the conditions as specified in the updated SPL, this application ensures 
compliance with water quality protection standards and a  Stormwater 
Connection Permit will  be issued with building permit.  This provision is  
satisfied.  
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B. Alteration or relocation of water course. 
1. The Director shall notify communities adjacent to the affected area and the State 
Department of Land Conservation and Development prior to any alteration or relocation 
of a watercourse, and submit evidence of such notification to the Federal Insurance 
Administration;  
2. The Director shall require that maintenance is provided within the altered or relocated 
portion of a watercourse so that the flood-carrying capacity is not diminished. 

Response: This application does not include any alteration or relocation of Fanno 
Creek. These provisions do not apply. 

 
C. Apply Standards. The appropriate approval authority shall apply the standards set forth in 
Sections 18.775.040, and 18.775.070 when reviewing an application for a sensitive lands permit. 
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street falls under a Type I process as  
i t  involves impacts related to a public support facil ity.  However,  the concurrent 
comprehensive plan amendment to remove the City’s significant wetland 
designation upgrades this request to a Type III-PC process.  Therefore,  the City 
Planning Commission will  forward a recommendation to the City Council  who 
will  be the ult imate approval authority subject to the standards l isted in this 
section. This application addresses applicable standards related to the proposed 
request.  This provision is satisfied. 
 
D. Elevation and flood-proofing certification. The appropriate approval authority shall require 
that the elevations and flood-proofing certification required in Section 18.775.030.E below be 
provided prior to permit issuance and verification upon occupancy and final approval. 
Response: The attached memo, previous reports,  and the 2005 Flood Insurance 
Study indicate the floodplain elevation in the project area in compliance with 
18.775.030.E. This provision is satisfied. 
 
E. Maintenance of records. 

1. Where base flood elevation data is provided through the Flood Insurance Study, the 
Building Official shall obtain and record the actual elevation (in relation to mean sea 
level) of the lowest floor (including basement) of all new or substantially improved 
structures, and whether or not the structure contains a basement; 
2. For all new or substantially improved flood-proofed structures, the Building Official 
shall:  

a. Verify and record the actual elevation (in relation to mean sea level); and 
b. Maintain the flood-proofing certifications required in this chapter. 

3. The Director shall maintain for public inspection all other records pertaining to the 
provisions in this chapter. 

Response:  The base flood elevation for the project area has been determined 
through the Flood Insurance Study effective February 18, 2005. No structures 
are proposed with this application other than the new roadway for the extension 
of Wall Street.  These provisions do not apply. 
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18.775.040  General Provisions for Floodplain Areas 
A. Permit review. The appropriate approval authority shall review all permit applications to 
determine whether proposed building sites will minimize the potential for flood damage.  
Response: The proposed application does not propose any structure or building 
that would require review to determine the potential  for flood damage. The 
proposed bridge span for Wall  Street is elevated above the 100-year floodplain.  
This provision is met.  
 
B. Special flood hazard. The areas of special flood hazard identified by the Federal Insurance 
Administration in a scientific and engineering report entitled “The Flood Insurance Study of the 
City of Tigard,” effective February 18, 2005, with accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
effective February 18, 2005, is hereby adopted by reference and declared to be a part of this 
chapter. This Flood Insurance Study is on file at the Tigard Civic Center. 
Response: The Flood Insurance Study and accompanying Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps effective February 18, 2005 were consulted to verify the 100-year 
floodplain elevation in the project area. This information was cross-referenced 
with the OBEC Hydraulic Analysis performed as part  of the Alternatives 
Analysis (Exhibit  K) to confirm the floodplain elevation and impacts related to 
the proposed roadway and bridge extension. As stated in Exhibit  O, the 
research was conclusive that the floodplain elevation is consistent  between both 
sources at  141.4.  This provision is met.  
 
C. Base flood elevation data. When base flood elevation data has not been provided in 
accordance with Section 18.775.040.B above, the Director shall obtain, review and reasonably 
utilize any base flood elevation and floodway data available from a federal, state or other source, 
in order to administer Sections 18.775.040.M and 18.775.040.N below). 
Response: Base flood elevation data is available for the project area as discussed 
in the finding for 18.775.040.B above. This provision does not apply. 
 
D. Test of reasonableness. Where elevation data is not available either through the Flood 
Insurance Study or from another authoritative source, applications for building permits shall be 
reviewed to assure that the potential for flood damage to the proposed construction will be 
minimized. The test of reasonableness is a local judgment and includes use of historical data, 
high water marks, photographs of past flooding, etc., where available. Failure to elevate at least 
two feet above grade in these sensitive land areas may result in higher insurance rates. 
Response: Base flood elevation data is available for the project area as discussed 
in the finding for 18.775.040.B above. This provision does not apply. 
 
E. Resistant to flood damage. All new construction and substantial improvements, including 
manufactured homes, shall be constructed with materials and utility equipment resistant to flood 
damage. 
Response: The proposed application does not include improvements in the form 
of structures or buildings.  The proposed roadway will  be constructed on 
materials resistant to flood damage. This provision does not apply.  
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F. Minimize flood damage. All new construction and substantial improvements, including 
manufactured homes, shall be constructed using methods and practices that minimize flood 
damage. 
Response: The proposed application does not include improvements in the form 
of structures or buildings.  The proposed roadway will  be constructed on 
materials resistant to flood damage. This provision does not apply.  
 
G. Equipment protection. Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air-conditioning 
equipment and other service facilities shall be designed and/or otherwise elevated or located so 
as to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during conditions of 
flooding. 
Response: The proposed roadway extension does not include these types of  
equipment or  service facil i t ies.  This provision does not apply. 
 
H. Water Supply Systems. All new and replacement water supply systems shall be designed to 
minimize or eliminate infiltration of floodwater into the system. 
Response: The proposed roadway extension does not include water supply 
systems. This provision does not apply. 
 
I. Anchoring. All new construction, all manufactured homes and substantial improvements shall 
be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement of the structure. 
Response: The proposed application does not include improvements in the form 
of structures or buildings.  The proposed roadway will  be constructed on 
materials resistant to flood damage. This provision does not apply.  
 
J. Sanitary sewerage systems. New and replacement sanitary sewerage systems shall be designed 
to minimize or eliminate infiltration of floodwater into the systems and discharge from the 
systems into floodwater. 
Response: The proposed roadway extension does not include sanitary sewerage 
systems. This provision does not apply. 
 
K. On-site water disposal systems. On-site water disposal systems shall be located to avoid 
impairment to them or contamination from them during flooding. 
Response: The proposed roadway extension does not include on-site water 
disposal systems.  This provision does not apply. 
 
L. Residential Construction. 

1. New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure, including 
manufactured homes, shall have the lowest floor, including the basement, elevated at 
least one foot above base flood elevation; 
2. Fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject to flooding are prohibited, 
or shall be designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls 
by allowing for the entry and exit of floodwater. Designs for meeting this requirement 
must either be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect, or must meet 
or exceed the following minimum criteria: 

a. A minimum of two openings having a total net area of not less than one square 
inch for every square foot of enclosed area subject to flooding shall be provided; 
b. The bottom of all openings shall be no higher than one foot above grade; and 
c. Openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, or other coverings or 
devices, provided that they permit the automatic entry and exit of flood waters. 
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3. Manufactured homes shall be securely anchored to an adequately anchored permanent 
foundation system. Anchoring methods may include, but are not limited to, use of over-
the-top or frame ties to ground anchors. 

Response: No residential  construction is proposed. These provisions do not 
apply.  

 
M. Nonresidential Construction. New construction and substantial improvement of any 
commercial, industrial, or other nonresidential structure shall either have the lowest floor, 
including basement, elevated to the level of the base flood elevation, or together with attendant 
utility and sanitary facilities, shall: 

1. Be flood-proofed so that below the base flood level the structure is watertight with 
walls substantially impermeable to the passage of water; 
2. Have structural components capable of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads 
and effects of buoyancy; 
3. Be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect that the design and 
methods of construction are in accordance with accepted standards of practice for 
meeting provisions of this subsection based on their development and/or review of the 
structural design, specifications and plans. Such certifications shall be provided to the 
Building Official as set forth in Section 18.775.030.E.2; and 
4. Nonresidential structures that are elevated, not flood-proofed, must meet the same 
standards for space below the lowest floor as described in Section 18.775.040.L.2. 
Applicants flood-proofing nonresidential buildings shall be notified that flood insurance 
premiums will be based on rates that are one foot below the flood-proofed level (e.g., a 
building constructed to the base flood level will be rated as one foot below that level). 

Response: No nonresidential  construction of structures is proposed with this 
application. These provisions do not apply.  

 
N. Subdivisions and partitions in 100-year floodplain. Subdivisions and partitions in the 100-year 
floodplain shall meet the following criteria: 

1. The design shall minimize the potential for flood damage; 
2. Public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems shall be 
located and constructed so as to minimize flood damage; 
3. Adequate drainage shall be provided to reduce exposure to flood damage; and 
4. For subdivisions or partitions which contain more than 50 lots or 5 acres and where 
base flood elevation data is not available from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) or another authoritative source, the applicant shall generate base flood 
elevation data to be reviewed as part of the application. 

Response: A subdivision or parti t ion is not included with this application. These 
provisions do not apply.   
 
O. Recreational vehicles. Recreational vehicles placed on sites within zones A1-A30, AH, and AE 
on the community’s Flood Insurance Rate Map either: 

1. Are on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days; 
2. Are fully licensed and ready for highway use: 

a. Are on wheels or jacking system, 
b. Are attached to the site only by quick disconnect type utilities and security 
devices, and have no permanently attached additions; or 
c. Meet the requirements of E, F, I, and L above and the elevation and anchoring 
requirements for manufactured homes. (Ord. 05-01) 
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Response: These provisions do not apply to the proposed application as the 
project area is not within zones A1-A30, AH and AE nor does i t  include 
provisions related to recreational vehicles.  
 
18.775.050 General Provisions for Wetlands 
A. Code compliance requirements. Wetland regulations apply to those areas classified as 
significant on the City of Tigard “Wetland and Streams Corridors Map”, and to a vegetated 
corridor ranging from 25 to 200 feet wide, measured horizontally, from the defined boundaries of 
the wetland, per “Table 3.1 Vegetated Corridor Widths” and “Appendix C” Natural Resource 
Assessments” of the CWS “Design and Construction Standards”. Wetland locations may include 
but are not limited to those areas identified as wetlands in “Wetland Inventory and Assessment 
for the City of Tigard, Oregon,” Fishman Environmental Services, 1994. 
B. Delineation of wetland boundaries. Precise boundaries may vary from those shown on wetland 
maps; specific delineation of wetland boundaries may be necessary. Wetland delineation will be 
done by qualified professionals at the applicant’s expense. 
Response: Fanno Creek, abutting significant wetlands and associated Tigard 
riparian setbacks are mapped within the area proposed for the extension of Wall 
Street on the City of Tigard Wetland and Stream Corridors Map. Several  
delineations by qualif ied professionals have been conducted to determine the 
actual boundary of wetlands within the project area as shown on the attached 
plans.  These surveyed boundaries have been concurred with by DSL and were 
used for plans necessary to obtain the Joint Fil l  permit from the Corps and 
DSL. Additionally, the wetland boundaries and survey information were used to 
determine vegetated corridor widths in the project area.  This provision has been 
satisfied.   

18.775.070 Sensitive Lands Permits 
A. Permits required. An applicant, who wishes to develop within a sensitive area, as 
defined in Chapter 18.775, must obtain a permit in certain situations. Depending on the nature 
and intensity of the proposed activity within a sensitive area, either a Type II or Type III permit is 
required, as delineated in Sections 18.775.020.F and 18.775.020.G. The approval criteria for 
various kinds of sensitive areas, e.g., floodplain, are presented in Sections 18.775.070.B – 
18.775.070.E below. 
Response: The proposed street extension requires minor wetland impacts to a  
manmade pond (East  Pond) and wetlands located east of Fanno Creek. 
Additional impacts to the 100-year floodplain are proposed including structural  
roadway fi l l  and retaining walls on the east  side of the extension to support the 
roadway. The bridge spans Fanno Creek and its associated floodway, with 
minor impacts related to the placement of the steel support  pil ings.  Due to the 
impacts to both wetlands and 100-year floodplain,  this application requests a 
Sensit ive Lands Permit  for this project.  This provision is satisfied.  
 
B. Within the 100-year f loodplain.  The Hearings Officer shall approve, approve with 
conditions or deny an application request within the 100-year floodplain based upon findings that 
all of the following criteria have been satisfied: 
 

1. Land form alterations shall preserve or enhance the floodplain storage function and 
maintenance of the zero-foot rise floodway shall not result in any encroachments, 
including fill, new construction, substantial improvements and other development unless 
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certified by a registered professional engineer that the encroachment will not result in 
any increase in flood levels during the base flood discharge; 

Response: An OBEC Consulting Engineers/West Consultants team was retained 
by the City previously to analyze hydraulic impacts associated with various 
bridge alternatives (Exhibit  K).  The study concluded that a 320’ bridge would 
span the floodway and would meet  City /  FEMA requirements related to no rise  
in the floodplain elevation with a balance of earthwork volumes. A memo 
summarizing the information in this report  has been prepared,  for further 
information see Exhibit  O. Mitigation will  be identified off-site to balance the 
required fi l l  volumes in accordance with this standard.  This cri terion is 
satisfied.  

 
2. Land form alterations or developments within the 100-year floodplain shall be allowed 
only in areas designated as commercial or industrial on the comprehensive plan land use 
map, except that alterations or developments associated with community recreation uses, 
utilities, or public support facilities as defined in Chapter 18.120 of the Community 
Development Code shall be allowed in areas designated residential subject to applicable 
zoning standards;  

Response:  The project area includes a 662’ expansion of Wall  Street over three 
residentially designated tax lots.  The applicable zoning districts of R-12 and R-
25 allow public support facil i t ies as a permitted use.  Wall  Street i s  identified as 
a collector per the City’s TSP, and Phase 1 has been constructed. This term is 
not defined in Chapter 18.120, and as such we have interpreted this term by 
cit ing other references in the Tigard Development Code. 
 
As the term is used in 18.775.030.E.1.a,  i t  is  interpreted that this term is meant  
to allow a public roadway to be constructed above a floodplain in a residential 
zone as long as  the roadway is elevated above the floodplain elevation. This 
interpretation would allow 100-year floodplain impacts supporting the proposed 
roadway such as pil ings,  cut and fi l l  to support the construction of  the roadway.  
 
Floodplain impacts associated with the proposed extension are l imited to 
placement of roadway structural f il l  in the areas west and east of the proposed 
bridge and support  piles.  Impacts are further l imited to match previous design 
assumptions through the construction of wing and retaining walls on both sides  
of the bridge span. An OBEC Consulting Engineers/West Consultants team was 
retained by the City previously to analyze hydraulic impacts associated with 
various bridge alternatives (Exhibit  K).  The study concluded that a 320’ bridge 
would span the floodway and would meet City /  FEMA requirements related to 
no rise in the floodplain elevation. A memo summarizing the information in this 
report  has been prepared for further informat ion see Exhibit  O.  
 
As the roadway itself  does not have floodplain impacts,  and the structural  f i ll  
supports the proposed public roadway, the proposed 100-year floodplain 
impacts are allowed as public support  facil i t ies as the term is used in 
18.775.020e.1.a above. These thresholds are met.  This criterion is satisfied. 

 
3. Where a land form alteration or development is permitted to occur within the 
floodplain it will not result in any increase in the water surface elevation of the 100-year 
flood; 
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Response:   An OBEC Consulting Engineers/West Consultants team was retained 
by the City previously to analyze hydraulic impacts associated with various 
bridge alternatives (Exhibit  K).  The study concluded that a 320’ bridge would 
span the floodway and would meet  City /  FEMA requirements related to no rise  
in the floodplain elevation with a balance of earthwork volumes. A memo 
summarizing the information in this report  has been prepared,  for further 
information see Exhibit  O. Mitigation to balance the earthwork volumes will  
occur off-site in an area to be determined in accordance with this  standard. This 
cri terion is satisfied.  

 
4. The land form alteration or development plan includes a pedestrian/bicycle pathway in 
accordance with the adopted pedestrian/bicycle pathway plan, unless the construction of 
said pathway is deemed by the Hearings Officer as untimely; 

Response: As is shown on Sheet R8.1 of Exhibit  L, the proposed road extension 
includes bicycle paths  and sidewalks on either side of the road in compliance 
with the collector designation per the City’s  TSP. This cri terion is satisfied.  

 
5. Pedestrian/bicycle pathway projects within the floodplain shall include a wildlife 
habitat assessment that shows the proposed alignment minimizes impacts to significant 
wildlife habitat while balancing the community’s recreation and environmental 
educational goals. 

Response: The proposed project involves pedestrian/bicycle connectivity as an 
element of the proposed public street extension. This criterion does not apply.  

 
6. The necessary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and State of Oregon Land Board, 
Division of State Lands, and CWS permits and approvals shall be obtained; and 

Response:  Included as Exhibit  H in this application is the previously issued 
Joint Fil l  permit from the Corps and DSL. This permit authorized the impact  
and mitigation related to wetland impacts associated with the full  extension of  
Wall  Street (ie.  Phase 1 and 2).  Construction activit ies associated with Phase 1 
completed mitigation to a level,  as approved, which included Phase 2 impacts 
(see Exhibit  N).  Although this permit has since expired, the mitigation 
requirements remain unchanged. A renewed Joint Fil l  permit will  be obtained 
after approval from City Council .   
 
An updated CWS SPL has been obtained for this application and has been 
included as Exhibit  P. Conditions of this permit will  be met as required prior to 
the issuance of a Stormwater Connection Permit and building permit from the 
City of Tigard. Accepting a condition of  approval requiring the necessary 
permits to be obtained prior to building permit  issuance satisfies this cri terion. 

 
7. Where land form alterations and/or development are allowed within and adjacent to 
the 100-year floodplain, the City shall require the consideration of dedication of 
sufficient open land area within and adjacent to the floodplain in accordance with the 
comprehensive plan. This area shall include portions of a suitable elevation for the 
construction of a pedestrian/bicycle pathway within the floodplain in accordance with the 
adopted pedestrian/bicycle pathway plan. 

Response: The proposed extension of  Wall Street proposes improvements within 
a 72’ right-of-way.  A dedication and public uti l i ty easement will  be granted to 
the City to facil i tate the construction of the proposed public improvements.  
This cri terion is satisfied.  
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C.  With steep slopes. The appropriate approval authority shall approve, approve with 
conditions or deny an application request for a sensitive lands permit on slopes of 25% or 
greater or unstable ground 
based upon findings that all of the following criteria have been satisfied: 

1. The extent and nature of the proposed land form alteration or development will not 
create site disturbances to an extent greater than that required for the use; 
2. The proposed land form alteration or development will not result in erosion, stream 
sedimentation, ground instability, or other adverse on-site and off-site effects or hazards 
to life or property; 
3. The structures are appropriately sited and designed to ensure structural stability and 
proper drainage of foundation and crawl space areas for development with any of the 
following soil conditions: wet/high water table; high shrink-swell capability; 
compressible/organic; and shallow depth-to-bedrock; and 
4. Where natural vegetation has been removed due to land form alteration or 
development, the areas not covered by structures or impervious surfaces will be 
replanted to prevent erosion in accordance with Chapter 18.745, Landscaping and 
Screening. 

Response: These criterion are not applicable as the project area does not 
contain any areas with slopes of 25% or  greater.  
  
D. Within drainageways. The appropriate approval authority shall approve, approve with 
conditions or deny an application request for a sensitive lands permit within drainageways based 
upon findings that all of the following criteria have been satisfied: 

1. The extent and nature of the proposed land form alteration or development will not 
create site disturbances to the extent greater than that required for the use. 
2. The proposed land form alteration or development will not result in erosion, stream 
sedimentation, ground instability, or other adverse on-site and off-site effects or hazards 
to life or property. 
3. The water flow capacity of the drainageway is not decreased. 
4. Where natural vegetation has been removed due to land form alteration or 
development, the areas not covered by structures or impervious surfaces will be 
replanted to prevent erosion in accordance with Chapter 18.745, Landscaping and 
Screening. 
5. The drainageway will be replaced by a public facility of adequate size to 
accommodate maximum flow in accordance with the adopted 1981 Master Drainage 
Plan.  
6. The necessary US Army Corps of Engineers and State of Oregon Land Board, 
Division of State Lands approvals shall be obtained. 
7. Where land form alterations and/or development are allowed within and adjacent to 
the 100-year floodplain, the City shall require the consideration of dedication of 
sufficient open land area within and adjacent to the floodplain in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  

Response: TDC 18.120.130.A.60 defines a drainageway as follows, “ “Drainage 
way” - Undeveloped land inundated during a 25-year storm with a  peak flow of 
at  least  f ive cubic feet  per second and conveyed, at  least  in  part ,  by identifiable 
channels that either drain to the Tualatin River directly or after flowing 
through other drainage ways, channels,  creeks or floodplain.” The only 
drainageway within the project area per this definit ion is Fanno Creek. No 
impacts associated wi th the proposed extension of Wall  Street are proposed to 
Fanno Creek. These cr iteria do not apply. 
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E.  Within wetlands. The Director shall  approve, approve with condi tions or  
deny an application request for a sensitive lands permit within wetlands based 
upon findings that all  of  the following criter ia have been satisfied: 

1. The proposed land form alteration or development is neither on wetland in an 
area designated as significant wetland on the Comprehensive Plan Floodplain 
and Wetland Map nor is within the vegetative corridor established per "Table 3.1 
Vegetative Corridor Widths" and Appendix C: Natural Resources Assessments" 
of the CWS Design and Construction Standards," for such a wetland; 

Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street impacts 0.19 acres of wetland 
designated as significant on the Comprehensive Plan Wetlands & Stream 
Corridors Map. This application includes a Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendment  to remove this designation from the impacted wetlands.  The revised 
wetland mitigation plan previously approved by DSL and the Corps as part  of 
the wetland permits issued for the entire project has been included as Exhibit  
N. Mitigation for the wetland impacts has been constructed with Phase 1 of the 
Wall  Street extension. 

 
The proposed roadway alignment also impacts 0.65 acres (27,381 SF) of CWS 
vegetated corridor.  A vegetated corridor mit igation plan has been approved by 
CWS as part  of the Service Provider Letter issued for the project (Exhibit  P).  A 
landscape plan has been provided in accordance with draft  landscape plan 
details provided by Pacific Habitat  Services (Exhibit  Q).  As specif ied on sheet  
R2.5of Exhibit  L the enhancements will  include the removal of non-native 
vegetation in accordance with CWS Design and Construction Standards 
Appendix A as adopted by R&O 07-20. A total  of 30,021 SF of enhancement is 
provided along with 27,383 SF of  mitigation enhancement for a  total  of 57,404 
SF of vegetated corridor plantings.  These areas will  remove non-native species  
and will  be densely planted with 312 trees and 2,114 shrubs.  All  remaining 
areas not planted will  receive a native herbaceous seed mixture.  
 
This cri terion is met by demonstrating approval of  the standards as  specified in 
18.775.130, effectively removing the significant designation from impacted 
wetlands and through the wetland mitigation already completed and the 
proposed CWS vegetated corridor enhancement.  

2. The extent and nature of the proposed land form alteration or development will 
not create site disturbances to an extent greater than the minimum required for 
the use; 

Response: The Alternatives Analysis conducted for the project demonstrates 
that the proposed wet land and 100-yeear floodplain impacts are the minimum 
practicable for the project.  No other alternative exists to provide access to the 
applicant’s property. Eliminating the planter strip on the 320’  bridge portion 
has minimized the extent of the proposed roadway extension. The remainder of 
the proposed extension meets the design standards of a collector facil i ty as 
specified in Table 18.810.1 per the TSP, and therefore cannot minimize 
disturbances further.  This cri terion is met.  
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3. Any encroachment or change in on-site or off-site drainage which would 
adversely impact wetland characteristics have been mitigated; 

Response:  The only change in drainage associated with this proposal is  the 
conveyance of stormwater associated with the road and bridge. All  such 
stormwater is  directed towards a water quali ty facil i ty.  Treated stormwater  
from the water quali ty facil i ty will  be directed into the wetland mitigation area 
to ensure that wetland hydrology on the site is  maintained and that  development 
does not adversely impact existing wetlands.  No additional  impacts are  
associated with the proposed extension. See sheet R2.2 of Exhibit  L. This 
cri terion is therefore met.  

4. Where natural vegetation has been removed due to land form alteration or 
development, erosion control provisions of the Surface Water Management 
program of Washington County must be met and areas not covered by structures 
or impervious surfaces will be replanted in like or similar species in accordance 
with Chapter 18.745, Landscaping and Screening; 

Response: Erosion control provisions of Washington County’s Surface Water 
Management program will  be met (see sheet  R2.2 of Exhibit  L).  All  disturbed 
areas that are not covered with impervious surfaces will  be seeded and planted 
upon completion of construction. The 50-foot vegetated corridors adjacent to 
Fanno Creek and wetlands will  be planted to meet Clean Water Services Design 
and Construction Standards.  Planting plans are included in the CWS approval 
(Exhibit  Q) for Phase 2.  This criterion is met.   

5.  All other sensitive lands requirements of this chapter have been met; 
Response: As this narrative demonstrates,  all  applicable requirements of the 
Sensit ive Lands Chapter are met.   

6. The necessary US Army Corps or Engineers and State of Oregon Land Board, 
Division of State Lands, and CWS approvals shall be obtained; 

Response: Included as Exhibit  H in this application is the previously issued Joint 
Fil l  permit from the Corps and DSL. This permit authorized the impact and 
mitigation related to wetland impacts associated with the full  extension of Wall  
Street ( ie.  Phase 1 and 2).  Construction activit ies associated with Phase 1 
completed mitigation to a level,  as approved, which included Phase 2 impacts 
(see Exhibit  N).  Although this permit has since expired, the mitigation 
requirements remain unchanged. A renewed Joint Fil l  permit will  be obtained 
after approval from City Council .   

 
An updated CWS SPL has been obtained for this application and has been 
included as Exhibit  P. Conditions of this permit will  be met as required prior to 
the issuance of a Stormwater Connection Permit and building permit from the 
City of Tigard. Accepting a condition of  approval requiring the necessary 
permits to be obtained prior to building permit  issuance satisfies this cri terion. 

 
7. The provisions of Chapter 18.790, Tree Removal,  shall  be met;  

Response: TDC 18.790.030 lists the threshold criteria for requiring a  Tree Plan 
Review to remove trees.  As the proposed application does not involve a  
subdivision, parti t ion, si te development review, or conditional use, a Tree Plan 
Review is not required. However,  a Tree Removal Permit subject to a Type I 
procedure is necessary for the removal of trees associated with the proposed 
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extension of Wall Street.  A separate,  but concurrent Tree Removal Permit has  
been applied for which addresses the provisions of TDC 18.790.050. These 
provisions are met.   

8. Physical Limitations and Natural Hazards, Floodplains and Wetlands, Natural 
Areas, and Parks, Recreation and Open Space policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan have been satisfied.  

Response: The following identifies the applicable policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan and addresses how the proposed road extension meet each.  

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY – GOAL 6.2  

Ensure land use activi t ies protect and enhance the community’s water quality.  
Response: The proposed roadway expansion involves work within wetlands and 
100-year floodplain associated with Fanno Creek. As mentioned in the 
application, no impacts are proposed to Fanno Creek or i ts floodway as the 
proposed 320’ bridge will  span Fanno Creek and its floodway. Actual  
installation of the bridge will  be subject to a DEQ 1200C permit and an updated 
Corps/DSL Section 404 permit allowing work within wetlands. Such permits  
require extensive erosion control measures  to prevent si l tation of waterways 
during construction activity.  Once the roadway extension is constructed, a  
stormwater system will  convey runoff from the new impervious areas to water  
quali ty facil i t ies (i .e. ,  vegetated swales).  Stormwater treatment facil i t ies as 
well  as erosion control measures will  ensure that the community’s  water quality 
is protected. Preliminary plans demonstrating the proposed stormwater and 
erosion control measures have been provided with this application (Exhibit  L). 
This goal is  met.  

Policy 3. The City shall  encourage the use of low impact development practices 
that reduce stormwater impacts from new and existing development.  
Response: Although the standards applying to public road construction 
somewhat l imit  the extent to which low impact development techniques can be 
used, nearly all  available low impact solut ions were selected for this project. 
An example would be the use of a longer 320 ft .  bridge span, which will  help 
preserve much of the existing vegetation within the floodway. Also, the use of 
water pre-treatment and bioswales will  both ensure a high level of water quality 
and enhance the natural environment.  In summary, the project uti l izes low 
impact design alternatives to the greatest  practical  extent and thereby is  
consistent with this policy.  

Policy 4. The City shall  protect,  restore,  and enhance, to the extent practical,  
the natural functions of stream corridors,  trees,  and water resources for their 
posit ive contribution to water quality.  
Response:  Wetland mitigation for impacts for the full  extension have been 
approved and constructed. Additional plantings are  proposed as  required by 
CWS to mitigate vegetated corridor impacts.  The end result  of the natural 
functions of the project area is far greater than i ts  current state due to the 
required mitigation measures.  These plantings,  and proposed vegetated water 
quality swales will  provide increased posit ive contributions to water quality.  
This Policy is met.    
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Policy 5. The City shall  require measures  to minimize erosion and storm run-off  
from development sites during and after construction. 
Response: The project will  include an erosion control plan meeting both City 
of Tigard and CWS requirements.  In addition, the project will  meet the erosion 
control and water quality conditions contained in the DSL and Corps wetland 
permits and in the water quality certif ication issued by DEQ as part  of the 
Corps permit.  Erosion control measures will  be regularly inspected and 
maintained during project construction.  The project will  be consistent with this  
policy through the implementing measures discussed above.  Preliminary plans 
demonstrating the proposed stormwater and erosion control measures have been 
provided with this application (Exhibit  L).  

Policy 7. The City shall  investigate and use,  to the extent practical,  measures  
that l imit  the community’s effective impervious area. 
Response: A new street extension requires that some impervious area be 
created in order to provide for safe transportation conditions and public access.  
To minimize the impacts of impervious area,  the proposed application includes 
treating stormwater through the existing water quality facil i ty located near the 
City Library, as well  as an additional bioswale with an outfall  into the existing 
wetland area.  These measures are considered best practices for treating runoff  
created by impervious areas.  Further,  the impervious area proposed is the 
minimum required to construct the public facil i ty based upon compliance with 
the City-defined collector standard. The proposal is  consistent with this 
standard.  

HAZARDS – GOAL 7.1 

Protect people and property from flood, landslide,  earthquake,  wildfire,  and 
severe weather hazards.  
Response:  The proposed bridge extension does not affect the City’s protection 
against  potential  hazards l isted above. The preliminary design indicates the 
bridge section profile maintains the required 1’ freeboard clearance over the 
100-year floodplain elevation of 141.1’ determined at  the crossing location.  
The proposal is  thereby consistent with this goal.  

Policy 8.  The City shall  prohibit  any land form alterations or developments in 
the 100- year f loodplain which would result  in any rise in elevation of the 100-
year f loodplain.  
Response: The proposed application does not propose any significant impacts  
in the 100-year floodplain.  The conclusions of the Hydraulic Analysis (Exhibit  
5) state that the base flood and floodway water surface elevations upstream of  
the proposed bridge would be less than the design base flood elevation of the 
City Library. However,  in order to prevent increase in the base flood elevation 
the bridge would have to span a length of 320 feet.  As currently proposed, the 
bridge will  span 320 feet with impacts resul t ing from the necessary bridge pile  
supports and fi l l  slopes.   To ensure compliance with the conclusions of the 
Hydraulic Analysis and no impacts to  the 100-year  f loodplain,  mitigation in the 
form of excavation within the floodplain to balance earthwork volumes will  be 
provided off-site in a location to be determined. This Policy is met.  
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Policy 9.  The City shall  not allow land form alterations or development within 
the 100-year f loodplain outside the zero-foot  rise f loodway unless: 

A.  The streamflow capacity of the zerofoot rise f loodway is maintained; 
and 

B.  Engineered drawings and/or documentation shows there will  be no 
detrimental upstream or downstream effects in the f loodplain area.  

Response:  As previously indicated, there wi ll  be a revision in a portion of the 
100-year floodplain with the proposed extension. The Revised Wall Street 
Alternatives Analysis (March 2005) indicated that the preferred alternative for 
bridge construction (which is here  again proposed) does not  present any 
detrimental upstream or downstream impacts that would result  from the 
proposed Wall Street extension. In fact,  the Alternatives Analysis  (Exhibit  1) 
showed that an extension of Wall Street would have positive benefits on the 
streamflow of  Pinebrook and Fanno Creeks by re-directing the flow on 
Pinebrook Creek and disconnecting it  from a nutrient-rich pond. “Reconnecting 
Pinebrook Creek to this historic channel and taking the East Pond off-l ine from 
Pinebrook Creek will  eliminate overflows of  warm, nutrient-rich water from the 
East Pond into Fanno Creek.” 

The creation/restoration of wetlands in the area of the two ponds during Phase 
1 was predicted to have posit ive affects on water storage capacity during flood 
events.  Phase 2 improvements have been shown not to increase the level  of the 
100-year floodplain as the bridge i tself  wil l  be elevated above the base flood 
elevation by mitigating the fi l l  volumes off-site in a location to be determined.   

Further,  Corps/DSL requirements prohibit  downstream sil tation/water quality 
impacts and prescribe a monitoring program to ensure that such impacts do not  
occur.  Given that the project will  not increase the severity of  the mapped 100-
year  floodplain,  because water storage capacity was increased with Phase 1,  and 
because i t  will  very l ikely cause improvements to the upstream and downstream 
water quality,  the proposal is  consistent with this policy.  

Policy 10. The City shall  work with Clean Water Services  to protect natural  
drainageways and wetlands as valuable water retention areas and,  where 
possible,  f ind ways to restore and enhance these areas.  
Response:  This application does not propose impacts to Fanno Creek, a natural 
drainageway. Necessary wetland impacts re lated to the proposed extension of 
Wall Street were reviewed by CWS with the Phase 1 appl ication. The 
previously issued service provider letter indicated detailed mitigat ion plantings 
for vegetated corridor impacts for the full  extension. This application includes 
an updated CWS service provider letter which states the required plantings to 
mitigate impacts to,  and restore the regulated vegetated corridors.  As shown on 
Sheet R2.5, a  total  of  57,404 SF of vegetated corridor plantings are proposed.  
These areas will  remove non-native species and will  be densely planted with 
312 trees and 2,114 shrubs.  All  remaining areas not planted will  receive a 
native herbaceious seed mixture.  The end result  of these plantings will  l ikely be 
an enhanced drainageway and wetland near  the proposed street extension. The 
proposal is  consistent with this policy.  

Policy 11. The City shall  comply with Metro Title 3 Functional Plan 
requirements for balanced fi l l  and removal in the f loodplain.  
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Response:  Metro Title 3 broadly sets forth performance standards governing 
impacts to floodways,  floodplains,  and drainageways. These include standards 
related to water quality,  vegetated corridors,  and erosion/sedimentation.  
Although this is now an applicant-driven infrastructure proposal,  i t  largely 
builds upon the plans completed by the City for the same extension project in 
2005. The proposed application does not propose any significant impacts in the 
100-year floodplain.  The conclusions of the Hydraulic Analysis (Exhibit  5) 
state that the base flood and floodway water surface elevations upstream of the  
proposed bridge would be less  than the design base flood elevation of the City 
Library.  However,  in order to prevent an increase in the base flood elevation 
the bridge would have to span a length of 320 feet.  As currently proposed, the 
bridge will  span 320 feet with impacts resul t ing from the necessary bridge pile  
supports and fi l l  slopes.  To ensure compliance with the conclusions of the 
Hydraulic Analysis and no impacts to  the 100-year  f loodplain,  mitigation in the 
form of excavation within the floodplain to balance earthwork volumes will  be 
provided off-site in a location to be determined. Sufficient evidence has been 
submitted in order to show that compliance with Title 3 is  feasible (Exhibits K, 
M, and O), and because most of Title 3 sets forth performance rather than 
design standards,  conformity will  be monitored during development.  This 
Policy is met.  
 
 

SUMMARY 

As demonstrated in the consideration of the sections above, the proposal is  
consistent with the specified portions of the Tigard Comprehensive Plan.  

18.775.090 Special Provisions for Development within Locally Significant 
Wetlands and Along the Tualatin River,  Fanno Creek,  Ball  
Creek, and South Fork of Ash Creek 

A. In order to address the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources) and 
the safe harbor provisions of the Goal 5 administrative rule (OAR 666-023-0030) pertaining to 
wetlands, all wetlands classified as significant on the City of Tigard “Wetlands and Streams 
Corridors Map” are protected. No land form alterations or developments are allowed within or 
partially within a significant wetland, except as allowed/approved pursuant to Section 
18.775.130. 
Response: As stated throughout this application, the proposed roadway extension of Wall Street 
requires wetland impacts in the form of grading and filling to support the new public road. 
Wetlands within the project area are designated as significant on the City of Tigard Wetlands and 
Streams Corridors Map. In order to allow these impacts a comprehensive plan amendment to 
remove this designation for 0.19 acres of wetlands is proposed pursuant to Section 18.775.130. 
This provision is satisfied. 
 
B. In order to address the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources) and 
the safe harbor provisions of the Goal 5 administrative rule (OAR 660-023-0030) pertaining to 
riparian corridors, a standard setback distance or vegetated corridor area, measured 
horizontally from and parallel to the top of the bank, is established for the Tualatin River, Fanno 
Creek, Ball Creek, and the South Fork of Ash Creek. 



 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\091003-Updated Comp Plan_Sensitive Lands REV.doc  

29 

1. The standard width for “good condition” vegetated corridors along the Tualatin River 
is 75 feet, unless wider in accordance with CWS “Design and Construction Standards”, 
or modified in accordance with Section 18.775.130. If all or part of a locally significant 
wetland (a wetland identified as significant on the City of Tigard “Wetlands and Streams 
Corridors Map”) is located within the 75-foot setback area, the vegetated corridor is 
measured from the upland edge of the associated wetland. 

Response: The proposed application does not involve the vegetated corridors along the Tualatin 
River. This provision does not apply. 

 
2. The standard width for “good condition” vegetated corridors along Fanno Creek, Ball 
Creek, and the South Fork of Ash Creek is 50 feet, unless wider in accordance with CWS 
“Design and Construction Standards”, or modified in accordance with Section 
18.775.130. If all or part of a locally significant wetland (a wetland identified as 
significant on the City of Tigard “Wetlands and Streams Corridors Map”) is located 
within the 50 foot setback area, the vegetated corridor is measured from the upland edge 
of the associated wetland. 

Response: Utilizing the survey and wetland delineations prepared by quality professionals, the 
required vegetated corridor has been shown on the attached drawings in accordance with CWS 
standards for a width of 50’. This provision is satisfied. 

3. The minimum width for “marginal or degraded condition” vegetated corridors along 
the Tualatin River, Fanno Creek, Ball Creek, and the South Fork of Ash Creek is 50% of 
the standard width, unless wider in accordance with CWS “Design and Construction 
Standards”, or modified in accordance with Section 18.775.130. 

Response: Existing vegetated corridors adjacent to Fanno Creek and its wetlands 
are largely marginal or degraded per CWS standards.  However,  with the 
proposed enhancement plan, these will  be densely planted and will  meet the 
‘good’ standard as a  result .  This provision is satisfied. 

 
4. The determination of corridor condition shall be based on the Natural Resource 
Assessment guidelines contained in the CWS “Design and Construction Standards”. 

Response: A natural resource assessment has been prepared by Pacific Habitat 
Services  as part  of the request for a  service provider  letter.  See Exhibit  P. This  
provision is satisfied.  

 
5. The standard setback distance or vegetated corridor area applies to all development 
proposed on property located within or partially within the vegetated corridors, except as 
allowed below: 

a. Roads, pedestrian or bike paths crossing the vegetated corridor from one side 
to the other in order to provide access to the sensitive area or across the 
sensitive area, as approved by the City per Section 18.775.070 and by CWS 
“Design and Construction Standards”; 
b. Utility/service provider infrastructure construction (i.e. storm, sanitary sewer, 
water, phone, gas, cable, etc.), if approved by the City and CWS; 
c. A pedestrian or bike path, not exceeding 10 feet in width and meeting the CWS 
“Design and Construction Standards”; 
d. Grading for the purpose of enhancing the vegetated corridor, as approved by 
the City and CWS; 
e. Measures to remove or abate hazards, nuisances, or fire and life safety 
violations, as approved by the regulating jurisdiction; 
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f. Enhancement of the vegetated corridor for water quality or quantity benefits, 
fish, or wildlife habitat, as approved by the City and CWS; 
g. Measures to repair, maintain, alter, remove, add to, or replace existing 
structures, roadways, driveways, utilities, accessory uses, or other developments 
provided they are consistent with City and CWS regulations, and do not 
encroach further into the vegetated corridor or sensitive area than allowed by 
the CWS “Design and Construction Standards. 

Response: The proposed roadway expansion includes grading and fi l ls  for the 
construction of a new public road which wil l  include sidewalks and bike paths .  
The proposed expansion fully mitigates necessary impacts to vegetated corridor 
as specified in the attached service provider letter and as demonstrated on the 
proposed landscape plan (Exhibits P and Q).  This provision is satisfied. 

 
6. Land form alterations or developments located within or partially within the Goal 5 
safeharbor setback or vegetated corridor areas established for the Tualatin River, Fanno 
Creek, Ball Creek, and the South Fork of Ash Creek that meet the jurisdictional 
requirements and permit criteria of the CWS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Division of 
State Lands, and/or other federal, state, or regional agencies, are not subject to the 
provisions of Section 18.775.090.B, except where the: 

a. Land form alterations or developments are located within or partially within a 
good condition vegetated corridor, as defined in Sections 18.775.090.B.1 and 
18.775.090.B.2; 
b. Land form alterations or developments are located within or partially within 
the minimum width area established for marginal or a degraded condition 
vegetated corridor, as defined in Section 18.775.090.B.3. 
These exceptions reflect instances of the greater protection of riparian corridors 
provided by the safe harbor provisions of the Goal 5 administrative rule. 

Response:  The proposed roadway expansion meets the permit criteria of CWS 
per the attached service provider letter through the proposed enhancement and 
mitigation. DSL and Corps permits have al ready been issued for the proposed 
wetland impacts,  and the Phase 1 construction has already mitigated for these 
impacts.  The proposed roadway expansion impacts vegetated corr idors that are 
currently marginal or  degraded. As such the provisions of this section apply 
and have been addressed above.  This provision is satisfied.  

Section 18.775.130 
Any owner of property affected by the Goal 5 safeharbor (1) protection of significant wetlands 
and/or (2) vegetated areas established for the Tualatin River, Fanno Creek, Ball Creek, and the 
South Fork of Ash Creek may apply for a quasi-judicial comprehensive plan amendment under 
Type IV procedure. This amendment must be based on a specific development proposal. The 
effect of the amendment would be to remove Goal 5 protection from the property, but not to 
remove the requirements related to the CWS Stormwater Connection Permit, which must be 
addressed separately through an Alternatives Analysis, as described in Section 3.02.5 of the CWS 
“Design and Construction Standards”. The applicant shall demonstrate that such an amendment 
is justified by either of the following: 
Response:  Section 18.775.130 of the code provides  the option for a Type IV 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment  to remove Goal 5 protection f rom a parcel 
based on a specific development proposal.  This amendment does not remove the 
requirements related to the CWS Stormwater Connection Permit .  A specific 
development proposal  has been prepared,  which is based on the previously 
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designed Phase 2 extension proposed by the City.  The applicant will  comply 
with the requirements related to the service provider letter and will  obtain a 
CWS Stormwater Connection permit prior  to construction of the proposed 
roadway extension. 
 
Demonstration that an amendment is justified can be done by either an ESEE 
analysis or a  Determination of “insignificance.” The following addresses the 
ESEE analysis option for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to  remove Goal 5 
protection from the site and remove the site from the inventory.  
 
A. ESEE analysis. The applicant may prepare an Environmental, Social, Economic, and 

Energy (ESEE) consequences analysis prepared in accordance with OAR 660-23-040.  
1. The analysis shall consider the ESEE consequences of allowing the proposed conflicting 

use, considering both the impacts on the specific resource site and the comparison with 
other comparable sites within the Tigard Planning Area.  

Response: This application contains an ESEE analysis (Exhibi t  R) for the 
project si te and compares this site to others throughout the City.  The ESEE has 
been prepared using a  methodology used by the City for the Phase 1 of Wall  
Street  that  is  compliant with the ESEE methodologies currently in use by Metro 
and the Tualatin Basin Partners for Natural Places (TBPNP) of which the City 
of Tigard is a member. The ESEE more thoroughly contemplates and better 
balances the environmental,  social ,  economic, and energy implications of 
developing this particular si te with this particular proposal.  

2.  The ESEE analysis must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Tigard City Council that 
the adverse economic consequences of not allowing the conflict use are sufficient to 
justify the loss, or partial loss, of the resource. 

Response: The ESEE contains an explanation of the impact to the natural 
resources and the economic importance of providing public  access to a 
significant amount of residentially zoned land that is  currently land-locked. The 
ESEE conclusions demonstrate how the project has been designed to minimize 
impacts to the natural resources on the site.  In addition, providing the 
requested extension will  allow for development of the subject site that will  be 
of significant economic and social  benefit  to  the city of Tigard.   

3. In particular, ESEE analysis must demonstrate why the use cannot be located on 
buildable land, consistent with the provisions of this chapter, and that there are no other 
sites within the Tigard Planning area that can meet the specific needs of the proposed 
use.  

Response: The ESEE discusses that ten alternative road alignments were 
identified and explored in the Alternatives Analysis prepared for  the previous 
Joint Fil l  permit for the full  extension of  Wall  Street.  The Analysis determined 
that the preferred Alternative 9 minimized both wetland and 100-year 
floodplain impacts to  the extent practicable.  In addition, the applicant has 
exhausted all  other alternative access options to serve the subject si te as is  
discussed earlier in the narrative. The proposed extension is aligned with the 
only easement access route that the applicant has to the property. The proposed 
extension of Wall  Street remains the only viable access option to serve property 
east  of Fanno Creek. Furthermore, this access has been identified through the 
various agreements between the City and the applicant since the sale of the 
Library property to the City.  The proposed extension to Wall  Street complies 
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with the City’s designation on the TSP as a collector.  The project description 
describes multiple other transportation projects that were analyzed in the 
transportation plan as potential  alternatives to this project in this area.  For the 
reasons discussed above and laid out in the ESEE, no other si tes within Tigard 
can meet the specific needs of the proposed use.   

4. The ESEE analysis shall be prepared by a team consisting of a wildlife biologist or 
wetlands ecologist and a land use planner or land use attorney, all of whom are qualified 
in their respective fields and experienced in the preparation of Goal 5 ESEE analysis. 

Response: The ESEE analysis has been prepared by Pacific Habitat  Services 
and a land use planner from Group Mackenzie; both are qualified in their 
respective fields.  

5. If the application is approved, then the ESEE analysis shall be incorporated by reference 
into the Tigard Comprehensive Plan, and the "Tigard Wetland and Stream Corridor 
Map" shall be amended to remove the site from the inventory.  

Response: This application includes mapping materials used in the preparation 
of the report .  These GIS mapping products include updated natural resource site 
locations based upon site-specific delineation of natural resources and 
professional land surveying. These materials may be used to update the natural 
resource inventory for the site,  as well  as the sensit ive lands overlay zone.  
Upon approval of the requested application, the Tigard Wetland and Stream 
Corridor Map can be amended similar to Phase 1.   
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IV. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
  
The 0.19 acres of wetland impact to the man-made East Pond and wetlands east 
of Fanno Creek proposed with the roadway extension are mapped on the City of 
Tigard’s Wetlands & Stream Corridors Map. Pursuant to Section 18.775.130, a  
quasi -judicial  Comprehensive Plan Amendment is requested to remove the 
locally significant designation from these elements.  The following addresses 
the applicable criteria for the amendment.   

Section 18.390.060 - Type IV Procedure 
Response:  Section 18.390.060.G includes the factors that the Planning 
Commission and City council  should consider in a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment.  These factors are identified and addressed below. 

1. The Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines adopted under Oregon Revised Statutes 
Chapter 197; 
Response: The following identifies and addresses how the proposed project 
complies with the appl icable Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines.   

Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement 
Response: The neighborhood meeting, public notice and public hearings 
associated with this application ensure compliance with this goal.   

Goal 2 – Land Use Planning 
Response: This goal’s main focus is to  direct  jurisdictions regarding the 
creation of land use plans and ordinances.  The City of Tigard has an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan and, as  discussed in this narrative,  this 
proposal complies with applicable policies as adopted by the City Council .  The 
review of this application and the requirements to meet specific cri teria prior to 
approval ensure the proposed project complies with the standards of this goal.   

    Goal 5 – Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 
Goal 6 – Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality 

Response:  These goals are intended to protect natural resources,  historic areas,  
and related resources.  This application proposes an amendment to the City of 
Tigard Wetland and Stream Corridors Map to remove the wetland and East Pond 
impacted by the proposed project from the map. The Phase 1 approval removed 
0.11 acres of significant land from the map through a similar request including 
a portion of the East Pond.  

 
The impacts and the mitigation proposed have been previously reviewed and 
permitted by the US Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Department of 
State Lands.  Furthermore, Phase 1 provided the mitigation for  the Phase 2 
impacts.  A Service Provider Letter has been obtained from Clean Water 
Services.  This review, with the permits l isted above, ensures that the impacts to  
the identified natural  resources have been appropriately protected and mitigated 
in compliance with these goals.   

  



 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\091003-Updated Comp Plan_Sensitive Lands REV.doc  

34 

Goal 8 – Recreational Needs 
Response: This goal’s main focus is related to large-scale resort  opportunities 
and is not applicable to this application. However ,  the proposed street 
alignment does include sidewalks and bike lanes,  providing connections to 
other pathways in the area that provide recreational opportunities within the 
community.   

Goal 10 – Housing 
Response: The proposed project meets this goal by providing access to the 
applicant’s property to the east  of Fanno Creek. A recent comprehensive plan 
and zone change was approved by City Council .  The result  is a significant 
parcel of R-25 zoned property primed for development,  with the exception of 
access.  This application will  provide public access to this property allowing 
development and the economic and social  benefits to the City to be realized.  

Goal 11 – Public Facilities and Services 
Response: This goal requires that jurisdictions plan and ensure adequate and 
appropriate extension of public facil i t ies and services to direct development.  
The subject si te does not currently access ,  however  does have uti l i t ies in the 
abutting railroad right-of-way and in the western portion of the site available to 
serve the site.  The request provides access  to the subject site with the only 
viable option by way of an extension of  Wall  Street as previously proposed by 
the City over an existing access easement. The City of Tigard Transportation 
Systems Plan already reflects this proposed extension of Wall Street .  

Goal 12 – Transportation 
Response: This goal requires that local governments provide “a safe,  
convenient and economic transportation system,” and it  requires adoption of 
transportation plans designed to implement  the goal.  Wall  Street is  a public 
support  facil i ty called for by the Street Improvement Plan of the City’s 
Transportation System, which has been adopted by the City Council  and 
acknowledged by DLCD. This request allows for the logical planned extension 
of Wall  Street to provide access to the subject si te similar to that planned/built  
to serve the Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe Condominiums ( i .e.  Phase 1).  

2.  Any federal or state statutes or regulations found applicable; 
Response: The subject street extension, i ts  impacts,  and mit igation have 
received prior approval from the US Army Corps of Engineers ,  the Oregon 
Department of State Lands, and Clean Water Services.  An updated CWS SPL 
has been included in this application. Updated Corps and DSL permits will  be 
necessary and the information required for such a permit will  be provided 
before construction of  the proposed extension.  



 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\091003-Updated Comp Plan_Sensitive Lands REV.doc  

35 

3.  Any applicable METRO regulations; 
Response:  Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (“Functional 
Plan”) is  a regional policy tool that requires changes to city and county 
comprehensive plans and land use ordinances to implement regional goals and 
objectives.  The following addresses  how the proposed project meets the 
applicable t i t les of the Functional Plan. 

Title 1 – Housing and Employment 
Response:  Title 1 of the Functional Plan promotes more efficient use of land by 
sett ing target capacities for jobs and housing. The proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment does not affect job or housing capacities,  as i t  is  associated 
with a revision to the Wetland & Stream Corridor Map, and not the zoning of 
the property. However ,  i t  does facil itate the development of a significant parcel 
of residentially zoned property,  thereby meeting the City’s and Metro density 
requirements.   

Title 2 – Regional Parking Policy 
Response: This t i t le creates region-wide parking policies that set  the minimum 
and maximum number of parking spaces that can be required by local  
governments  for certain types of new development.  This t i t le is  not applicable  
as this request does not include parking.  

Title 3 – Water Quality and Flood Management 
Response:  This t i t le aims to reduce flood and landslide hazards,  control 
erosion, and reduce water pollution. The performance standards of  this t i t le are 
addressed through the City’s  sensit ive lands requirements of Section 18.755 and 
Clean Water Service Requirements.  Section III of the above narrative addresses 
these requirements.   

Title 6 – Regional Accessibility (Regional Transportation Plan) 
Response: This t i t le addresses the coordination of transportation and land use 
planning by requiring improvements to local street  grids,  mode spli t  targets in 
regional centers,  and the revisions to level of service standards.  Wall  Street is  a 
public support  facil i ty called for by the Street Improvement Plan of the City’s  
Transportation System, which has been adopted by the City Council  and 
acknowledged by DLCD. Approval of this request will  allow for the extension 
of Wall  Street to provide access to a land-locked parcel of land. No other 
alternatives exist .  Therefore,  with the extension of Wall  Street from its current 
terminus into the applicant’s property, exercising the existing access easement,  
compliance with the City adopted TSP is achieved.   

4.  Any applicable comprehensive plan policies; and 
Response: Applicable  Comprehensive Plan policies are addressed in Section 
III.  

5.  Any applicable provisions of the City's implementing ordinances. 
Response: Applicable provisions of the City’s Development Code are addressed 
in Section V.  
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Section 18.390.050 Type III Procedure 

18.390.050.B.2.e  Decision Making Procedure /  Impact  Study 
Include an impact study. The impact study shall quantify the effect of the development on public 
facilities and services. The study shall address, at a minimum, the transportation system, 
including bikeways, the drainage system, the parks system, the water system, the sewer system, 
and the noise impacts of the development. For each public facility system and type of impact, the 
study shall propose improvements necessary to meet City standards and to minimize the impact of 
the development on the public at large, public facilities systems, and affected private property 
users. In situations where the Community Development Code requires the dedication of real 
property interests, the applicant shall either specifically concur with the dedication requirements, 
or provide evidence which supports the conclusion that the real property dedication requirement 
is not roughly proportional to the projected impacts of the development. 
Response:  The following demonstrates compliance with this Section: 
 
Transportation System 
As mentioned above,  the current proposed extension of Wall Street is in 
compliance with the City’s designation on the adopted TSP. Bicycle lanes have 
been provided with the proposed bridge design, which will  connect to Phase 1 
and eventually onto Hall  Boulevard. The proposed removal of the significant 
wetlands designation i tself  will  not have impact on the transportation system. 
 
Drainage System 
The only change in drainage associated with this proposal is  the conveyance of  
stormwater associated with the road and bridge. All  such stormwater is  directed 
towards a water quali ty facil i ty.  Treated stormwater from the water quali ty 
facil i ty will  be directed into the wetland mit igation area to ensure that wetland 
hydrology on the site is  maintained and that development does not adversely 
impact existing wetlands.  No additional  impacts are associated with the 
proposed extension. Certain aspects of the previous Wall Street design and the 
Library design involved mutual issues.  Kurahashi & Associates,  Inc.  led the 
civil  design for the Library,  and DeHaas & Associates,  Inc.  led the civil  design 
for Wall  Street.  Kurahashi & Associates covered the water quality requirements  
for both projects.  Page 2 of the Phase 1 Stormwater Report (referenced in 
Exhibit  O) indicates the swale constructed for the Library was sized to 
accommodate the street impervious area from the Wall Street Extension (Phase 
1).  Additional impervious area will  be handled by this bioswale for new 
impervious area on the west end of the proposed bridge crossing. 

 
A new bioswale is proposed to be constructed east  of Fanno Creek to treat 
runoff from Phase 2 consisting of the proposed bridge and associated 
sidewalks.  A detailed description of the design can be found on Page 3 of 
Exhibit  B of the Joint Permit Application (Exhibit  H).   Preliminary calculations 
for conveyance and treatment of flows from Phase 2 are described by Exhibit  
M. 
 
Parks  System 
The project area is not located within the City’s parks  system; therefore neither 
construction of the proposed extension or the removal of the significant  
designation will  affect the City’s park system. 
 



 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\091003-Updated Comp Plan_Sensitive Lands REV.doc  

37 

The water system 
There are no additional users of the City’s water system as a  result  of the 
proposed extension of Wall  Street.  The proposed removal of  the significant 
designation will  not,  in i tself ,  have any impact on the water system in the City.  
 
The sewer system 
There are no additional users of the City’s sewer system as a  result  of the 
proposed extension of Wall  Street.  The proposed removal of  the significant 
designation will  not,  in i tself ,  have any impact on the water system in the City.  
 
Noise impacts  of the development 
A temporary increase in noise levels will  occur during construction of the 
project due to the presence of heavy equipment.  Sensitive noise receptors 
adjacent to the project include users of the Tigard Library, and residents of the 
Fanno Pointe Condominiums. Upon complet ion of construction, regular use of  
the extension will  have usual noise associated with similar sized facil i t ies.   
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V. OTHER APPLICABLE CODE SECTIONS 

Additional sections of the City of Tigard Community Development Code are  
applicable to the proposed project.  The following identifies these code sections 
and addresses how the proposed road extension meets each.  

18.510 Residential Zoning District  
Response: The project area includes two separate residential  zoning districts:  
R-12 and R-25. The proposed extension is a public support facil i ty identified in 
the Street Improvement Plan of the City’s Transportation System Plan and is a  
permitted use in both residential  zoning dist ricts affecting the project area.  No 
residential  development that would be subject to the development standards in 
this section is proposed. The proposed roadway will  connect to the Phase 1 
terminus of Wall Street  which is also located on residentially zoned property.  

18.725 Environmental Performance Standards 
Response:  The project will  comply with all  applicable state and federal  
regulations pertaining to noise,  odor and discharge of matter into the 
atmosphere,  ground,  sewer system, or streams. 

18.775 Sensitive Lands Review 
Response: The applicable code sections of Chapter 18.775 are addressed in this 
application. See Section III of this narrative. 

18.790 Tree Removal 
Response:  TDC 18.790.030 lists the threshold criteria for requiring a  Tree Plan 
Review to remove trees.  As the proposed application does not involve a  
subdivision, parti t ion, si te development review, or conditional use, a Tree Plan 
Review is not required. However,  a Tree Removal Permit subject to a Type I 
procedure is necessary for the removal of trees associated with the proposed 
extension of Wall Street.  A separate,  but concurrent Tree Removal Permit has  
been applied for which addresses the provisions of TDC 18.790.050. These 
provisions are met.  

18.795 Visual Clearance Areas 
Response: The roadway will  comply with all  standards for visual clearance 
areas at  i ts  intersection with Hall  Boulevard and both driveways as the previous 
application demonstrated compliance and this application is merely an 
extension.  

18.810 Street and Util i ty Standards 
Response: The roadway is designed to comply with the standards of this 
section as follows: 

.030 Streets 
A. Improvements:  
1. No development shall occur unless the development has frontage or approved access 
to a public street. 
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2. No development shall occur unless streets within the development meet the standards 
of this chapter. 
3. No development shall occur unless the streets adjacent to the development meet the 
standards of this chapter, provided, however, that a development may be approved if the 
adjacent street does not meet the standards but half-street improvements meeting the 
standards of this title are constructed adjacent to the development. 
4 Any new street or additional street width planned as a portion of an existing street shall 
meet the standards of this chapter; 
5. If the City could and would otherwise require the applicant to provide street 
improvements, the City Engineer may accept a future improvements guarantee in lieu of 
street improvements if one or more of the following conditions exist: 

a. A partial improvement is not feasible due to the inability to achieve proper 
design standards; 
b. A partial improvement may create a potential safety hazard to motorists or 
pedestrians; 
c. Due to the nature of existing development on adjacent properties it is unlikely 
that street improvements would be extended in the foreseeable future and the 
improvement associated with the project under review does not, by itself, provide 
a significant improvement to street safety or capacity; 
d. The improvement would be in conflict with an adopted capital improvement 
plan; 
e. The improvement is associated with an approved land partition on property 
zoned residential and the proposed land partition does not create any new 
streets; or 
f. Additional planning work is required to define the appropriate design 
standards for the street  and the application is for a project which 
would contribute only  a minor portion of the anticipated future 
traff ic on the street.   

Response:  The proposed road extension will  facil i tate the development of  the 
applicant’s property east  of Fanno Creek by providing public  access and 
frontage to Wall Street.  The proposed design of the roadway meets the 
standards of this Chapter as is  shown on the attached drawings,  except as  
described below pursuant to Section 18.810.030.A.6 &7. In order for 
development to occur at  the applicant’s property, the proposed roadway 
extension will  need to be constructed. No future improvements  guarantee is 
proposed with this application. These standards are met.  

 
6. The standards of this chapter include the standard specifications adopted by the City 
Engineer pursuant to Section 18.810.020.B. 
7. The approval authority may approve adjustments to the standards of this chapter if 
compliance with the standards would result in an adverse impact on natural features 
such as wetlands, bodies of water, significant habitat areas, steep slopes, or existing 
mature trees. The approval authority may also approve adjustments to the standards of 
this chapter if compliance with the standards would have a substantial adverse impact on 
existing development or would preclude development on the property where the 
development is proposed. In approving an adjustment to the standards, the approval 
authority shall balance the benefit of the adjustment with the impact on the public interest 
represented by the standards. In evaluating the impact on the public interest, the 
approval authority shall consider the criteria listed in Section 18.810.030.E.1. An 
adjustment to the standards may not be granted if the adjustment would risk public 
safety. 
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Response:  An adjustment to the standards for a collector is  necessary as there  
is not an adopted collector bridge cross section per Table 18.810.1. The 
requested adjustment removes the planter strip from the proposed cross section 
in order to ensure minimum impacts necessary to natural  features.  The removal 
of this portion of the cross section does not impact the public benefit  of the 
proposed public support facil i ty,  as the proposed roadway extension will 
continue to allow vehicle,  pedestrian and bicycles access.  Please see the 
following narrative which addresses the adjustment criteria as stated in Section 
18.370.020.C.11.   

 
11. Adjustments for street improvement requirements (Chapter 18.810). By means of a 
Type II procedure, as governed by Section 18.390.040, the Director shall approve, 
approve with conditions, or deny a request for an adjustment to the street improvement 
requirements, based on findings that the following criterion is satisfied: Strict application 
of the standards will result in an unacceptably adverse impact on existing development, 
on the proposed development, or on natural features such as wetlands, bodies of water, 
significant habitat areas, steep slopes or existing mature trees. In approving an 
adjustment to the standards, the Director shall determine that the potential adverse 
impacts exceed the public benefits of strict application of the standards. (Ord. 06-20) 

Response: As mentioned above, additional impacts to natural features would 
result  if  planter strips are proposed on the br idge portion of the proposed 
extension. This would result  in additional impacts that would be inconsistent 
with the preferred Alternative 9, as well  as the previously approved Joint Fil l  
permit and would require additional wetland and vegetated corridor  impacts.  In 
order to minimize impacts to the greatest  extent practicable,  an adjustment to 
the proposed collector  cross section is requested for the bridge por tion of the 
proposed extension to remove the required 5’  planter strip.  This criterion is 
met.  

B. Creation of rights-of-way for streets and related purposes. Rights-of-way shall be 
created through the approval of a final subdivision plat or major partition; however, the 
Council may approve the creation of a street by acceptance of a deed, provided that such 
street is deemed essential by the Council for the purpose of general traffic circulation: 
1. The Council may approve the creation of a street by deed of dedication without full 
compliance with the regulations applicable to subdivisions or major partitions if any one 
or more of the following conditions are found by the Council to be present: 

a. Establishment of a street is initiated by the Council and is found to be essential 
for the purpose of general traffic circulation, and partitioning or subdivision of 
land has an incidental effect rather than being the primary objective in 
establishing the road or street for public use; or 
b. The tract in which the road or street is to be dedicated is an isolated 
ownership of one acre or less and such dedication is recommended by the 
Commission to the Council based on a finding that the proposal is not an attempt 
to evade the provisions of this title governing the control of subdivisions or major 
partitions. 

2. With each application for approval of a road or street right-of-way not in full 
compliance with the regulations applicable to the standards, the proposed dedication 
shall be made a condition of subdivision and major partition approval: 

a. The applicant shall submit such additional information and justification as 
may be necessary to enable the Commission in its review to determine whether or 
not a recommendation for approval by the Council shall be made; 
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b. The recommendation, if any, shall be based upon a finding that the proposal is 
not in conflict with the purpose of this title; 
c. The Commission in submitting the proposal with a recommendation to the 
Council may attach conditions which are necessary to preserve the standards of 
this title; and 

3. All deeds of dedication shall be in a form prescribed by the City and shall name “the 
public,” as grantee.  

Response: The proposed application does not  include a subdivision, major 
parti t ion or other land division.  The proposed extension provides a public 
street and bridge crossing.  As mentioned previously,  the final design has not  
been selected; however the plans attached demonstrate the preliminary design 
in accordance with the drawings previously prepared for the City.  Currently,  a  
72’ right-of-way is proposed which will  be deeded to the City per the 
appropriate documents  at  the appropriate t ime. These standards are  met.   

 
C. Creation of access easements. The approval authority may approve an access 
easement established by deed without full compliance with this title provided such an 
easement is the only reasonable method by which a lot large enough to develop can be 
created: 

1. Access easements shall be provided and maintained in accordance with the 
Uniform Fire Code, Section 10.207; 
2. Access shall be in accordance with Sections 18.705.030.H and 18.705.030.I. 

Response:  No access easements are  currently proposed. These standards do not  
apply. 

 
D. Street location, width and grade. Except as noted below, the location, width and grade 
of all streets shall conform to an approved street plan and shall be considered in their 
relation to existing and planned streets, to topographic conditions, to public convenience 
and safety, and in their appropriate relation to the proposed use of the land to be served 
by such streets: 

1. Street grades shall be approved by the City Engineer in accordance with 
Subsection N below; and 
2. Where the location of a street is not shown in an approved street plan, the 
arrangement of streets in a development shall either: 

a. Provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing 
streets in the surrounding areas, or 
b. Conform to a plan adopted by the Commission, if it is impractical to 
conform to existing street patterns because of particular topographical 
or other existing conditions of the land. Such a plan shall be based on 
the type of land use to be served, the volume of traffic, the capacity of 
adjoining streets and the need for public convenience and safety. 

Response: The Wall  Street extension is identified in the TSP in the general 
location of the proposed alignment.  The design of the proposed extension has 
been completed to conform with the TSP designation, and the approved 
Alternatives Analysis  prepared by the City.  The grade of the road and bridge 
are dictated by the current grades of the terminus of Wall  Street and the 
floodplain elevation. The review of the design plans by the City Engineer 
ensures compliance with City standards. The proposed eastern terminus allows 
the further construction to the north over the railroad tracks using an on-grade 
crossing.  Private street  circulation systems associated with future  development  
will  be provided with future applications.  These standards are met .   



 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\091003-Updated Comp Plan_Sensitive Lands REV.doc  

42 

 
E. Minimum rights-of-way and street widths. Unless otherwise indicated on an approved 
street plan, or as needed to continue an existing improved street, street right-of-way and 
roadway widths shall not be less than the minimum width described below. Where a 
range is indicated, the width shall be determined by the decision-making authority based 
upon anticipated average daily traffic (ADT) on the new street segment. (The City 
Council may adopt by resolution, design standards for street construction and other 
public improvements. The design standards will provide guidance for determining 
improvement requirements within the specified ranges.) These are presented in Table 
18.810.1. 

1. The decision-making body shall make its decision about desired right-of-way 
width and pavement width of the various street types within the subdivision or 
development after consideration of the following: 

a. The type of road as set forth in the Comprehensive Plan 
Transportation Chapter - Functional Street Classification; 
b. Anticipated traffic generation; 
c. On-street parking needs; 
d. Sidewalk and bikeway requirements; 
e. Requirements for placement of utilities; 
f. Street lighting; 
g. Drainage and slope impacts; 
h. Street tree location; 
i. Planting and landscape areas; 
j. Safety and comfort for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians; 
k. Access needs for emergency vehicles. 

Response: The City of Tigard TSP (Figure 8-3) identifies Wall Street  as a 
proposed collector.  TDC 18.810 and Table 18.810.1 define the requirements for 
a collector street.  The proposed extension has been designed in accordance with 
right-of-way requirements for a collector street  and matches the existing right-
of-way provided with Phase 1. Table 1 at  the beginning of  this narrative 
demonstrates the proposed cross-section and dimensions of the proposed 
improvements.  This standard is met.  

 
F. Future street plan and extension of streets. 
1. A future street plan shall: 

a. Be filed by the applicant in conjunction with an application for a subdivision 
or partition. The plan shall show the pattern of existing and proposed future 
streets from the boundaries of the proposed land division and shall include other 
parcels within 530 feet surrounding and adjacent to the proposed land division. 
At the applicant’s request, the City may prepare a future streets proposal. Costs 
of the City preparing a future streets proposal shall be reimbursed for the time 
involved. A street proposal may be modified when subsequent subdivision 
proposals are submitted. 
b. Identify existing or proposed bus routes, pullouts or other transit facilities, 
bicycle routes and pedestrian facilities on or within 530 feet of the site. 

Response:  The proposed roadway extension does not include a  request for a 
subdivision, parti t ion or other land division.  This standard does not apply.  

2. Where necessary to give access or permit a satisfactory future division of adjoining 
land, streets shall be extended to the boundary lines of the tract to be developed, and 
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a. These extended streets or street stubs to adjoining properties are not 
considered to be cul-de-sac since they are intended to continue as through streets 
at such time as the adjoining property is developed. 
b. A barricade shall be constructed at the end of the street by the property 
owners which shall not be removed until authorized by the City Engineer, the 
cost of which shall be included in the street construction cost. 
c. Temporary hammerhead turnouts or temporary cul-de-sac bulbs shall be 
constructed for stub street in excess of 150 feet in length. 

Response:  A purpose of this application is to fi l l  in the gap created by the 
terminus of Phase 1 and the applicant’s property,  which would not be necessary 
had the City complied with this requirement.  Nonetheless,  the proposed 
roadway extension has been designed to allow the future extension of Wall 
Street in accordance with the TSP. Additional private access supporting future 
development of the applicant’s property can be provided with the proposed 
terminus of Wall  Street .  This standard is met .   

G. Street spacing and access management:  
Response:  See response to H below.  

 
H. Street alignment and connections.  
1.  Full  street connections with spacing of no more than 530 feet between 
connections is required except where prevented by barriers such as 
topography, railroads, freeways, pre-existing developments,  lease 
provisions,  easements ,  covenants or other restrictions existing prior to 
May 1, 1995 which preclude street connections.  A full  street connection 
may also be exempted due to a regulated water feature i f  regulations 
would not permit construction. 
2.  All  local,  neighborhood routes and col lector streets which abut a 
development site shall  be extended within the site to provide through 
circulation when not precluded by environmental or topographical 
constraints,  existing development patterns or strict  adherence to other  
standards in this code. A street connection or extension is considered 
precluded when it  is  not possible to redesign or reconfigure the street 
pattern to provide required extensions.  Land is considered 
topographically constrained if  the slope is greater than 15% for a 
distance of 250 feet or more. In the case of environmental or 
topographical constraints,  the mere presence of a constraint is  not  
suff icient to show that  a street connection is not possible.  The applicant 
must show why the constraint precludes some reasonable street 
connection.  
3.  Proposed street or street extensions shall  be located to provide direct 
access to existing or  planned transit  stops,  commercial services,  and 
other neighborhood facili t ies,  such as schools,  shopping areas and 
parks.  
4.  All  developments should provide an internal network of connecting 
streets that provide short,  direct travel routes and minimize travel 
distances within the development.   

Response: The purpose of this application is to complete a connection from 
Wall Street to the applicant’s property.  If  a future street extension is necessary, 
the proposed roadway has been designed to accommodate an on-grade crossing 
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of the northerly abutting railroad tracks as previously designed by the City in 
compliance with the TSP. This standard is met.   

 
I. Intersection angles. Streets shall be laid out so as to intersect at an angle as near to a 
right angle as practicable, except where topography requires a lesser angle, but in no 
case shall the angle be less than 75o unless there is special intersection design, and: 
1. Streets shall have at least 25 feet of tangent adjacent to the right-of-way intersection 
unless topography requires a lesser distance; 
2. Intersections which are not at right angles shall have a minimum corner radius of 20 
feet along the right-of-way lines of the acute angle; and 
3. Right-of-way lines at intersection with arterial streets shall have a corner radius of not 
less than 20 feet. 

Response: No new intersections are proposed with the roadway extension. As 
previously approved and constructed, the intersection of the proposed Wall 
Street extension and Hall  Boulevard meets the requirements of this section.  
 

J. Existing rights-of-way. Whenever existing rights-of-way adjacent to or within a tract 
are of less than standard width, additional rights-of-way shall be provided at the time of 
subdivision or development. 

Response: The proposed extension will  be constructed within dedicated right-
of-way that will  match the western right-of-way provided with Phase 1.  This 
standard is met.   
 

K. Partial street improvements. Partial street improvements resulting in a pavement 
width of less than 20 feet; while generally not acceptable, may be approved where 
essential to reasonable development when in conformity with the other requirements of 
these regulations, and when it will be practical to require the improvement of the other 
half when the adjoining property developed. 

Response: No partial  street improvements are proposed with this project.  This 
standard does not  apply. 
 

L. Culs-de-sacs. A cul-de-sac shall be no more than 200 feet long shall not provide 
access to greater than 20 dwelling units, and shall only be used when environmental or 
topographical constraints, existing development pattern, or strict adherence to other 
standards in this code preclude street extension and through circulation: 
1. All culs-de-sac shall terminate with a turnaround. Use of turnaround configurations 
other than 
circular, shall be approved by the City Engineer; and 
2. The length of the cul-de-sac shall be measured from the centerline intersection point of 
the two 
streets to the radius point of the bulb. 
3. If a cul-de-sac is more than 300 feet long, a lighted direct pathway to an adjacent 
street may be 
required to be provided and dedicated to the City. 

Response: No cul-de-sac is proposed with this application. TVF&R has 
previously determined that turnaround opportunities in both the Fanno Pointe 
development and the Library parking lot are acceptable.  Future development of  
the subject si te will  provide required turnaround opportunities where required 
without the need for  a cul-de-sac,  but will  be determined during Site Design 
Review for a  specific project.  This standard does not apply. 
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M. Street names. No street name shall be used which will duplicate or be confused with 
the names of existing streets in Washington County, except for extensions of existing 
streets. Street names and numbers shall conform to the established pattern in the 
surrounding area and as approved by the City Engineer. 

Response:  This road extension is named Wall Street as selected by the City of 
Tigard. This standard is met.  
 

N. Grades and curves. 
1. Grades shall not exceed ten percent on arterials, 12% on collector streets, or 12% on 
any other street (except that local or residential access streets may have segments with 
grades up to 15% for distances of no greater than 250 feet), and 
2. Centerline radii of curves shall be as determined by the City Engineer. 

Response: The road extension is designed to not exceed a grade of 12%, per the 
standards of this section.  
 

O. Curbs, curb cuts, ramps, and driveway approaches. Concrete curbs, curb cuts, 
wheelchair, bicycle ramps and driveway approaches shall be constructed in accordance 
with standards specified in this chapter and Section 15.04.080; and: 
1. Concrete curbs and driveway approaches are required; except 
2. Where no sidewalk is planned, an asphalt approach may be constructed with City 
Engineer approval; and 
3. Asphalt and concrete driveway approaches to the property line shall be built to City 
configuration standards. 

Response:  Concrete curbs will  be provided as is shown on the attached cross 
section. This standard is met.  
 

P. Streets adjacent to railroad right-of-way. Wherever the proposed development 
contains or is adjacent to a railroad right-of-way, provision shall be made for a street 
approximately parallel to and on each side of such right-of-way at a distance suitable for 
the appropriate use of the land. The distance shall be determined with due consideration 
at cross streets or the minimum distance required for approach grades and to provide 
sufficient depth to allow screen planting along the railroad right-of-way in nonindustrial 
areas. 

Response:  Future development of  the applicant’s property will  address this  
standard. The proposed extension of Wall Street allows future extensions to 
cross,  at  grade, the abutting railroad right-of-way as previously contemplated 
by the City and as shown on the TSP. This standard is met.  
 

Q. Access to arterials and collectors. Where a development abuts or is traversed by an 
existing or proposed arterial or collector street, the development design shall provide 
adequate protection for residential properties and shall separate residential access and 
through traffic, or if separation is not feasible, the design shall minimize the traffic 
conflicts. The design shall include any of the following: 
1. A parallel access street along the arterial or collector; 
2. Lots of suitable depth abutting the arterial or collector to provide adequate buffering 
with frontage along another street; 
3. Screen planting at the rear or side property line to be contained in a nonaccess 
reservation along the arterial or collector; or 
4. Other treatment suitable to meet the objectives of this subsection; 
5. If a lot has access to two streets with different classifications, primary access should 
be from the lower classification street. 
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Response: While Wall  Street is  designated as a collector on the City’s TSP,  
this street may be l imited to serving only future development on the subject si te 
along with the existing Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe Condominiums.  
Future development on the applicant’s property will  be required to demonstrate 
compliance with this standard, should Wall  Street remain designated as  a  
collector.  This standard is met.  

 
R. Alleys,  public or private:  

Response:  No alleys  are proposed. These standards do not apply. 
 

S. Survey monuments. Upon completion of a street improvement and prior to acceptance 
by the City, it shall be the responsibility of the developer’s registered professional land 
surveyor to provide certification to the City that all boundary and interior monuments 
shall be reestablished and protected. 

Response:  The requirements of  this section will  be met  by the developer’s 
surveyor.   
 

T. Private streets. 
1. Design standards for private streets shall be established by the City Engineer; and 
2. The City shall require legal assurances for the continued maintenance of private 
streets, such as a recorded maintenance agreement. 
3. Private streets serving more than six dwelling units are permitted only within planned 
developments, mobile home parks, and multi-family residential developments. 

Response: No private streets are proposed with this application. Future 
development on the applicant’s property will  require consultation with the City 
Engineer to determine private street requirements,  if  proposed, and provide the 
necessary assurances required by this standard. Additionally, in the event that  
future development elects to construct more than six dwelling units to be served 
by a private street,  a  planned development application will  be required. This  
standard is met.   
 

U. Railroad crossings. Where an adjacent development results in a need to install or 
improve a railroad crossing, the cost for such improvements may be a condition of 
development approval, or another equitable means of cost distribution shall be 
determined by the public works Director and approved by the Commission. 

Response: No railroad crossings are proposed, although the proposed extension 
does not preclude a future extension across the railroad should i t be approved 
by the railroad. This s tandard does not  apply.  
 

V. Street signs. The City shall install all street signs, relative to traffic control and street 
names, as specified by the City Engineer for any development. The cost of signs shall be 
the responsibility of the developer. 

Response:  Street signs will  be installed in compliance with these s tandards.  
 

W. Mailboxes. Joint mailbox facilities shall be provided in all residential developments, 
with each joint mailbox serving at least two dwelling units. 
1. Joint mailbox structures shall be placed adjacent to roadway curbs; 
2. Proposed locations of joint mailboxes shall be designated on a copy of the preliminary 
plat or development plan, and shall be approved by the City Engineer/US Post Office 
prior to final plan approval; and 
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3. Plans for the joint mailbox structures to be used shall be submitted for approval by the 
City Engineer/US Post Office prior to final approval. 

Response: This standard does not apply to this proposal as mailboxes are not  
proposed.  
 

X. Traffic signals. The location of traffic signals shall be noted on approved street plans. 
Where a proposed street intersection will result in an immediate need for a traffic signal, 
a signal meeting approved specifications shall be installed. The cost shall be included as 
a condition of development. 

Response:  A  traffic signal was constructed at  the Hall  Boulevard/Wall  Street 
intersection during Phase 1 in accordance with ODOT standards.  No additional 
signal improvements are proposed or required. This standard is met.  
 

Y. Street light standards. Street lights shall be installed in accordance with regulations 
adopted by the City’s direction. 

Response:  Street l ights will  be installed in compliance with these standards 
during construction of  the proposed extension. This standard is met.  

 
Z. Street name signs. Street name signs shall be installed at all street intersections. Stop 
signs and other signs may be required. 

Response: Additional  street  name signs,  if  required, will  be installed in 
compliance with these standards.   

 
AA. Street cross-sections. The final lift of asphalt concrete pavement shall be placed on 
all new constructed public roadways prior to final City acceptance of the roadway and 
within one year of the conditional acceptance of the roadway unless otherwise approved 
by the City Engineer. The final lift shall also be placed no later than when 90% of the 
structures in the new development are completed or three years from the commencement 
of initial construction of the development, whichever is less. 
1. Sub-base and leveling course shall be of select crushed rock; 
2. Surface material shall be of Class C or B asphaltic concrete; 
3. The final lift shall be placed on all new construction roadways prior to City final 
acceptance of the roadway; however, not before 90% of the structures in the new 
development are completed unless three years have elapsed since initiation of 
construction in the development; 
4. The final lift shall be Class C asphaltic concrete as defined by A.P.W.A. standard 
specifications;and 
5. No lift shall be less than 1-1/2 inches in thickness. 

Response:  Cross-section construction and specifications will  comply with the 
requirements of this section.  

 
AB. Traffic calming. When, in the opinion of the City Engineer, the proposed 
development will create a negative traffic condition on existing neighborhood streets, 
such as excessive speeding, the developer may be required to provide traffic calming 
measures. These measures may be required within the development and/or offsite as 
deemed appropriate. As an alternative, the developer may be required to deposit funds 
with the City to help pay for traffic calming measures that become necessary once the 
development is occupied and the City Engineer determines that the additional traffic from 
the development has triggered the need for traffic calming measures. The City Engineer 
will determine the amount of funds required, and will collect said funds from the 
developer prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, or in the case of 
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subdivision, prior to the approval of the final plat. The funds will be held by the City for a 
period of five (5) years from the date of issuance of certificate of occupancy, or in the 
case of a subdivision, the date of final plat approval. Any funds not used by the City 
within the five-year time period will be refunded to the developer. 

Response: Traffic calming devices are not proposed as a specific development  
is not proposed with this application. This standard does not  apply. 

 
AC. Traffic study. 
1. A traffic study shall be required for all new or expanded uses or developments under 
any of the following circumstances: 

a. When they generate a 10% or greater increase in existing traffic to high 
collision intersections identified by Washington County. 
b. Trip generations from development onto the City street at the point of access 
and the existing ADT fall within the following ranges: 

Existing ADT 
0—3,000 vpd 
3,001—6,000 vpd 
>6,000 vpd 
ADT to be added by development 
2,000 vpd 
1,000vpd 
500 vpd or more 

c. If any of the following issues become evident to the City Engineer: 
(1) High traffic volumes on the adjacent roadway that may affect 
movement into or out of the site; 
(2) Lack of existing left-turn lanes onto the adjacent roadway at the 
proposed access drive(s); 
(3) Inadequate horizontal or vertical sight distance at access points; 
(4) The proximity of the proposed access to other existing drives or 
intersections is a potential hazard; 
(5) The proposal requires a conditional use permit or involves a drive-
through operation; 
(6) The proposed development may result in excessive traffic volumes on 
adjacent local streets. 

2. In addition, a traffic study may be required for all new or expanded uses or 
developments under any of the following circumstances: 

a. When the site is within 500 feet of an ODOT facility; and/or 
b. Trip generation from a development adds 300 or more vehicle trips per day to 
an ODOT facility; and/or 
c. Trip generation from a development adds 50 or more peak hour trips to an 
ODOT facility. 

Response:  A traffic study is not necessary for the proposed extension as no 
specific development  is proposed with this application. This standard does not 
apply. 
 
.040 Blocks 
A. Block design. The length, width and shape of blocks shall be designed with due regard to 
providing adequate building sites for the use contemplated, consideration of needs for convenient 
access, circulation, control and safety of street traffic and recognition of limitations and 
opportunities of topography. 
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B. Sizes. 
1. The perimeter of blocks formed by streets shall not exceed 2,000 feet measured along the 
centerline of the streets except: 

a. Where street location is precluded by natural topography, wetlands, significant habitat 
areas or bodies of water, or pre-existing development, or 
b. For blocks adjacent to arterial streets, limited access highways, collectors or 
railroads; 
c. For non-residential blocks in which internal public circulation provides equivalent 
access. 

2. Bicycle and pedestrian connections on public easements or right-of-ways shall be provided 
when full street connection is exempted by Subsection B.1 above. Spacing between connections 
shall be no more than 330 feet, except where precluded by environmental or topographical 
constraints, existing development patterns, or strict adherence to other standards in the code. 
Response:  These standards are not applicable to the proposed project.   
 
.050 Easements 
A. Easements. Easements for sewers, drainage, water mains, electric lines or other public utilities 
shall be either dedicated or provided for in the deed restrictions, and where a development 
traversed by a watercourse, or drainageway, there shall be provided a storm water easement or 
drainage right-of-way conforming substantially with the lines of the watercourse. 
B. Utility easements. A property owner proposing a development shall make arrangements with 
the City, the applicable district and each utility franchise for the provision and dedication of 
utility easements necessary to provide full services to the development. The City’s standard width 
for public main line utility easements shall be 15 feet unless otherwise specified by the utility 
company, applicable district, or City Engineer. 
Response:  The proposed roadway extension includes a proposed 8’ public  
uti l i ty easement on either side of the proposed roadway. These standards are  
met.  
 
.060 Lots 
A. Size and shape. Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate for the location of 
the development and for the type of use contemplated, and: 
1. No lot shall contain part of an existing or proposed public right-of-way within its dimensions; 
2. The depth of all lots shall not exceed 2-1/2 times the average width, unless the parcel is less 
than 1-1/2 times the minimum lot size of the applicable zoning district; 
3. Depth and width of properties zoned for commercial and industrial purposes shall be adequate 
to provide for the off-street parking and service facilities required by the type of use proposed. 
B. Lot frontage. Each lot shall abut upon a public or private street, other than an alley, for a 
width of at least 25 feet unless the lot is created through a minor land partition in which case 
Subsection 18.162.050.C applies, or unless the lot is for an attached single-family dwelling unit, 
in which case the lot frontage shall be at least 15 feet. 
C. Through lots. Through lots shall be avoided except where they are essential to provide 
separation of residential development from major traffic arterials or to overcome specific 
disadvantages of topography and orientation, and: 
1. A planting buffer at least ten feet wide is required abutting the arterial rights-of-way; and 
2. All through lots shall provide the required front yard setback on each street. 
D. Lot side lines. The side lines of lots, as far as practicable, shall be at right angles to the street 
upon which the lots front. 
E. Large lots. In dividing tracts into large lots or parcels which at some future time are likely to 
be redivided, the Commission may require that the lots be of such size and shape, and be so 
divided into building sites, and contain such site restrictions as will provide for the extension and 
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opening of streets at intervals which will permit a subsequent division of any tract into lots or 
parcels of smaller size. The land division shall be denied if the proposed large development lot 
does not provide for the future division of the lots and future extension of public facilities. 
Response:  The proposed road bisects two lots currently owned by the City to 
the extent that the access easement granted by the City affects them. Dedication 
of right-of-way will  be completed and wil l  provide frontage to the currently 
land-locked property owned by the applicant.  No land division is proposed with 
this application. These standards are met.    
 
.070 Sidewalks 
A. Sidewalks. All industrial streets and private streets shall have sidewalks meeting City 
standards along at least one side of the street. All other streets shall have sidewalks meeting City 
standards along both sides of the street. A development may be approved if an adjoining street 
has sidewalks on the side adjoining the development, even if no sidewalk exists on the other side 
of the street. 
B. Requirement of developers. 
1. As part of any development proposal, or change in use resulting in an additional 1,000 vehicle 
trips or more per day, an applicant shall be required to identify direct, safe (1.25 x the straight 
line distance) pedestrian routes within 1/2 mile of their site to all transit facilities and 
Neighborhood Activity Centers (schools, parks, libraries, etc.). In addition, the developer may be 
required to participate in the removal of any gaps in the pedestrian system off-site if justified by 
the development. 
2. If there is an existing sidewalk, on the same side of the street as the development, within 300 
feet of a development site in either direction, the sidewalk shall be extended from the site to meet 
the existing sidewalk, subject to rough proportionality (even if the sidewalk does not serve a 
neighborhood activity center). 
C. Planter strip requirements. A planter strip separation of at least five feet between the curb and 
the sidewalk shall be required in the design of streets, except where the following conditions 
exist: there is inadequate right-of-way; the curbside sidewalks already exist on predominant 
portions of the street; it would conflict with the utilities, there are significant natural features 
(large trees, water features, significant habitat areas, etc) that would be destroyed if the sidewalk 
were located as required, or where there are existing structures in close proximity to the street 
(15 feet or less). Additional consideration for exempting the planter strip requirement may be 
given on a case-by-case basis if a property abuts more than one street frontage. 
D. Sidewalks in central business district. In the central business district, sidewalks shall be 10 
feet in width, and: 
1. All sidewalks shall provide a continuous unobstructed path; and 
2. The width of curbside sidewalks shall be measured from the back of the curb. 
E. Maintenance. Maintenance of sidewalks, curbs, and planter strips is the continuing obligation 
of the adjacent property owner. 
F. Application for permit and inspection. If the construction of a sidewalk is not included in a 
performance bond of an approved subdivision or the performance bond has lapsed, then every 
person, firm or corporation desiring to construct sidewalks as provided by this chapter, shall, 
before entering upon the work or improvement, apply for a street opening permit to the 
Engineering Department to so build or construct: 
1. An occupancy permit shall not be issued for a development until the provisions of this section 
are satisfied. 
2. The City Engineer may issue a permit and certificate allowing temporary noncompliance with 
the provisions of this section to the owner, builder or contractor when, in his opinion, the 
construction of the sidewalk is impractical for one or more of the following reasons: 



 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\091003-Updated Comp Plan_Sensitive Lands REV.doc  

51 

a. Sidewalk grades have not and cannot be established for the property in question within 
a reasonable length of time; 
b. Forthcoming installation of public utilities or street paving would be likely to cause 
severe damage to the new sidewalk; 
c. Street right-of-way is insufficient to accommodate a sidewalk on one or both sides of 
the street; or 
d. Topography or elevation of the sidewalk base area makes construction of a sidewalk 
impractical or economically infeasible; and 

3. The City Engineer shall inspect the construction of sidewalks for compliance with the provision 
set forth in the standard specifications manual. 
G. Council initiation of construction. In the event one or more of the following situations are 
found by the Council to exist, the Council may adopt a resolution to initiate construction of a 
sidewalk in accordance with City ordinances: 
1. A safety hazard exists for children walking to or from school and sidewalks are necessary to 
eliminate the hazard; 
2. A safety hazard exists for pedestrians walking to or from a public building, commercial area, 
place of assembly or other general pedestrian traffic, and sidewalks are necessary to eliminate 
the hazard; 
3. 50% or more of the area in a given block has been improved by the construction of dwellings, 
multiple dwellings, commercial buildings or public buildings and/or parks; and 
4. A criteria which allowed noncompliance under Subsection E.1.b above no longer exists and a 
sidewalk could be constructed in conformance with City standards. (Ord. 06-20; Ord. 02-33; 
Ord.99-22) 
Response: 6-foot-wide sidewalks are proposed on both sides  of the road 
extension. No planter strip is proposed for the 320’ bridge portion of the 
proposed extension in order to minimize impacts to significant lands.  Other  
standards l isted in this section will  be addressed during the building permit  
process or during construction. These standards are met.    
 
.080 Public Use Areas 
A. Dedication requirements. 
1. Where a proposed park, playground or other public use shown in a development plan adopted 
by the City is located in whole or in part in a subdivision, the Commission may require the 
dedication or reservation of such area within the subdivision, provided that the reservation or 
dedication is roughly proportional to the impact of the subdivision on the park system. 
2. Where considered desirable by the Commission in accordance with adopted Comprehensive 
Plan policies, and where a development plan of the City does not indicate proposed public use 
areas, the Commission may require the dedication or reservation of areas within the subdivision 
or sites of a character, extent and location suitable for the development of parks or other public 
use, provided that the reservation or dedication is roughly proportional to the impact of the 
subdivision on the park system. 
B. Acquisition by public agency. If the developer is required to reserve land area for a park, 
playground, or other public use, such land shall be acquired by the appropriate public agency 
within 18 months following plat approval, at a price agreed upon prior to approval of the plat, or 
such reservation shall be released to the subdivider.  (Ord. 99-22)  
Response:  This application does not include development,  a land division, or  
public use areas.  These standards do not apply. 
 
.090 Sanitary Sewers 
A. Sewers required. Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve each new development and to 
connect developments to existing mains in accordance with the provisions set forth in Design and 
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Construction Standards for Sanitary and Surface Water Management (as adopted by the Unified 
Sewerage Agency in 1996 and including any future revisions or amendments) and the adopted 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
B. Sewer plan approval. The City Engineer shall approve all sanitary sewer plans and proposed 
systems prior to issuance of development permits involving sewer service. 
C. Over-sizing. Proposed sewer systems shall include consideration of additional development 
within the area as projected by the Comprehensive Plan. 
D. Permits denied. Development permits may be restricted by the Commission or Hearings 
Officer where a deficiency exists in the existing sewer system or portion thereof which cannot be 
rectified within the development and which if not rectified will result in a threat to public health 
or safety, surcharging of existing mains, or violations of state or federal standards pertaining to 
operation of the sewage treatment system. 
Response:  An existing sanitary sewer l ine runs along with western boundary of  
the applicant’s proper ty.  Future development will  be required to analyze this  
uti l i ty to ensure i t  is  sufficient to accommodate development.  This standard is  
met.  
 
.100 Storm Drainage 
A. General provisions. The Director and City Engineer shall issue a development permit only 
where adequate provisions for storm water and flood water runoff have been made, and: 
1. The storm water drainage system shall be separate and independent of any sanitary sewerage 
system; 
2. Where possible, inlets shall be provided so surface water is not carried across any intersection 
or allowed to flood any street; and 
3. Surface water drainage patterns shall be shown on every development proposal plan. 
B. Easements. Where a development is traversed by a watercourse, drainageway, channel or 
stream ,there shall be provided a storm water easement or drainage right-of-way conforming 
substantial with the lines of such watercourse and such further width as will be adequate for 
conveyance and maintenance. 
C. Accommodation of upstream drainage. A culvert or other drainage facility shall be large 
enough to accommodate potential runoff from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside 
or outside the development, and: 
1. The City Engineer shall approve the necessary size of the facility, based on the provisions of 
Design and Construction Standards for Sanitary and Surface Water Management (as adopted by 
the Unified Sewerage Agency in 1996 and including any future revisions or amendments). 
D. Effect on downstream drainage. Where it is anticipated by the City Engineer that the 
additional runoff resulting from the development will overload an existing drainage facility, the 
Director and Engineer shall withhold approval of the development until provisions have been 
made for improvement of the potential condition or until provisions have been made for storage 
of additional runoff caused by the development in accordance with the Design and Construction 
Standards for Sanitary and Surface Water Management (as adopted by the Unified Sewerage 
Agency in 1996 and including any future revisions or amendments). 
Response:  See Exhibit  L, “Preliminary Util i ty Plan” and Exhibit  M, 
“Stormwater  Report”  for Phase 2 of  the Wall  Street Extension. These standards 
are met.  
 
.110 Bikeways and Pedestrian Pathways 
A. Bikeway extension. 
1. As a standard, bike lanes shall be required along all arterial and collector routes and where 
identified on the City’s adopted bicycle plan in the Transportation System Plan (TSP). Bike lane 
requirements along collectors within the Downtown Urban Renewal District shall be determined 
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by the City Engineer. 
2. Developments adjoining proposed bikeways identified on the City’s adopted 
pedestrian/bikeway plan shall include provisions for the future extension of such bikeways 
through the dedication of easements or rights-of-way, provided such dedication is directly related 
to and roughly proportional to the impact of the development. 
3. Any new street improvement project shall include bicycle lanes as required in this document 
and on the adopted bicycle plan. 
B. Cost of construction. Development permits issued for planned unit developments, conditional 
use permits, subdivisions and other developments which will principally benefit from such 
bikeways shall be conditioned to include the cost or construction of bikeway improvements in an 
amount roughly proportional to the impact of the development. 
C. Minimum width. 
1. Minimum width for bikeways within the roadway is five (5) feet per bicycle travel lane. 
2. Minimum width multi-use paths separated from the road is ten (10) feet. The width may be 
reduced to eight (8) feet if there are environmental or other constraints. 
3. The minimum width for pedestrian only off-street paths is five (5) feet. 
4. Design standards for bike and pedestrian-ways shall be determined by the City Engineer. 
Response:  6-foot-wide sidewalks are  provided on both sides of the road as part  
of the improvements proposed. Additionally 6’ wide bike lanes  are provided 
with the proposed roadway extension. These standards are met.  

.120  Utilities:  
A. Underground utilities. All utility lines including, but not limited to those required for electric, 
communication, lighting and cable television services and related facilities shall be placed 
underground, except for surface mounted transformers, surface mounted connection boxes and 
meter cabinets which may be placed above ground, temporary utility service facilities during 
construction, high capacity electric lines operating at 50,000 volts or above, and: 
1. The developer shall make all necessary arrangements with the serving utility to provide the 
underground services; 
2. The City reserves the right to approve location of all surface mounted facilities; 
3. All underground utilities, including sanitary sewers and storm drains installed in streets by the 
developer, shall be constructed prior to the surfacing of the streets; and 
4. Stubs for service connections shall be long enough to avoid disturbing the street improvements 
when service connections are made. 
B. Information on development plans. The applicant for a development shall show on the 
development plan or in the explanatory information, easements for all underground utility 
facilities, and: 
1. Plans showing the location of all underground facilities as described herein shall be submitted 
to the City Engineer for review and approval; and 
2. Care shall be taken in all cases to ensure that above ground equipment does not obstruct 
vision clearance areas for vehicular traffic. 
C. Exception to undergrounding requirement. 
1. The developer shall pay a fee in-lieu of undergrounding costs when the development is 
proposed to take place on a street where existing utilities which are not underground will serve 
the development and the approval authority determines that the cost and technical difficulty of 
under-grounding the utilities outweighs the benefit of undergrounding in conjunction with the 
development. The determination shall be on a case-by-case basis. The most common, but not the 
only, such situation is a short frontage development for which undergrounding would result in the 
placement of additional poles, rather than the removal of above-ground utilities facilities. 
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2. An applicant for a development which is served by utilities which are not underground and 
which are located across a public right-of-way from the applicant’s property shall pay the fee in-
lieu of undergrounding. 
3. Properties within the CBD zoning district shall be exempt from the requirements for 
undergrounding of utility lines and from the fee in-lieu of undergrounding. 
4. The exceptions in Paragraphs 1 through 3 of this Subsection C shall apply only to existing 
utility lines. All new utility lines shall be placed underground. 
D. Fee in-lieu of undergrounding. 
1. The City Engineer shall establish utility service areas in the City. All development which 
occurs within a utility service area shall pay a fee in-lieu of undergrounding for utilities if the 
development does not provide underground utilities, unless exempted by this code. 
2. The City Engineer shall establish the fee by utility service area which shall be determined 
based upon the estimated cost to underground utilities within each service area. The total 
estimated cost for undergrounding in a service area shall be allocated on a front-foot basis to 
each party within the service area. The fee due from any developer shall be calculated based on a 
front-foot basis. 
3. A developer shall receive a credit against the fee for costs incurred in the undergrounding of 
existing overhead utilities. The City Engineer shall determine the amount of the credit, after 
review of cost information submitted by the applicant with the request for credit. 
4. The funds collected in each service area shall be used for undergrounding utilities within the 
City at large. The City Engineer shall prepare and maintain a list of proposed undergrounding 
projects which may be funded with the fees collected by the City. The list shall indicate the 
estimated timing and cost of each project. The list shall be submitted to the City Council for their 
review and approval annually. 
Response:  All  franchise and public uti l i t ies are available on the east  side of the 
Fanno Creek bridge crossing such that these criteria are met,  and no new 
util i t ies are proposed. These standards are met.  

.130 Cash or Bond Required:  
A. Guarantee. All improvements installed by the developer shall be guaranteed as to 
workmanship and material for a period of one year following acceptance by the City Council. 
B. Cash deposit or bond. Such guarantee shall be secured by cash deposit or bond in the amount 
of the value of the improvements as set by the City Engineer. 
C. Compliance requirements. The cash or bond shall comply with the terms and conditions of 
Section 18.430.090. 
Response:  Compliance with these standards will  occur as required with future  
improvements.  

.140 Monuments:  
A. Replacement required. Any monuments that are disturbed before all improvements are 
completed by the subdivider shall be replaced prior to final acceptance of the improvements. 
Response: A land division is not proposed, however any monuments disturbed 
during the construction of the proposed extension will  be replaced. This 
standard is met.  

.150 Installation Prerequisite:  
A. Approval required. No public improvements, including sanitary sewers, storm sewers, streets, 
sidewalks, curbs, lighting or other requirements shall be undertaken except after the plans have 
been approved by the City, permit fee paid, and permit issued. 
B. Permit fee. The permit fee is required to defray the cost and expenses incurred by the City for 
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construction and other services in connection with the improvement. The permit fee shall be set 
by Council resolution. 
Response: The review and issuance of construction permits for the road 
extension ensure compliance with these requirements.  

.160 Installation Conformation:  
A. Conformance required. In addition to other requirements, improvements installed by the 
developer either as a requirement of these regulations or at his/her own option, shall conform to 
the requirements of this chapter and to improvement standards and specifications followed by the 
City. 
B. Adopted installation standards. The Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, 
Oregon Chapter A.P.W.A., and Design and Construction Standards for Sanitary and Surface 
Water Management (as adopted by the Unified Sewerage Agency in 1996 and including any 
future revisions or amendments) shall be a part of the City’s adopted installation standard(s); 
other standards may also be required upon recommendation of the City Engineer. 
Response: Conformance with the requirements of this section will occur during 
building permit review and construction.   

.170 Plan Check:  
A. Submittal requirements. Work shall not begin until construction plans and construction 
estimates have been submitted and checked for adequacy and approved by the City Engineer in 
writing. The developer can obtain detailed information about submittal requirements from the 
City Engineer. 
B. Compliance. All such plans shall be prepared in accordance with requirements of the City. 
Response: The review and issuance of construction permits for the road 
extension ensure compliance with these requirements.   

.180 Notice to City:  
A. Commencement. Work shall not begin until the City has been notified in advance. 
B. Resumption. If work is discontinued for any reason, it shall not be resumed until the City is 
notified. 
Response: City notification of construction will  occur in compliance with these 
requirements.  

.190 City Inspection:  
A. Inspection of improvements. Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and to 
the satisfaction of the City. The City may require changes in typical sections and details if 
unusual conditions arising during construction warrant such changes in the public interest. 
Response:  Inspections will  occur as part  of the construction process.  

.200 Engineers Certification:  
A. Written certification required. The developer’s engineer shall provide written certification of a 
form provided by the City that all improvements, workmanship and materials are in accord with 
current and standard engineering and construction practices, and are of high grade, prior to City 
acceptance of the subdivision’s improvements or any portion thereof for operation and 
maintenance. 
Response:  This certification will  be provided upon completion of the road 
extension. 
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January 15, 2010 (Revised June 14, 2010) 
 
City of Tigard  
Attention: Cheryl Caines 
13125 SW Hall Boulevard 
Tigard, OR 97223 
 
Re: Completeness Response 

CPA2009-00004, SLR2009-00004, and SLR2009-00005 
 Project Number 2070334.06 

Dear Cheryl: 

The following information has been prepared in response to your letter of incomplete 
application submittal, dated October 30, 2009, regarding the request for the extension of Wall 
Street. We have addressed the items below, with our responses following your comments. 
With this additional information, we feel that the burden of proof has been substantially met 
and no additional information is necessary to deem the proposed application complete. Our 
intent with this submittal is to clarify the pertinent details of this application so as to better 
articulate the proposed extension, and demonstrate compliance with the approval criteria. The 
following are our detailed responses to incomplete items.  

1. APPLICATION FORM 

The property owner of tax lot 2S102DA-00690 has been contacted and a copy of the signed 
application form is attached to this response (Exhibit A).  

2. NARRATIVE 

Comprehensive Plan  

Natural Resources and Historic Areas – Goal 5.1  
Protect natural resources and the environmental and ecological functions they provide and, 
to the extent feasible, restore natural resources to create naturally functioning systems and 
high levels of biodiversity. 
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street presents several conflicts with current 
comprehensive plan goals and policies including transportation, public facilities and services, 
and economic development and those related to natural resources and environmental quality. 
Careful consideration of the balance between these goals and policies has been the forefront 
of the extension of Wall Street since the initial planning stages related to Phase 1 in 2002. 
Evidence of this consideration is found in the Alternatives Analysis prepared for the full 
extension of Wall Street (included as Exhibit K), of which this application is in full 
compliance. The City determined that Alternative 9 was preferred as it would avoid and 
minimize impacts to wetlands, floodplains, and natural resources to the greatest extent 
practicable. The proposed extension is in full compliance with Alternative 9. 
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Wetland mitigation for proposed impacts has been designed to improve the functional 
attributes of wetlands and associated riparian habitats. Functional attributes that will result in 
improvements or gains as a result of the mitigation efforts will be water storage and delay, 
nitrogen removal, thermoregulation, anadromous fish habitat support, invertebrate habitat 
support, amphibian and turtle habitat, wintering and migratory waterbird support, and 
songbird habitat support. Mitigation for both phases of construction was proposed in the 
vicinity of Pinebrook Creek, a perennial stream just south of the alignment of Phase 1 of the 
project, because the creek and adjacent wetlands had been degraded by historic straightening 
of the Pinebrook Creek channel, and by routing the creek through two in-line ponds. These 
ponds contributed to thermal pollution, and also negatively affected dissolved oxygen and 
nutrient inputs into both Pinebrook and Fanno Creeks. Mitigation for both phases of this 
project included routing the channel of Pinebrook Creek away from the in-line ponds (the 
western pond was eliminated during Phase 1 of construction).  
 
Mitigation elements have been implemented to benefit water quality in Fanno Creek by 
eliminating the warm nutrient rich waters from the remaining pond from entering Fanno 
Creek. The new alignment of the creek will allow fish passage from Fanno Creek to 
Pinebrook Creek. Other functions and values that have been restored or improved as a result 
of wetland mitigation are discussed below, as summarized from the details included in the 
project’s stream restoration and mitigation plan document (prepared by Zion Natural 
Resources Consulting, 2007).  

  
With the use of berms and Newberry riffles there will be an increase in water storage 
during the wet season that will delay the movement of hydrology towards Fanno Creek. 
Nitrogen removal will be increased and accomplished through the placement of native 
vegetation, seasonal inundation, and the placement of downed large diameter trees 
placed throughout the mitigation site.  
 
The function of thermoregulation will increase over time through the overshadowing of 
the Pinebrook Creek and wetland areas by the planting of trees and shrubs to eventually 
reduce the temperatures of the water as the vegetation matures. 
 
The design of this mitigation area is specifically oriented toward anadromous fish habitat. 
This design incorporates the reduction of water velocities, provides refuge for young fish 
during high flow times, will likely increase the presence of invertebrates, and prevents fish 
entrapment as the hydrology recedes from the site. Invertebrate habitat support and 
amphibian and turtle support will be accomplished in the same manner through the 
placement of large boulders and downed wood, variable vegetation forms, and seasonal 
pools associated with Pinebrook Creek. Seasonal pools, increased native vegetation, and 
the contributing watershed upstream will provide an increase in functions for wintering 
and migratory waterbird support. 
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There is expected to be no loss of functions through the impact of the wetlands once 
compensated through the implementation of this mitigation plan.  

Though native species are locally abundant, the existing ecological area is dominated by 
invasive species and is in degraded condition. By mitigating impacts resulting from the 
construction of the extension of Wall Street, the ecological function will be vastly improved 
both from a water quality and habitat perspective. The result of this extensive mitigation, 
including the removal of invasive species, will be a naturally functioning system with high 
levels of biodiversity. Through demonstration of other alternatives and restoration activities, 
the proposed extension of Wall Street demonstrates compliance with this goal. 

Policy 7 
The City shall protect and restore riparian and upland habitats to the maximum extent 
feasible on public and private lands.  
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street proposes the minimum impacts practicable. 
Through the Alternatives Analysis process, the City previously determined that Alternative 9 
was preferred as it would avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands, floodplains, and natural 
resources to the greatest extent practicable. The proposed extension is in full compliance with 
Alternative 9. Furthermore, restoration of riparian habitats will include removal of noxious 
invasive species and the installation of nearly 3,000 native trees, shrubs, and herbaceous 
plants over an area of greater than 1.25 acres. These actions will not only serve to restore 
habitats disturbed during bridge construction, it will also support habitat connectivity and 
diversity in adjoining areas. This policy is met. 

Policy 8 
The City shall protect and, to the extent feasible, restore the diverse ecological and non-
ecological functions and services of streams, wetlands, and associated riparian corridors.  
Response: Impacts to Fanno Creek and wetlands within the project area have been minimized 
through an extensive analysis of alternative roadway alignments. Unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands are being mitigated through implementation of a wetland mitigation plan that has 
been approved by the Oregon Department of State Lands and the US Army Corps of 
Engineers. See Goal 5.1 for a discussion of ecological functions that will be restored or 
enhanced as a result of these mitigation elements. Specifically, restoration of riparian habitats 
will include removal of noxious invasive species and the installation of nearly 3,000 native 
trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants over an area of greater than 1.25 acres. These actions will 
not only serve to restore habitats disturbed during bridge construction, it will also support 
habitat connectivity and diversity in adjoining areas. This policy is met. 

Hazards – Goal 7.1  
Protect people and property from flood, landslide, earthquake, wildfire, and severe weather 
hazards. 
Response: The Flood Insurance Study and accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps, 
effective February 18, 2005, were consulted to verify the 100-year floodplain elevation in the 
project area. This information was cross-referenced with the OBEC Consulting 
Engineers/West Consultants Hydraulic Analysis performed as part of the Alternatives 
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Analysis (Exhibit K) to confirm the floodplain elevation and impacts related to the proposed 
roadway and bridge extension. As stated in Exhibit O, the research was conclusive that the 
floodplain elevation is consistent between both sources at 141.4. 
 
The previously prepared Alternatives Analysis considered the impacts of the full extension of 
Wall Street including floodplain impacts. The selected design (Alternative 9) demonstrated 
the most minimal impacts practicable and was, therefore, approved by the City as the 
preferred alternative. An OBEC Consulting Engineers/West Consultants team was retained by 
the City previously to analyze hydraulic impacts associated with various bridge alternatives 
(Exhibit K). The study concluded that a 320-foot bridge would span the floodway, and bridge 
piling supports would have minimal impacts on the floodway. The 320-foot bridge also meets 
FEMA requirements related to no rise in the floodplain elevation. A memorandum 
summarizing the information in this report relative to the proposed extension has been 
prepared (Exhibit O).  
 
Floodplain impacts associated with the proposed extension are limited to placement of 
roadway structural fill in the areas west and east of the proposed bridge and support piles. 
Impacts are further limited to match previous design assumptions through the placement of 
wing and retaining walls on both sides of the bridge span. Total floodplain impacts indicated 
for the proposed extension, prior to mitigation, are 2010 CY (over a 0.56 AC footprint). To 
ensure compliance with the conclusions of the Hydraulic Analysis and no impacts to the 100-
year floodplain, mitigation in the form of excavation within the floodplain to balance 
earthwork volumes will be provided off-site in a location to be determined. This application 
does not propose any work within the stream corridor associated with Fanno Creek. The 
actual paved surface and related improvements do not create 100-year floodplain impacts and 
the bottom chord of the bridge structure is elevated above the floodplain elevation to exceed 
the required 1-foot freeboard. The proposed structural fill is needed to elevate the proposed 
public roadway above the 100-year floodplain. Required grading associated with the proposed 
road construction has been designed using BMP’s from DEQ and CWS to minimize erosion 
and potential sedimentation of Fanno Creek (see sheet R2.2 of Exhibit L). This goal is met. 

Policy 4 
The City shall design and construct public facilities to withstand hazardous events with a 
priority on hazard protection of public services and facilities that are needed to provide 
emergency response services.  
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street is designed as a public collector street and 
will serve future residential development on the Fields property. The proposed 320-foot 
bridge was selected due to the width of the floodway at the proposed extension of Wall Street, 
and minimizes impacts to meet FEMA requirements related to no rise in the floodplain 
elevation. The proposed impacts in the floodplain are necessary to elevate the roadway and 
bridge extension above the 100-year floodplain elevation with 1 foot of freeboard in order to 
ensure that the constructed roadway will be able to provide emergency response services in 
the event of a flood, and have been mitigated by balancing earthwork locally. This policy is 
met.  
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Policy 7 
The City shall comply with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood 
regulations, which include standards for base flood levels, flood proofing, and minimum 
finished floor elevations. 
Response: The proposed design complies with the base flood elevation determined through 
the Flood Insurance Study and accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps, effective February 
18, 2005. No structures are proposed with this application and, therefore, flood proofing and 
floor elevations are not applicable. This policy is met. 

Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space – Goal 8.1 
Provide a wide variety of high quality park and open spaces for all residents, including both: 
A. developed areas with facilities for active recreation; and 
B. undeveloped areas for nature-oriented recreation and the protection and enhancement 

of valuable natural resources within the parks and open space system. 
Response: The City of Tigard Parks Master Plan (Res. 09-53) indicates that the proposed 
extension lies within Fanno Creek Park. This park is indicated as a Linear Park, which abuts 
designated public open space to the south of the proposed extension. Linear parks are 
described as follows, “[l]inear parks offer opportunities for trail-oriented outdoor recreation 
along built or natural corridors, connect residences to major community destinations and 
provide some active and passive recreation facilities to meet neighborhood needs.” A master 
plan was developed in 2003 for the Fanno Creek Park specific to the area east of Hall 
Boulevard surrounding the Library. The master plan documents acknowledge the proposed 
extension of Wall Street on the existing and natural conditions exhibit. The proposed 
extension of Wall Street as indicated on the City’s TSP and acknowledged in the master 
planning process, does not include any impacts to existing or planned active recreation 
activities. The existing trail-oriented recreation along the natural area abutting Fanno Creek is 
proposed to remain unaltered with the exception of the large enhancement activities proposed 
to meet CWS requirements. The result of these enhancements will be the removal of existing 
invasive species which dominate a majority of this area, and an improved habitat for a variety 
of wildlife, as well as positive water-quality benefits. This goal is met. 

Policy 17 
The City shall maintain and manage its parks and open space resources in ways that 
preserve, protect, and restore Tigard’s natural resources, including rare, or state and 
federally listed species, and provide “Nature in the City” opportunities.  
Response: As indicated above, the City has acknowledged the proposed extension with its 
master planning process of Fanno Creek Park. The proposed extension will meet or allow the 
facilitation of the recommendations of the Wildlife/Habitat Analysis of the Fanno Creek 
Master Plan as it relates to sensitive plant and animals species. The large enhancement effort 
proposed to meet CWS requirements will restore and greatly improve the surrounding natural 
resources for a variety of purposes, including wildlife habitat (both existing and potential) and 
water quality. Further details regarding habitat species can be found on the attached letter 
from Pacific Habitat Services. This policy is met.  
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Public Facilities and Services – Goal 11.1 
Develop and maintain a stormwater system that protects development, water resources, and 
wildlife habitat. 
Response: A new bioswale will be constructed east of Fanno Creek to treat runoff from the 
proposed extension. The proposed bioswale is consistent with the plans previously prepared 
for the City, and includes capacity to treat impervious surfaces from the streets and sidewalks 
associated with the Phase 2 impacts, as well as future extension to a proposed high point in 
the profile east of the existing railroad track crossings. As designed and accounted for by 
previous design and construction, a portion of the Phase 2 stormwater runoff from the new 
impervious surfaces to the west of the bridge span will be treated with the water quality 
facility constructed with Phase 1. The previous approval sized this facility appropriately for 
the ultimate build-out of both phases. Preliminary calculations are provided in Exhibit M per 
City and Clean Water Services standards. The two stormwater facilities will meet and exceed 
water quality treatment standards for the new impervious areas and will maintain or increase 
the water quality and habitat values of Fanno Creek. This goal is met. 

Policy 1 
The City shall require that all new development: 
A. construct the appropriate stormwater facilities or ensure construction by paying their 

fair share of the cost; 
B. comply with adopted plans and standards for stormwater management; and 
C. meet or exceed regional, state, and federal standards for water quality and flood 

protection 
Response: A new bioswale will be constructed east of Fanno Creek to treat runoff from the 
proposed extension. The proposed bioswale is consistent with the plans previously prepared 
for the City, and includes capacity to treat impervious surfaces from the streets and sidewalks 
associated with the Phase 2 impacts as well as future extension to a proposed high point in the 
profile east of the existing railroad track crossings. As designed and accounted for by previous 
design and construction, a portion of the Phase 2 stormwater runoff from the new impervious 
surfaces to the west of the bridge span will be treated with the water quality facility 
constructed with Phase 1. The previous approval sized this facility appropriately for the 
ultimate build-out of both phases. Preliminary calculations are provided in Exhibit M per City 
and CWS standards. The two stormwater facilities will meet and exceed water quality 
treatment standards for the new impervious areas, and will increase the water quality and 
habitat values of Fanno Creek. This policy is met. 

Policy 6 
The City shall maintain streams and wetlands in their natural state, to the extent necessary, 
to protect their stormwater conveyance and treatment functions. 
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street does not impact the stream channel of 
Fanno Creek. Wetland impacts include 0.19 acre to construct the westerly bridge wing wall 
and the roadway and fill slopes for the remainder of the project. Wetland impacts are mainly 
associated with emergent/scrub-shrub wetlands that are currently dominated by invasive 
species. These impacts are consistent with the prior Corps/DSL fill permits and the City’s 
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Alternatives Analysis. Wetland mitigation for the full extension of Wall Street was 
constructed with Phase 1 of the road extension. Mitigation included 0.20 acres of wetland 
restoration, 0.29 acres of wetland enhancement, and 0.08 acres of wetland creation. 
Mitigation and monitoring efforts are ongoing and appear on track to meet the conditions of 
permits that have been issued by the Oregon Department of State Lands and the US Army 
Corps of Engineers. While no additional wetland mitigation measures are proposed, 
additional plantings within CWS buffer is proposed including approximately 326 trees and 
2,144 shrubs. The result of the prior wetland mitigation and proposed buffer mitigation is a 
high-quality and functional natural system. The addition of a new bioswale on the east end of 
the proposed extension will treat runoff from the new impervious areas prior to the release 
into the abutting wetlands. This policy is met. 

Goal 11.4 
Maintain adequate public facilities and services to meet the health, safety, education, and 
leisure of all Tigard residents.  
Response: The proposed public road extension has been designed in accordance with the 
collector designation per the City’s TSP. The width of the extension will be accessible to 
serve emergency vehicles. This goal is met. 

Policy 4-D 
The City shall require that all new development: 
Have a street layout and design that is accessible by emergency vehicles; and 
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street is designed to be accessible by emergency 
vehicles that will be needed to serve future residential development on Mr. Fields’ property. 
This policy is met. 

Transportation – Goal 12.1 

Policy 1 – Transportation System 
Plan, design, and construct transportation facilities in a manner which 
enhances the livability of Tigard by: 
A.  Proper location and design of transportation facilities. 
B.  Encouraging pedestrian accessibility by providing safe, secure and desirable 

pedestrian routes. 
C.  Addressing issues of excessive speeding and through traffic on local residential streets 

through a neighborhood traffic program. The program should address corrective 
measures for existing problems and assure that development incorporates traffic 
calming. 

Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street is shown on the City’s TSP as a future 
collector. The proposed design provides standard width sidewalks that will accommodate 
pedestrian accessibility. This policy is met. 
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Policy 2 
Provide a balanced transportation system, incorporating all modes of transportation 
(including motor vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian, transit and other modes) by: 
A.  The development of and implementation of public street standards that recognize the 

multi-purpose nature of the street right-of-way for utility, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, 
truck and auto use. 

B.  Coordination with TriMet, and/or any other transit providers serving Tigard, to 
improve transit service to Tigard. Fixed route transit will primarily use arterial and 
collector streets in Tigard. Development adjacent to transit routes will provide direct 
pedestrian accessibility. 

C.  Construction of bicycle lanes on all arterials and collectors within Tigard consistent 
with the bicycle master. All schools, parks, public facilities, and retail areas shall strive 
to have direct access to a bikeway. 

D.  Construction of sidewalks on all streets within Tigard. All schools, parks, public 
facilities, and retail areas shall strive to have direct access to a sidewalk. 

E.  Development of bicycle and pedestrian plans which link to recreational trails. 
F.  Design local streets to encourage a reduction in trip length by providing connectivity 

and limiting out-of-direction travel and provide connectivity to activity centers and 
destinations with a priority for bicycle and pedestrian connections. 

G.  Tigard will participate in vehicle trip reduction strategies developed regionally 
targeted to achieve non-single occupant vehicle levels outlined in table 1.3 of the 
regional transportation plan. 

H.  Tigard will support the development of a commuter rail system as part of the regional 
transit network. 

Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street has been designed in accordance with 
public street standards, and provides a balance of different modes of transportation modes 
including motor vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycles. This policy is met. 

Policy 3 
Strive to achieve a safe transportation system by the development of street standards, access 
management policies and speed controls when constructing streets, and by making street 
maintenance a priority and through a comprehensive program of engineering, education, 
and enforcement. 
G.  New roadways shall meet appropriate lighting standards. Existing roadways shall be 

systematically retrofitted with roadway lighting. 
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street will include lighting in accordance with the 
public street standards, which will be reviewed with the final design plans submitted for 
building permit. This policy is met. 

Policy 5 
Develop transportation facilities which are accessible to all members of the community and 
minimize out of direction travel by: 
A.  The design and construction of transportation facilities to meet the requirements of the 

Americans with Disabilities Act. 
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Response: The roadway and sidewalk slopes do not exceed ADA maximums. The design 
meets the requirements of ADA. This policy is met.  
 
Goal 12.2 – Trafficways 

Policy 6 
The City shall adopt the following transportation improvement strategy in order to 
accommodate planned land uses in the Tigard Triangle: 
E.  Analysis indicates that there is a long term (20-30 years) need for Dartmouth Road to 

continue over Highway 217 and potentially south to Hall Boulevard as well as for 
extending the collector distributor roads from the Highway 217/72nd Avenue 
interchange through the Highway 217/Highway 99W interchange. The Highway 217 
corridor analysis to be performed by Metro and ODOT should consider the advantages 
and disadvantages of these improvements. The Dartmouth extension to Hall Boulevard 
should be constructed only if further system improvements to Hall Boulevard are made 
concurrently. If additional capacity is not added to Hall Boulevard south of where the 
Dartmouth extension would be connected, the effectiveness of this connection would be 
diminished. Alternatively, another roadway could be constructed that provides a 
connection from the Dartmouth extension to Hall Boulevard in the vicinity of 
McDonald Street. 

Response: Although the above connection is not shown on the current TSP, it is assumed that 
the extension of Wall Street as proposed could facilitate the connection from Hall Boulevard 
to Dartmouth Road. The proposed extension is in compliance with the collector designation 
on the TSP for Wall Street, and does not preclude the future extension of Wall Street to 
connect with Dartmouth. This policy is met.  

Tigard Community Development Code  

18.775 – Sensitive Lands  
Response: The previously submitted narrative and supporting exhibits addressed this section 
in detail. No further information is necessary to demonstrate compliance with TDC 18.775 – 
Sensitive Lands section of the Community Development Code for completeness purposes.  

Tigard Municipal Code 

7.40.090 – Greenway Maintenance 
A.  The owner or responsible party shall be responsible for the maintenance of the 

property, subject to an easement to the City or to the public fro greenway purposes. 
Except as otherwise provided by this section and Sections 7.40.050 through 7.40.120, 
the standards for maintenance shall be as follows: 
1. The land shall remain in its natural topographic condition. No private structures, 

culverts, excavations or fills shall be constructed within the easement area unless 
authorized by the City Engineer based on a finding of need in order to protect 
the property or the public health, safety of welfare. 



 
 
 
 
 
City of Tigard 
Completeness Response 
Project Number 2070334.06 
January 15, 2010 
Page 10 
 

 
H:\PROJECTS\207033406\WP\LTR\100115-Completeness Response REV.doc 

2.  No tree over five feet in height shall be removed unless authorized by the 
Planning Director based on a finding that the tree constitutes a nuisance or a 
hazard. 

3.  Grass shall be kept cut to a height not exceeding ten inches, except when some 
natural condition prevents cutting. 

B.  In situations where the approval authority establishes different standards or additional 
standards, the standards shall be in writing and shall be recorded. No person shall be 
found in violation of this section of the code unless the person has been given actual or 
constructive notice of the standards prior to the time the violation occurred. 

Response: TMC 7.40.090 is a nuisance provision that governs maintenance of greenway 
easement areas. Because no greenway easements exists on this site and because TMC 
7.40.090 is a nuisance provision and not a development regulation, it does not apply to our 
application. 

Chapter 9.06 – Trees on City Property 
9.06.030 Tree Planting  
(A)  No person other than the City shall plant a tree on City property without the written 

approval of the Public Works Director or designee. In approving tree plantings, the 
Public Works Director or designee may impose conditions of approval;  

(B) Any City department responsible for City property shall consult with the Public Works 
Director or designee before planting trees on City property;  

(C)  The Public Works Director or designee may grant approval of tree-planting on City 
property under subsection a of this section only if the applicant has submitted a tree 
plan showing compliance with the standards set forth in the Tree Manual, and has 
signed a maintenance agreement consistent with the standards set forth in the Tree 
Manual. The requirement for a maintenance agreement may be waived if the tree-
planting is voluntary and not required by any City code provision or condition of 
approval;  

(D)  All tree plantings on City property shall be undertaken in a manner consistent with the 
approval of the Public Works Director or designee and the standards set forth in the 
Tree Manual;  

(E)  Only trees listed in the Street Tree List or those specifically approved by the Public 
Works Director or designee may be planted as street trees.  

Response: Trees proposed to be planted with the extension of Wall Street are required as 
conditions of the Service Provider Letter issued by CWS (Exhibit P). A total of 318 trees are 
proposed to be planted within the project area to meet CWS standards for enhancement and 
mitigation. Most of these trees are to be planted on City property. The details of the proposed 
plantings are provided in Exhibit Q, including a landscape plan (Sheet R2.5). Prior to 
installation of the proposed trees, coordination with the City Public Works Director, or 
designee, will occur to coordinate proposed species and planting details. In the event the City 
Public Works Director requires a maintenance agreement, in addition to any other special 
requirements by CWS, an agreement will be provided prior to issuance of building permit. 
The standards for planting requirements will be coordinated between the Tigard Tree Manual 
and CWS R&O 07-20 Appendix A. This standard is met. 
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9.06.040 Tree Care and Maintenance  
(1)  General Provisions  

(A)  All trees planted pursuant to the written approval of the Public Works Director 
or designee under Section 9.06.040 shall be cared for and maintained according 
to the standards set forth in the City Tree Care Manual.  

Response: In the event that the Public Works Director, or designee, deems a maintenance 
agreement necessary, such an agreement will be provided prior to issuance of building permit 
for the extension of Wall Street. This standard is met. 
 
9.06.050 Tree Protection  
(1)  Care of Trees on City Property. The City shall follow the Tree Manual in caring for 

and protecting trees on City property.  
(2)  These requirements shall provide for the proper protection of tree roots, trunk(s) (or 

stem(s)), branches, and foliage within a tree’s critical root zone for any tree on City 
property during any type of construction activity or project (excavation, demolition or 
any other type of disturbance);  

Response: The construction of Wall Street requires the excavation of previously placed fill 
material to the north of the proposed extension. Trees on the City’s property in this area 
proposed to be saved will protect the critical root zone by providing a buffer in compliance 
with the definition in the Tree Manual under 020.6.c. Circular areas demonstrating the critical 
root zone are shown on the tree removal exhibit included with the Arborist Report as Exhibit 
T, which are areas not to be disturbed. Final construction plans will demonstrate details for 
construction fencing and other details to ensure no impacts to the trees and their critical root 
zone occur in accordance with these standards, as specified in the arborist’s 
recommendations. This standard is met. 
 
9.06.060 Removal of Hazardous Trees from City Property  
(1)  Removal Priority  

(A)  When any person reports to the Public Works Director or designee that a tree on 
City property is hazardous, the Public Works Director, or appointed designee, 
shall evaluate the condition of the tree. The Public Works Director or designee 
shall establish a removal priority among trees determined to be hazardous and 
the City shall proceed with removal of hazardous trees from City property 
according to the priority established by the Public Works Director or designee, 
subject to the availability of financial and other resources.  

Response: An arborist study was prepared for the second phase extension of Wall Street as 
proposed with this application which has been included as Exhibit T. The study analyzed a 
total of 26 trees (four trees were inventoried with the phase one arborist study). Of the 26 
trees inventoried, 21 trees are located on City property and are subject to these regulations.  

The study concluded that of the 21 trees inventoried on City property, five were considered 
dead or hazard trees, and were recommended for immediate removal. While not delineated as 
hazardous, an additional 12 trees were identified as having “poor form, internal decay or other 
defects that make them poor specimens, unsuitable for retention in an ornamental landscape 
or potential hazard trees as they continue to deteriorate” and recommended for removal. The 
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four remaining trees on City property were not identified in the above categories; however, 
are necessary for removal to accommodate the proposed construction activities related to the 
extension of Wall Street. Three trees are proposed to be preserved (number 56, 57, and 58) as 
they are not directly impacted by the proposed development.  
 
According to Section 090.2 of the Tree Manual, the extension of existing streets as shown on 
the Transportation System Plan is exempt for the tree mitigation requirements. As such, no 
mitigation is required. Nonetheless, a total of 318 trees are proposed to be planted within the 
vegetated corridors within the project area. This standard is met. 

 (2)  Removal of Hazardous Trees  
(A)  The removal of hazardous trees from City property shall be performed by City of 

Tigard employees or contracted commercial tree care companies with experience 
in tree removal. The Public Works Director or designee shall provide guidance 
as to the disposition of any wood or debris from any tree removal on City 
property.  

Response: Prior to removal of the hazardous trees, the City of Tigard will inform the 
applicant whether they will be removing the hazardous trees and specific details regarding the 
disposition of debris. This standard is met. 
 
9.06.070 Removal of Trees from City Property  
(1)  Removal of Trees from City Property other than Right of Way Prohibited. No person 

other than the City or a person acting under contract with the City shall remove a tree 
from any City park or any City-owned property without written approval of the Public 
Works Director or designee. Any person removing a tree from City property other than 
right of way shall provide mitigation as specified in the Tree Manual.  

Response: The trees proposed to be removed will fall under right-of-way that will be 
dedicated prior to issuance of building permit for the construction of the road. According to 
Section 090.2 of the Tree Manual, the extension of existing streets as shown on the 
Transportation System Plan is exempt for the tree mitigation requirements. As such, no 
mitigation is required. Nonetheless, a total of 318 trees are proposed to be planted within the 
project area. This standard is met. 
 
(2)  Removal of Trees from Right of Way. No person other than the City or a person acting 

under contract with the City shall remove a tree from any City right of way without 
written approval of the Public Works Director or designee. As part of the written 
approval for tree removal from right of way, the Public Works Director or designee 
shall require mitigation as specified in the Tree Manual.  

Response: The trees proposed to be removed will fall under right-of-way that will be 
dedicated prior to issuance of building permit for the construction of the road. According to 
Section 090.2 of the Tree Manual, the extension of existing streets as shown on the 
Transportation System Plan is exempt for the tree mitigation requirements. As such, no 
mitigation is required. Nonetheless, a total of 318 trees are proposed to be planted within the 
project area. This standard is met. 
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(3)  Removal of Wood or Tree Debris from City Property. No person shall remove wood or 
tree debris from City property without written approval of the Public Works Director 
or designee, provided however that the Public Works Director or designee may 
retroactively approve removal of wood or tree debris from City property if the removal 
was under emergency circumstances. This section does not prohibit clearing of paths 
or other clean-up that leaves wood or tree debris on City property.  

Response: The removal of wood or other tree debris from the proposed removal of trees, will 
be coordinated with the City Public Works Director and Arborist. This standard is met. 

Metro Urban Functional Growth Management Plan 

Title 13 – Nature in Neighborhoods 
Response: Title 13 (Nature in Neighborhoods) of the Metro Urban Functional Growth 
Management Plan sets forth regulations and standards for implementation by each local 
jurisdiction. According to review of Ordinance 06-20, the City of Tigard has adopted 
regulations and code amendments to ensure compliance with Title 13. In the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 5, goals and policies have been adopted to enforce the policies 
in Title 13. Similarly, the purpose statement, as listed in TDC 18.775.010.D, comments that 
its intent is to implement the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and Title 13. 
By demonstrating compliance with the applicable provisions of both Chapter 5 and the 
Sensitive Lands chapter, this request is in compliance with Title 13.  

3.  SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

ESEE 

Please provide on the document the names and titles of those who prepared it. Also provide 
the facts, findings, and conclusions in the narrative to show how 18.775.130.A criteria are 
met. Does this updated analysis consider changes that may have occurred since the original 
ESEE was completed for Phase 1? 
Response: The revised ESEE for the Phase 2 extension of Wall Street includes the recent 
changes in zoning of Mr. Fields’ property. No other changes have occurred since the 
completion of Phase 1. The ESEE submitted for Phase 2 was prepared by John van Staveren 
and Shawn Eisner with Pacific Habitat Services (PHS) and Tom Wright, AICP of Group 
Mackenzie. The prior narrative adequately addresses the relevant criteria in 18.775.130.A, as 
are further supported by the revised ESEE document attached. No additional analysis is 
necessary. 

The ESEE analysis was prepared by the following PHS staff: John van Staveren, Professional 
Wetland Scientist (PWS) and Shawn Eisner, Wetland Biologist/ Project Manager. PHS is a 
natural resource consulting firm with expertise in wetland functional assessment and Oregon 
Statewide Planning Goal 5 work. PHS has completed nearly two dozen Goal 5 projects in the 
State of Oregon since the early 1990’s, many of which included ESEE elements.  
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John van Staveren, PWS, (B.S. Marine biology and limnology) is the senior scientist at PHS. 
As Senior Scientist, Mr. van Staveren directs the firm’s environmental and regulatory 
compliance activities. He has conducted thousands of wetland delineations, 24 Local Wetland 
Inventories and riparian inventories, designed and implemented dozens of freshwater and 
estuarine wetland mitigation plans, provided expert witness testimony, and testified at 
numerous public hearings. 

Shawn Eisner (B.S. in Environmental Science and Earth Science; Graduate Certificate in 
Environmental Geology) is a wetland/environmental assessment project manager. His recent 
Goal 5 experience includes preparation of local wetland inventories for the planned 
communities of North Bethany and Bull Mountain in Washington County, as well as for Arch 
Cape in Clatsop County. Shawn also provides specialized support pertaining to wetland 
delineations, biological assessments on transportation (bridge) projects, and the environmental 
permitting process in general. 

Alternatives Analysis 

Page 8 of the analysis is not legible. Please ensure that future copies of this page are legible 
for readers. Was the wildlife biologist/wetlands ecologist involved with analyzing the 
environmental impact of the two new alternatives? 
Response: A revised copy of the Alternatives Analysis has been provided with this response. 
Methodology used to analyze the two new additional access points was consistent with that 
used to prepare the previous Alternatives Analysis. Impacts were calculated using Arc View 
based upon the approximate location of the road alignments, estimated width or road grading 
limits, and natural resource mapping. PHS was involved to help analyze and determine 
impacts of each additional alternative.  

Department of State Lands Removal/Fill Permit  

Permit 31719-RF has expired and you state that a new permit will be requested. The 
supporting documents for this permit were prepared several years ago and will likely be 
required by the permitting agency. Please provide copies of updated supporting documents. 
Response: The previously approved joint fill permit from DSL and the Corps approved 
wetland impacts associated with the full extension of Wall Street. Approved mitigation was 
also included with this permit, and constructed with the first phase of the extension. The 
permit expired January 27, 2008, and the impacts for Phase 2 will require a new permit. Per 
recent discussions with representatives of both DSL and Corps new permits will be necessary 
and the mitigation completed with Phase 1 can be applied to the impacts proposed with this 
application. It is possible that updated supporting documents will be required by the agencies; 
however, this information is not necessary for the City to approve this application. 
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4.  ADJUSTMENT 

Response: The additional fee of $310.50 has been provided with this re-submittal. 

5.  TREE REMOVAL PERMITS 

Response: A separate, but concurrent, Tree Removal Permit request has been submitted with 
this re-submittal. Per TDC 18.790.050, Tree Removal Permits are processed as Type I 
applications. These standards are met. 

6.  PUBLIC FACILITY ITEMS 

Street Issues 

Right-of-way clearly shown? 
Response:  
1.  An adjustment is requested pursuant to TDC 18.810.030.A.6&7 in order to minimize 

impacts to the natural features in the area of the proposed bridge over Fanno Creek. 
These features include wetlands, vegetated corridors, trees, and additional floodplain 
impacts. The proposed section eliminates the planter section on the bridge portion of 
the extension; however, continues to provide the required travel lanes, bike lanes, and 
sidewalks.  

2.  A 72-foot right-of-way dedication is proposed along the entire length, even in locations 
where the two-lane improvement section is proposed.  

3.  Dedication of right-of-way and easements is shown on the typical section of Sheet R8.1.  
4.  Noted: See previous comment and Sheet R8.1. 

Street right-of-way widths dimensioned and appropriate? 
Response: While the road is limited to two-lanes in the bridge section, right-of-way width is 
maintained at 72 feet for the length of the project. See Sheets R2.1 and R8.1. 

Other? 
Response:  
1.  Final development plans will demonstrate details for both street lighting and street 

trees.  
2.  Final development plans will provide details for franchise utility placement 

underground on either side of the bridge, and attached with the bridge where 
appropriate.  

3.  At a previous meeting with City staff, it was indicated the City would defer to TVF&R 
review. Our discussions with TVF&R indicated that without any structures to protect, 
no turnaround would be necessary with this phase of work. With any future 
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development, circulation and access requirements will have to be followed, including 
providing an adequate turnaround in compliance with TVF&R requirements.  

Sanitary Sewer Issues 

Existing/proposed lines shown? 
Response: Agreed. 

Water Issues 

Existing/proposed lines with sizes noted? 
Response: Water lines have been added to Sheet R2.3. 

Existing/proposed fire hydrants shown? 
Response: Agreed. Hydrants will be added with future development according to applicable 
standards.  

Proposed fire protection system shown? 
Response: Agreed. See TVF&R response note above. 

Storm Drainage and Water Quality Issues 

Existing/proposed lines shown? 
Response: Catch basins have been added at approximately Station 18+25, providing a 
spacing of approximately 390 feet from the westerly roadway profile crest, which meets the 
City/CWS catch basin maximum spacing requirement (400 feet maximum). 

Preliminary sizing calcs for water quality/detention provided? 
Response:  
1.  Preliminary calculations are included in the application materials as Exhibit M. Final 

calculations will be part of the permit application.  
2.  Fees for detention will be paid with the issuance of construction permits. 

7.  ARBORIST COMMENTS 

The provisions of TMC 9.06 and 18.790.050 are addressed above. The following addresses 
the additional code provisions noted by the Arborist. 

18.745 Landscaping and Screening 

18.745.030 General Provisions 
A.  Obligation to maintain. Unless otherwise provided by the lease agreement, the owner, 

tenant and his agent, if any, shall be jointly and severally responsible for the 
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maintenance of all landscaping and screening which shall be maintained in good 
condition so as to present a healthy, neat and orderly appearance, shall be replaced or 
repaired as necessary, and shall be kept free from refuse and debris. 

Response: This application does not include any landscape or screening materials, as the 
proposal is for the extension of a public road. CWS buffer enhancement and mitigation 
plantings are proposed to their “good” standard; however, will be maintained in accordance 
with CWS standards. Trees proposed to be planted on City-owned property will be 
maintained in accordance with TMC 9.06.040, or other agreement. This provision is met. 
 
B.  Pruning required. All plant growth in landscaped areas of developments shall be 

controlled by pruning, trimming or otherwise so that: 
1.  It will not interfere with the maintenance or repair of any public utility; 
2.  It will not restrict pedestrian or vehicular access; and 
3.  It will not constitute a traffic hazard because of reduced visibility. 

Response: This application does not include any proposed pruning or trimming of existing 
landscaping or trees. This provision is not applicable. 
 
C.  Installation requirements. The installation of all landscaping shall be as follows: 

1.  All landscaping shall be installed according to accepted planting procedures; 
2.  The plant materials shall be of high grade, and shall meet the size and grading 

standards of the American Standards for Nurberg Stock (ANSI Z60, 1-1986, and 
any future revisions); and 

3.  Landscaping shall be installed in accordance with the provisions of this title. 
Response: Proposed buffer enhancement and mitigation plantings will be provided in 
accordance with CWS standards, which meet or exceed the City’s requirements. This 
provision is met. 
 
D.  Certificate of occupancy. Certificates of occupancy shall not be issued unless the 

landscaping requirements have been met or other arrangements have been made and 
approved by the City such as the posting of a bond. 

Response: This application is for an extension of a public roadway, therefore, this provision 
is not applicable. 
 
E.  Protection of existing vegetation. Existing vegetation on a site shall be protected as 

much as possible: 
1.  The developer shall provide methods for the protection of existing vegetation to 

remain during the construction process; and 
2.  The plants to be saved shall be noted on the landscape plans (e.g., areas not to 

be disturbed can be fenced, as in snow fencing which can be placed around 
individual trees). 

Response: The proposed plans demonstrate the trees and vegetation to be protected. 
Additional construction details and methods will be specified during the building permit 
process. This provision is met. 
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F.  Care of landscaping along public rights-of-way. Appropriate methods for the care and 
maintenance of street trees and landscaping materials shall be provided by the owner 
of the property abutting the rights-of-way unless otherwise required for emergency 
conditions and the safety of the general public. 

Response: No impacts are proposed to existing plant materials adjacent to public rights-of-
way. This provision does not apply. 
 
G.  Conditions of approval of existing vegetation. The review procedures and standards for 

required landscaping and screening shall be specified in the conditions of approval 
during development review and in no instance shall be less than that required for 
conventional development. 

Response: Appropriate conditions of approval on the proposed extension of Wall Street may 
be specified, and will be complied with during the construction process. This provision is met. 
 
H.  Height restrictions abutting public rights-of-way. No trees, shrubs or plantings more 

than 18 inches in height shall be planted in the public right-of-way abutting roadways 
having no established curb and gutter. 

Response: No landscape plantings are proposed abutting the proposed Wall Street right-of-
way with the exception of street trees. A curb and gutter will protect these plantings in 
compliance with this provision. 

18.745.040 Street Trees 
A.  Protection of existing vegetation. All development projects fronting on a public street, 

private street or a private driveway more than 100 feet in length approved after the 
adoption of this title shall be required to plant street trees in accordance with the 
standards in Section 18.745.040.C. 

B.  Street tree planting list. Certain trees can severely damage utilities, streets and 
sidewalks or can cause personal injury. Approval of any planting list shall be subject to 
review by the Director. 

C.  Size and spacing of street trees. 
1.  Landscaping in the front and exterior side yards shall include trees with a 

minimum caliper of two inches at four feet in height as specified in the 
requirements stated in Section 18.745.040.C.2 below. 

2.  The specific spacing of street trees by size of tree shall be as follows: 
a.  Small or narrow-stature trees under 25 feet tall and less than 16 feet wide 

branching at maturity shall be spaced no greater than 20 feet apart; 
b.  Medium-sized trees 25 feet to 40 feet tall, 16 feet to 35 feet wide branching 

at maturity shall be spaced no greater than 30 feet apart; 
c.  Large trees over 40 feet tall and more than 35 feet wide branching at 

maturity shall be spaced no greater than 40 feet apart; 
d.  Except for signalized intersections as provided in Section 18.745.040.H, 

trees shall not be planted closer than 20 feet from a street intersection, nor 
closer than two feet from private driveways (measured at the back edge of 
the sidewalk), fire hydrants or utility poles to maintain visual clearance; 
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e.  No new utility pole location shall be established closer than five feet to any 
existing street tree; 

f.  Tree pits shall be located so as not to include utilities (e.g., water and gas 
meters) in the tree well; 

g.  On-premises utilities (e.g., water and gas meters) shall not be installed 
within existing tree well areas; 

h.  Street trees shall not be planted closer than 20 feet to light standards; 
i.  New light standards shall not be positioned closer than 20 feet to existing 

street trees except when public safety dictates, then they may be positioned 
no closer than 10 feet; 

j.  Where there are overhead power lines, the street tree species selected shall 
be of a type which, at full maturity, will not interfere with the lines; 

k.  Trees shall not be planted within two feet from the face of the curb; and 
l.  Trees shall not be planted within two feet of any permanent hard surface 

paving or walkway: 
(1)  Space between the tree and the hard surface may be covered by a 

nonpermanent hard surface such as grates, bricks on sand, paver 
blocks and cobblestones; and 

(2)  Sidewalk cuts in concrete for tree planting shall be at least four by 
four feet to allow for air and water into the root area. 

D.  Pruning requirements. Trees, as they grow, shall be pruned to provide at least eight 
feet of clearance above sidewalks and 13 feet above local street, 15 feet above collector 
street, and 18 feet above arterial street roadway surfaces. 

E.  Cut and fill around existing trees. Existing trees may be used as street trees if no 
cutting or filling takes place within the drip-line of the tree unless an adjustment is 
approved by the Director by means of a Type I procedure, as governed by Section 
18.390.030, using approval criteria in Section 18.370.020.C.4.a. 

F.  Replacement of street trees. Existing street trees removed by development projects or 
other construction shall be replaced by the developer with those types of trees 
approved by the Director. The replacement trees shall be of a size and species similar 
to the trees that are being removed unless lesser sized alternatives are approved by the 
Director. 

G.  Granting of adjustments. Adjustments to the street tree requirements may be granted by 
the Director by means of a Type I procedure, as regulated in Section 18.390.030, using 
approval criteria in Section 18.370.020.C.6.b. 

H.  Location of trees near signalized intersections. The Director may allow trees closer to 
specified intersections which are signalized, provided the provisions of Chapter 
18.795, Visual Clearance, are satisfied. (Ord. 09-13) 

Response: The first phase extension of Wall Street provided 2-inch caliper Oregon White 
Oak (Quercus Garryana). This species and spacing will be continued with the proposed 
extension of Wall Street, with the exception of where the planting strip has been eliminated 
with the bridge crossing. These standards are met.  
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18.745.060 Re-Vegetation 
A.  When re-vegetation is required. Where natural vegetation has been removed through 

grading in areas not affected by the landscaping requirements and that are not to be 
occupied by structures, such areas are to be replanted as set forth in this section to 
prevent erosion after construction activities are completed. 

B.  Preparation for re-vegetation. Topsoil removed from the surface in preparation for 
grading and construction is to be stored on or near the sites and protected from 
erosion while grading operations are underway; and 
1.  Such storage may not be located where it would cause suffocation of root systems 

of trees intended to be preserved; and 
2.  After completion of such grading, the topsoil is to be restored to exposed cut and 

fill embankments or building pads to provide a suitable base for seeding and 
planting. 

C.  Methods of re-vegetation. 
1.  Acceptable methods of re-vegetation include hydro-mulching or the planting of 

rye grass, barley, or other seed with equivalent germination rates, and: 
a.  Where lawn or turf grass is to be established, lawn grass seed or other 

appropriate landscape cover is to be sown at not less than four pounds to 
each 1,000 square feet of land area; 

b.  Other re-vegetation methods offering equivalent protection may be 
approved by the approval authority; 

c.  Plant materials are to be watered at intervals sufficient to ensure survival 
and growth; and 

d.  The use of native plant materials is encouraged to reduce irrigation and 
maintenance demands. 

Response: The areas proposed to be disturbed with grading and excavation activities will be 
planted and re-vegetated in accordance with the planting plan developed to meet CWS 
standards listed in R&0 07-05 Appendix A. The methods for species removal and re-planting 
will be consistent with CWS standards, which meet or exceed these standards. 

8.  AREAS OF CONCERN 

The narrative reads, under TDC 18.775.070.B.2, that code references are cited to support 
your interpretation of the term "public support facilities." There is one citation, no discussion 
of how this term has been previously interpreted by the City, and how the proposed 
interpretation is different. 
Response: In the first area of concern, the City asks for additional information about the 
meaning of the term “public support facility.” The only development allowed in residentially 
zoned floodplains are those associated with community recreation uses, utilities, or public 
support facilities. The relevant code provision reads: 

Land form alterations or developments within the 100-year floodplain shall be allowed 
only in areas designated as commercial or industrial on the comprehensive plan land 
use map, except that alterations or developments associated with community recreation 
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uses, utilities, or public support facilities as defined in Chapter 18.120 of the 
Community Development Code shall be allowed in areas designated residential subject 
to applicable zoning standards." TDC 18.775.070.B.2. 

As is stated in the application, the land form alterations and support structures for the bridge 
that are in the floodplain are “public support facilities.” In meetings with Mr. Fields, staff has 
questioned if the land form alterations and support structures for the bridge qualify as “public 
support facilities.” This term is not defined in the Tigard Development Code.  
 
As the applicant's lawyer, Mr. Grillo, explained at the pre-application meeting with staff, the 
“text in context” rule under PGE v. BOLI provides the appropriate methodology for analyzing 
the code’s meaning in using this ambiguous phrase.1 The PGE test involves a two-step 
analysis. First, the text and context of the provision are examined. Second, if the meaning of 
the provision is not clear from the first level of analysis, the decision-maker considers 
legislative history.2  

The text of TDC 18.775.070.B.2 quoted above gives little insight to the meaning of “public 
support facility;” however, another provision in the sensitive lands code gives more 
explanation of this term. TDC 18.775.020.E.1 provides that, “The City Engineer shall review 
the installation of public support facilities such as underground utilities and construction of 
roadway improvements including sidewalks, curbs, streetlights, and driveway aprons * * *.” 

The inclusion of the phrase “construction of roadway improvements” in this description of 
public support facilities strongly indicates that roadway construction is allowed in residential 
floodplains. It indicates even more strongly that support structures for bridges are public 
support facilities. As was mentioned in the application, the entire proposed roadway is 
elevated above the floodplain. It is only support structures for the road that are in the 
floodplain. Furthermore, this must include land form alterations because constructing 
roadways, sidewalks, and driveway aprons inherently involves land form alterations.  
 
A less plausible interpretation would be that land form alterations and support structures for 
the street and bridge do not qualify as “public support facilities” because streets are not public 
facilities. The plausibility of this interpretation is eliminated when the purpose provision in 
the streets section of the code is considered. TDC 18.810.010 provides that, “The purpose of 
this chapter is to provide construction standards for the implementation of public and private 
facilities and utilities such as streets, sewers, and drainage” (emphasis added). By this 
provision, public streets are public facilities. Wall Street is a public street as contemplated in 
the TSP and as designed. It is, therefore, a public facility. The support structures for public 
facilities are naturally public support facilities. 
 
Staff’s completeness review requests a discussion of how the term “public support facilities” 
has been previously interpreted by the City. A search for Tigard land use decisions pertaining 

                                                      
1 PGE v. BOLI, 317 Or 606, 859 P2d 1143 (1993). 
2 PGE, 317 at 610-11. 
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to bridge applications over floodplains resulted in only one other bridge application since 
adoption of the TDC 18.775.070.B.2 provision regarding “public support facilities” quoted 
above. In SLR 2009-0002, the City approved a bridge and pathway across the Fanno Creek 
floodplain on this same residentially zoned property approximately 180 meters upstream from 
the proposed location of Mr. Fields’ bridge. As is explained in Mr. Grillo’s letter to the City 
dated December 1, 2009 (attached), the City Hearings Officer found that such a bridge was 
allowed, so long as the road surface was elevated above the floodplain. 
 
In meetings with Mr. Fields, staff indicated that the City has not approved a bridge or street 
over a residentially zoned floodplain since the “public support facility” provision quoted 
above was adopted. Staff also expressed a belief that such a bridge or street may not be 
allowed because of staff’s long-standing practice to not allow such facilities. While we respect 
staff’s position on this issue, it is not based on the text of the code or even prior land use 
decisions. As is discussed above, the text and context of the code indicates that grading and 
supports for bridges over the floodplain are allowed as “public support facilities.” 

Is this design the most environmentally friendly? The applicant is requesting 
exceptions/adjustments to the street design to avoid impacts to natural areas, but then is 
proposing fill within these same natural areas. 
Response: The proposed extension of Wall Street presents several conflicts with current 
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies, including transportation, public facilities and 
services, and economic development and those related to natural resources and environmental 
quality. Careful consideration of the balance between these goals and policies has been the 
forefront of the extension of Wall Street since the initial planning stages related to Phase 1 in 
2002. Evidence of this consideration is found in the Alternatives Analysis prepared for the 
full extension of Wall Street (included as Exhibit K), of which this application is in full 
compliance. The City determined that Alternative 9 was preferred as it would avoid and 
minimize impacts to wetlands, floodplains and natural resources to the greatest extent 
practicable. The proposed extension is in full compliance with Alternative 9. 

Wall Street is classified as a future collector per the City’s TSP. The proposed design is in 
conformance with the collector standards, with the exception of where the proposed bridge 
crosses Fanno Creek. The improvement width has been reduced to eliminate the planter strip 
from the bridged portion of the extension to ensure that impacts to the natural resources 
(including wetlands, vegetated corridor, floodplain, and trees) are minimized. Furthermore the 
placement of wing and retaining walls on both sides of the bridge span limit additional 
grading and wetland fills, although at a higher cost of construction. A design adjustment has 
been included with this application as allowed in 18.810.030.A.6&7. With the elimination of 
the required planter strip, impacts are minimized to these natural features in accordance with 
the previously selected preferred alternative.  

Beginning on page 8 of the narrative, you briefly outline the impacts to the on-site sensitive 
areas. These impacts are a key concern of the stakeholders. Please ensure that impacts to the 
natural areas and wildlife are clearly outlined. Document where and from whom this 
information was obtained.  
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Response: The impacts proposed with this application are based upon several documents 
including the original Alternatives Analysis which identified the proposed design as the 
preferred alternative. Information presented in this application has been provided by 
professionals in their respective fields, including an arborist, natural resources consultant, 
civil engineers, and land use attorneys. Several previous studies have been used to base 
conclusions of this application, which have been reviewed and concurred with by applicable 
professionals. The proposed extension of Wall Street has been designed to minimize impacts 
to natural resources to the greatest extent practicable, as is evident by the Alternatives 
Analysis. Furthermore, this extension has been designed in conformance with the City’s TSP 
to provide access to Mr. Fields’ property in accordance with prior agreements with the City of 
Tigard. 

Thank you for your response to our application. We look forward to further pursuing this 
request and working with staff for the upcoming public hearings. Please let us know if you 
have any questions or comments.  

Sincerely, 

 

Rhys Konrad, Planner, LEED AP 
Associate 

Exhibits:  Signed Application Form from A. Eikrem (to be included with prior Exhibit A) 
  Alternatives Analysis (to replace prior Exhibit K) 

ESEE (to replace prior Exhibit R) 
S. January 14, 2010 Pacific Habitat Services Habitat Memorandum 
T. Arborist Study 

   U. December 1, 2009 Letter From Phil Grillo 
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Deck SqFt : 
Garage SF : Attic SqFt : Ext Finish : 
Garage Type: Porch SqFt : Const Type : 
Deck : UpperFlSF : Paving Matl : 
Hood Fan : 1stFlrSqFt : InteriorMat : 
Dishwasher : Bldg SqFt : Roof Matl : 
Appliances : BsmLowSF : Roof Shape : 
Pool : BsmUnfinSF : Foundation : 
Heat Method: BsmFin SF : Floor Cover : 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : EffYearBlt : 
Bedrooms : Lot Acres : Year Built : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

: 
: 

Legal : 
Land Use : 
Sub/Plat : 
NbrhdCd :  
Zoning : MillRate : 
Census : Tract: Block : 
Map Grid : Class Code : 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Assessed Total : 
Taxes : School Dist : 

MktTotal : Levy Code : 
MktOther : % Improved : 
MktStructure : Exempt Type : 
MktLand : Exempt Amount : 

ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION

% Owned : Vesting Type : 
Deed Type : Interest Rate : 
Sale Price : Loan Type : 
Document # : Lender : 
Transferred : Loan Amount : 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION

Telephone : Owner: 
Mail   Address : 
Site Address : 
CoOwner : 
Owner : 
Parcel Number : RTSQ:  - - -
Reference Parcel # : 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

= M E T R O S C A N    P R O P E R T Y    P R O F I L E =
Washington (OR)

2S10100 01100
0102S01WR0456072

Fields Fred W

*no Site Address*
1149 SW Davenport St Portland Or 97201

503-228-7089

10/16/1997
97055 Multi-parcel
$6,000,000
Bargain & Sale
100

$3,030,150
$35,070

1
02374$3,065,220

$22,660.7607-08
$1,375,830

IP
YI5

2312 Misc,Non-mfg,Improvement,Ind Zone
ACRES 13.25

13.25
577,170

or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information contained in this report.
Information compiled from various sources.  Real Estate Solutions makes no representations 



Deck SqFt : 
Garage SF : Attic SqFt : Ext Finish : 
Garage Type: Porch SqFt : Const Type : 
Deck : UpperFlSF : Paving Matl : 
Hood Fan : 1stFlrSqFt : InteriorMat : 
Dishwasher : Bldg SqFt : Roof Matl : 
Appliances : BsmLowSF : Roof Shape : 
Pool : BsmUnfinSF : Foundation : 
Heat Method: BsmFin SF : Floor Cover : 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : EffYearBlt : 
Bedrooms : Lot Acres : Year Built : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

: 
: 

Legal : 
Land Use : 
Sub/Plat : 
NbrhdCd :  
Zoning : MillRate : 
Census : Tract: Block : 
Map Grid : Class Code : 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Assessed Total : 
Taxes : School Dist : 

MktTotal : Levy Code : 
MktOther : % Improved : 
MktStructure : Exempt Type : 
MktLand : Exempt Amount : 

ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION

% Owned : Vesting Type : 
Deed Type : Interest Rate : 
Sale Price : Loan Type : 
Document # : Lender : 
Transferred : Loan Amount : 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION

Telephone : Owner: 
Mail   Address : 
Site Address : 
CoOwner : 
Owner : 
Parcel Number : RTSQ:  - - -
Reference Parcel # : 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

= M E T R O S C A N    P R O P E R T Y    P R O F I L E =
Washington (OR)

2S10100 01200
0102S01WR0456081

Fields Fred W

*no Site Address*
1149 SW Davenport St Portland Or 97201

503-228-7089

10/16/1997
97055 Multi-parcel
$6,000,000
Bargain & Sale
100

$2,076,030

02374$2,076,030
$15,358.3507-08
$932,470

IL
YI5

3002 Vacant,Industrial
ACRES 25.69

25.69
1,119,056

or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information contained in this report.
Information compiled from various sources.  Real Estate Solutions makes no representations 





Deck SqFt : 
Garage SF : Attic SqFt : Ext Finish : 
Garage Type: Porch SqFt : Const Type : 
Deck : UpperFlSF : Paving Matl : 
Hood Fan : 1stFlrSqFt : InteriorMat : 
Dishwasher : Bldg SqFt : Roof Matl : 
Appliances : BsmLowSF : Roof Shape : 
Pool : BsmUnfinSF : Foundation : 
Heat Method: BsmFin SF : Floor Cover : 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : EffYearBlt : 
Bedrooms : Lot Acres : Year Built : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

: 
: 

Legal : 
Land Use : 
Sub/Plat : 
NbrhdCd :  
Zoning : MillRate : 
Census : Tract: Block : 
Map Grid : Class Code : 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Assessed Total : 
Taxes : School Dist : 

MktTotal : Levy Code : 
MktOther : % Improved : 
MktStructure : Exempt Type : 
MktLand : Exempt Amount : 

ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION

% Owned : Vesting Type : 
Deed Type : Interest Rate : 
Sale Price : Loan Type : 
Document # : Lender : 
Transferred : Loan Amount : 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION

Telephone : Owner: 
Mail   Address : 
Site Address : 
CoOwner : 
Owner : 
Parcel Number : RTSQ:  - - -
Reference Parcel # : 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

= M E T R O S C A N    P R O P E R T Y    P R O F I L E =
Washington (OR)

2S101CA 00100
SW0102S01WR0456063

Fields Fred W

*no Site Address*
1149 SW Davenport St Portland Or 97201

503-228-7089

10/16/1997
97055 Multi-parcel
$6,000,000
Bargain & Sale
100

$5,525,110

02374$5,525,110
$40,096.5307-08
$2,434,430

IP
YI5

3002 Vacant,Industrial
ACRES 24.16

24.16
1,052,409

or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information contained in this report.
Information compiled from various sources.  Real Estate Solutions makes no representations 





Deck SqFt : 
Garage SF : Attic SqFt : Ext Finish : 
Garage Type: Porch SqFt : Const Type : 
Deck : UpperFlSF : Paving Matl : 
Hood Fan : 1stFlrSqFt : InteriorMat : 
Dishwasher : Bldg SqFt : Roof Matl : 
Appliances : BsmLowSF : Roof Shape : 
Pool : BsmUnfinSF : Foundation : 
Heat Method: BsmFin SF : Floor Cover : 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : EffYearBlt : 
Bedrooms : Lot Acres : Year Built : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

: 
: 

Legal : 
Land Use : 
Sub/Plat : 
NbrhdCd :  
Zoning : MillRate : 
Census : Tract: Block : 
Map Grid : Class Code : 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Assessed Total : 
Taxes : School Dist : 

MktTotal : Levy Code : 
MktOther : % Improved : 
MktStructure : Exempt Type : 
MktLand : Exempt Amount : 

ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION

% Owned : Vesting Type : 
Deed Type : Interest Rate : 
Sale Price : Loan Type : 
Document # : Lender : 
Transferred : Loan Amount : 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION

Telephone : Owner: 
Mail   Address : 
Site Address : 
CoOwner : 
Owner : 
Parcel Number : RTSQ:  - - -
Reference Parcel # : 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

= M E T R O S C A N    P R O P E R T Y    P R O F I L E =
Washington (OR)

2S101DB 00300
SE0102S01WR0458971

Fields Fred W

*no Site Address*
1149 SW Davenport St Portland Or 97201

503-228-7089

10/16/1997
97055 Multi-parcel
$6,000,000
Bargain & Sale
100

$1,393,260

02381$1,393,260
$6,661.7107-08
$404,460

CP
ZFWY

2002 Vacant,Commercial
ACRES 3.11

3.11
135,471

or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information contained in this report.
Information compiled from various sources.  Real Estate Solutions makes no representations 



Deck SqFt : 
Garage SF : Attic SqFt : Ext Finish : 
Garage Type: Porch SqFt : Const Type : 
Deck : UpperFlSF : Paving Matl : 
Hood Fan : 1stFlrSqFt : InteriorMat : 
Dishwasher : Bldg SqFt : Roof Matl : 
Appliances : BsmLowSF : Roof Shape : 
Pool : BsmUnfinSF : Foundation : 
Heat Method: BsmFin SF : Floor Cover : 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : EffYearBlt : 
Bedrooms : Lot Acres : Year Built : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

: 
: 

Legal : 
Land Use : 
Sub/Plat : 
NbrhdCd :  
Zoning : MillRate : 
Census : Tract: Block : 
Map Grid : Class Code : 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Assessed Total : 
Taxes : School Dist : 

MktTotal : Levy Code : 
MktOther : % Improved : 
MktStructure : Exempt Type : 
MktLand : Exempt Amount : 

ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION

% Owned : Vesting Type : 
Deed Type : Interest Rate : 
Sale Price : Loan Type : 
Document # : Lender : 
Transferred : Loan Amount : 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION

Telephone : Owner: 
Mail   Address : 
Site Address : 
CoOwner : 
Owner : 
Parcel Number : RTSQ:  - - -
Reference Parcel # : 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

= M E T R O S C A N    P R O P E R T Y    P R O F I L E =
Washington (OR)

2S101DB 00400
SE0102S01WR0458980

Fields Fred W

13085 SW 76th Ave Tigard 97223
1149 SW Davenport St Portland Or 97201

503-228-7089

10/16/1997
97055 Multi-parcel
$6,000,000
Bargain & Sale
100

$786,220
$119,280

13
02381$905,500

$4,390.1107-08
$266,540

R14655 G5
2307.00

R3.5
4TL9

1912 Res,Potential Development,Improved
ACRES 2.00

19482.004
194887,1202.00

CarpetHot Water
Concrete Ftg721

950
Roll3,342
Drywall1,671

Wd Stud\shtg336Attached
Brick Ven525

or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information contained in this report.
Information compiled from various sources.  Real Estate Solutions makes no representations 























Deck SqFt : 
Garage SF : Attic SqFt : Ext Finish : 
Garage Type : Porch SqFt : Const Type : 
Deck : UpperFlSF : Paving Matl : 
Hood Fan : 1stFlrSqFt : InteriorMat : 
Dishwasher : Bldg SqFt : Roof Matl : 
Appliances : BsmLowSF : Roof Shape : 
Pool : BsmUnfinSF : Foundation : 
Heat Method : BsmFin SF : Floor Cover : 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : EffYearBlt : 
Bedrooms : Lot Acres : Year Built : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

: 
: 

Legal : 
Land Use : 
Sub/Plat : 
NbrhdCd :  
Zoning : MillRate : 
Census : Tract: Block : 
Map Grid : Class Code : 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Assessed Total : 
Taxes : School Dist : 

MktTotal : Levy Code : 
MktOther : % Improved : 
MktStructure : Exempt Type : 
MktLand : Exempt Amount : 

ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION

% Owned : Vesting Type : 
Deed Type : Interest Rate : 
Sale Price : Loan Type : 
Document # : Lender : 
Transferred : Loan Amount : 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION

Telephone : Owner: 
Mail   Address : 
Site Address : 
CoOwner : 
Owner : 
Parcel Number : RTSQ:  - - -
Reference Parcel # : 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

= M E T R O S C A N    P R O P E R T Y    P R O F I L E =
Washington (OR)

2S102DA 00690
SE0202S01WR0468069

Eikrem A

*no Site Address*
7805 SW Edgewater E Wilsonville Or 97070

10510649

$10,450

02374$10,450
$10.2108-09
$620

R12
ETIG

1002 Vacant,Residential
ACRES .19

.19
8,276

or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information contained in this report.
Information compiled from various sources.  Real Estate Solutions makes no representations 











doreen
Text Box
Exhibit C











doreen
Text Box
Exhibit D



































doreen
Text Box
Exhibit E





















doreen
Text Box
Exhibit F











doreen
Text Box
Exhibit G



















































































doreen
Text Box
Exhibit H









































































































































































doreen
Text Box
Exhibit I



























doreen
Text Box
Exhibit J

















 

Wall Street Alternatives Analysis, revised March 2005  Page 1 of 21 

CITY OF TIGARD WALL STREET ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
The alternatives analysis that was initially prepared for the Wall Street project included a 
discussion of both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project. This approach was required by several of 
the natural resource regulatory agencies reviewing the project, including the Oregon Department 
of State Lands, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and Clean Water Services. The alternatives 
analysis and discussion of alternative roadway alignments that follows below therefore includes 
information regarding both Phases 1 and 2 of the project, although the City is only proposing to 
construct Phase 1 at this time. 
 
The purpose and need of Phase 1 of the Wall Street project is to provide access to the Tigard 
Library and to the Fanno Point Condominiums that is not directly off Hall Boulevard to satisfy 
ODOT spacing requirements and improve road safety. Hall Boulevard is an ODOT facility, and 
ODOT permitted the library and Fanno Pointe to construct temporary entrances off of Hall 
Boulevard, with a requirement to remove the temporary accesses from Hall Boulevard at such 
time that permanent access from Wall Street became available. The Phase 2 purpose and needs 
information pertaining to the Tigard Transportation System Plan and the need to provide access 
to industrial lands is no longer applicable since this Comprehensive Plan Amendment submittal 
pertains only to Phase 1 of the project; therefore, this information has been removed from the 
revised alternatives analysis. 
 
Several of the alternatives described below are no longer practicable due to the construction of 
the Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe Condominiums. The reason for the inclusion of these 
alternative alignments in the alternative analysis is as follows. The City evaluated Alternatives 1 
through 4 in 2002, prior to permitting of the Tigard library and prior to the sale of the Fanno 
Pointe property and initiation of site development. Although Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 are no 
longer possible due to recent developments, they were included in the alternatives analysis since 
the Corps of Engineers stated that they wanted to see evidence that the City had evaluated 
alternative alignments to the presently proposed Wall Street alignment that would have been 
possible prior to construction of the new library, as well as documentation of the reasons why 
these other alternatives would not have been possible. Alternatives 5 through 9 were developed 
more recently in conjunction with preparation of the wetland permit application in order to 
evaluate options that are potentially feasible given the fact that the library and Fanno Pointe 
Condominiums have been developed. The goal of Alternatives 5 through 9 was to evaluate 
alternatives to avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands and other natural resources. As a result of 
this alternatives analysis process, we identified and recommended to the City of Tigard a new 
alternative (Alternative 9) that we determined would avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest 
extent practicable. The City accepted Alternative 9, and that has become the Proposed 
Alternative. The following sections present and discuss: road alignment alternatives considered 
for the Wall Street extension; the implications of a no-build alternative; ecological setting and 
functions; and ecological impacts of project alternatives.  
 
The extension of Milton Court has been suggested by the City as an additional alternative to 
provide access to the industrial lands located west of the railroad tracks that should be 
investigated. This alternative is outside the scope of the current Phase 1 Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment submittal but may be evaluated in the future at such time as the City decides to 
proceed with providing this access. 
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The 425 ft length is necessary to serve the library and condominiums while providing adequate 
length for the westbound left-turn lane at the intersection with SW Hall Boulevard, the 
accompanying left-turn lane transition, and the eastbound left-turn lane at the library access.  
This distance is further explained in the Kittelson memo of 2/21/05 included as Attachment ___. 
 
WALL STREET EXTENSION ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES (Phase 1 & 2) 
Factors taken into consideration during alternative design and selection of the Proposed Project 
for the Wall Street project included: the width of the Fanno Creek floodplain and floodway, 
location of channel meanders in Fanno Creek, bridge construction costs, quantity and quality of 
wetlands associated with Fanno Creek and Pinebrook Creek, ODOT spacing requirements on 
Hall Boulevard; minimum radius curves to operate safely at 35 miles per hour, ODOT 
requirements for crossing the railroad tracks (crossings are required to be less than 5 degrees 
from perpendicular), the goal of preventing additional traffic congestion on Hall Boulevard by 
requiring the Tigard Library and Fanno Pointe development to access onto an interior street 
(Wall Street), and the goal of providing access to 26 acres of industrially zoned land located 
between Fanno Creek and the railroad tracks. Impacts associated with each of the alternatives are 
summarized in Table 1 at the end of this section. Environmental impacts associated with the 
alternatives are also discussed at the end of this section. 
 
The City evaluated nine alternative roadway alignments and five alternative bridge lengths for 
the proposed Wall Street extension with the goals of improving traffic circulation and providing 
access to the Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe development while minimizing impacts to 
Fanno Creek, Pinebrook Creek, and associated wetlands and ponds. The alternatives considered 
included shifting the roadway alignment either north or south of the Preferred Alternative as well 
as evaluating the effect of different bridge lengths on the 100-year floodplain and floodway 
elevations of Fanno Creek. All nine roadway alignments include a generally common segment 
from the railroad tracks to Hunziker Street but differ in alignment from Hall Boulevard to the 
railroad tracks. 
 
Four alternative alignments for the Wall Street extension (Alternatives 1 through 4) were 
evaluated by the City early in 2002, prior to permitting of the Tigard Library and prior to the sale 
of the Fanno Pointe property and subsequent initiation of site development. At that time, the City 
determined that Alternative 2 was the Preferred Alternative for the Wall Street extension, and 
site development planning, permitting and construction for the Tigard library was initiated using 
this location for the future Wall Street project. Alternatives 5 through 9 were recently developed 
with the goal of evaluating the possibilities for minimizing impacts to natural resources given the 
fact that current site development on both the Tigard Library site and the Fanno Pointe site 
means that Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 are no longer possible. The Preferred Alternative has been 
replaced with Alternative 9, which is referred to as the Proposed Project. Alternatives 1 – 9 are 
shown in Figure A-8. A description of each alternative, the associated environmental impacts, 
and engineering considerations for each alternative, and the rationale for selection of Alternative 
9 as the Proposed Project follows below.  
 
Wetland delineations have not been conducted along the entire alignment (Phases 1 & 2) of each 
of the alternatives. Approximate wetland boundaries were determined in order to estimate 
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wetland impacts in areas that have not been delineated that would result from each of the 
alternative alignments for Phases 1 and 2 of the project. Approximate wetland boundaries were 
determined based upon the City’s Local Wetland Inventory, aerial photos, and field observations 
of site vegetation, topography and hydrology indictors. Approximate wetland impacts for each 
alternative were calculated assuming that in each alternative the floodway would be spanned by a 
bridge;1 therefore wetland areas located inside the floodway were not included in the wetland 
impact area for each alternative. Similarly, approximate floodplain impacts for each alternative 
were calculated assuming that in each alternative the floodway would be spanned by a bridge; 
therefore the floodway area included inside the boundary of the floodplain was subtracted from 
the total floodplain area to determine the approximate floodplain impact area for each alternative. 
Wetland and floodplain impacts for each alternative are summarized in Table 1 at the end of this 
section. 
 
Alternative 1: Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard at O’Mara Street 
This alternative connects to Hall Boulevard at O’Mara Street and would need to be curved 
northerly sufficient to avoid having to bridge three sections of Fanno Creek due to channel 
meanders. This alternative would also require reverse curves, the last of which extends to the 
railroad crossing right-of-way, creating an objectionable curved approach to the railroad signals. 
Due to the constraints posed by needing to connect with O’Mara Street, cross Fanno Creek north 
of the channel meanders, and cross the railroad at less than 5 degrees from perpendicular, it was 
not possible to design this alignment geometrically correctly.  
 
This alternative would have likely created a situation whereby traffic could increase along 
O’Mara. The surrounding neighborhood voiced strong public opposition to aligning Wall Street 
directly across from O’Mara Street due to concerns about the potential for an increase in cut-
through traffic on a local neighborhood street. Although this public opposition was taken into 
consideration during the alternatives analysis, it was not the reason this alternative was not 
selected. This alignment would also have severely impacted the potential to develop the Tigard 
Library site due to the location of the roadway midway between the south property boundary and 
Fanno Creek to the north. In addition, crossing Fanno Creek in this location, which is in close 
proximity to channel meanders, would potentially have increased the length of stream habitat 
affected by noise and other disturbance due to the roadway and bridge. This alternative had less 
wetland impacts than the Preferred Alternative and would not have resulted in any wetland 
impacts west of Fanno Creek, but would have impacted wetlands east of Fanno Creek (the area 
east of Fanno Creek has not been delineated but wetlands areas were observed in this area in the 
field). This alternative had approximately the same floodplain impact as the Preferred 
Alternative. This alignment would have required land acquisition of right-of-way from the 
Tigard-Tualatin School District.  
 
Although this alternative had less wetland impacts than the Preferred Alternative, it was not 
selected due to its not being geometrically acceptable. 
 
Alternative 2a (Previously Preferred Alternative): Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard at 
the south side of tax lot 200 (south side of the Tigard Library site). 
                                                 
1  All project alternatives have a bridge that spans the floodway. The bridge design incorporates 80 foot sections 
supported by piles.  Bridge supports will not be located in the stream or in wetlands. 
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This alignment includes the 20-foot wide access easement immediately south of this tax lot. This 
alternative would be constructed in two phases: Phase 1 consists of construction of the western 
425 feet of Wall Street, beginning at Hall Boulevard and ending just west of the East Pond.  
Phase 2 includes construction of a 320 foot bridge over Fanno Creek and the floodway and 
construction of the remainder of Wall Street to connect with Hunziker Street. The purpose of 
Phase 1 of the project is to provide access to the Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe 
development. Although these developments are currently being built with accesses off of Hall 
Boulevard, due to high traffic volumes on Hall Boulevard and ODOT spacing requirements and 
safety concerns, ODOT permitted the new library and Fanno Pointe to construct temporary 
entrances off of Hall Boulevard with the understanding that these accesses would be removed 
and replaced with permanent accesses off of Wall Street at the time that the first 425 feet of Wall 
Street was constructed. 
 
The alignment of Alternative 2 locates the intersection approximately 350 feet south of the 
Hall/O’Mara intersection, and has been approved by ODOT. The location of the Hall/Wall 
intersection minimizes the likelihood of increasing traffic on O’Mara and allows site 
development to occur as envisioned in the model prepared for the Tigard Library. This alignment 
requires impacts to Pinebrook Creek and associated emergent/scrub-shrub wetlands and man-
made ponds and minor impacts to wetlands located east of Fanno Creek. This alignment would 
require culverting Pinebrook Creek under Wall Street and constructing a new stream channel on 
the north side of the roadway. Proposed stream and wetland impacts include 0.20 acre for Phase 
1 and 0.28 acre for Phase 2 for a total of 0.48 acre. Floodplain impacts for this alternative are 
0.08 acre for Phase 1 and 0.57 acre for Phase 2 for a total of 0.65 acre. This section of Pinebrook 
Creek proposed to be impacted has been extensively modified from its historic condition and has 
a high occurrence of invasive plant species. The need to relocate and reconstruct the Pinebrook 
Creek stream channel provides an opportunity to restore the stream to a more natural condition 
as well as potentially restoring fish passage from Fanno Creek to Pinebrook Creek. Construction 
of the relocated Pinebrook Creek on the north side of Wall Street would prevent future expansion 
of the parking lot for the Tigard Library. The number of parking spaces is currently at the 
minimum required. 
 
A variation to this alternative was to move the street 70 to 80 feet south of the 20-foot wide 
access easement. This variation would have required acquisition of a right-of-way from the lot 
adjacent to the library site, but would have allowed for better use of the library site for site 
development and parking. This variation would have avoided Pinebrook Creek and associated 
wetlands but would have involved impacting approximately the same amount of wetland area 
and impacts would have been to higher quality scrub-shrub and forested wetlands located east 
and west of Fanno Creek in the floodplain. 
 
Alternative 2b: Construct only Phase 1 of the Wall Street extension in order to minimize 
impacts to Pinebrook Creek and associated wetlands. 
This alternative involves constructing only as much of Wall Street as is required to access the 
Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe development. These accesses are proposed to occur 
approximately 400 feet east of the intersection of Wall Street with Hall Boulevard. The 
minimum roadway length for Phase 1 was determined by a traffic study conducted by DKS 
Associates in 2002. A 250 foot long westbound left-turn lane was determined to be necessary for 
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the Wall/Hall intersection in the year 2017. In addition, the traffic study recommended providing 
a 100 foot long eastbound left-turn lane into the library. The proposed library access cannot be 
shifted closer to Hall Boulevard without resulting in a conflict between the storage length needed 
for these two left turn lanes. Therefore, the length of Phase 1 cannot be reduced to less than 425 
feet. 
 
At this point in time, the City is proceeding with engineering studies and permitting for the entire 
Wall Street project. If it were determined that Phase 2 could not be constructed due to 
engineering, environmental or cost issues, the City would continue to pursue permitting for 
construction of Phase 1. 
 
Alternatives 3 and 4: Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard at the south side of tax lot 300 
(south side of the Fanno Pointe site). 
These alignments were ideal from the standpoint of intersection spacing because they placed 
Wall Street approximately 650 feet from O’Mara Street to the north and the same distance from 
McDonald Street to the south. Alternatives 3 and 4 are two slightly different variations of the 
same basic alignment. Alternative 3 begins the curve in the street toward the railroad tracks 
earlier than Alternative 4 and leaves less of the parcel for development. Alternative 4 begins the 
curve towards the railroad tracks to the east of Alternative 3 and leaves slightly more land 
available for development north of the road. 
 
These alignments crossed long sections of floodplain and wetlands. The requirement to span the 
floodway would have required lengthening the bridge from the currently proposed 320 foot 
length to approximately 480 feet (Alternative 3) or 580 feet (Alternative 4), which would have 
been cost prohibitive for the project. These alignments would have required land acquisition 
from the adjacent property owner to accommodate the street construction. In addition, unless the 
City purchased the entire parcel, development would most likely have occurred on the remaining 
north portion of the site and adjacent to the Tigard Library. There was a concern about whether 
this future development would be compatible with the library. These alignments would have 
involved similar wetland impacts as the Preferred Alternative but Alternative 3 would have 
resulted in greater floodplain impacts. Although these alternatives would have avoided impacts 
to Pinebrook Creek and associated wetlands, the scrub-shrub and forested wetlands located east 
and west of Fanno Creek which would have been impacted are of higher quality than the 
emergent/scrub-shrub and invasive species dominated wetlands associated with Pinebrook Creek 
 
These alternatives were not selected due to the greater wetland and floodplain impacts of 
Alternative 3, impacts to higher quality wetlands, greater floodway distance, higher bridge 
construction expense, and right-of-way purchasing limitations.  
 
Alternative 5: Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard on tax lot 600 north of the Tigard Library. 
This alternative is a variation of Alternative 1 that avoids impacting the footprint of the Tigard 
Library located to the south as well as the footprint of the new water quality facility for the Hall 
Boulevard widening located to the north. This alignment does not meet ODOT intersection 
spacing requirements due to its location approximately 100 to 150 feet north of O’Mara Street, 
and it is highly unlikely that a Major Deviation Request for reduced spacing would be approved 
by ODOT for this alternative. An approximately 355 ft. centerline radius curve would be 



 

Wall Street Alternatives Analysis, revised March 2005  Page 6 of 21 

required to meet the railroad crossing requirement while the minimum safe radius for a 35 mile 
per hour road is 455 ft. 
 
This alternative had less wetland impacts than the Preferred Alternative and would not have 
resulted in any wetland impacts west of Fanno Creek, but would have impacted wetlands east of 
Fanno Creek (the area east of Fanno Creek has not been delineated but wetlands areas were 
observed in this area in the field). Most of this alternative west of the railroad crossing is located 
within the floodplain, and this alternative has the second to the largest floodplain impact of all 9 
alternatives examined (as stated on pages 4-5, the floodplain impact calculation assumes that the 
floodway is spanned by a bridge and the floodplain impact does not include the spanned 
floodway). This alternative would require modifications to the design of the entrance road and 
parking lot of the Tigard Library and would require the Fanno Pointe development to access 
directly off of Hall Boulevard, which is objectionable to ODOT. This alignment would require 
land acquisition of right-of-way from the Tigard-Tualatin School District. 
 
This alternative was not selected due to its greater floodplain impact and failure to meet ODOT 
requirements.  
 
Alternative 6: Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard on tax lot 600 North of Fanno Creek. 
This alternative follows the general location of the Clean Water Services 60 inch sanitary sewer 
interceptor until curving easterly for the approach to the railroad crossing. An approximately 265 
ft. centerline radius curve would be required to meet the railroad crossing requirement, while the 
minimum safe radius for a 35 mile per hour road is 455 ft.   
 
This alternative has greater wetland impacts than the Preferred Alternative. This alternative 
avoids the need for a bridge over Fanno Creek but is problematic due to the fact that the FEMA 
floodway mapping extends north of Fanno Creek for a distance of up to 150 feet. floodway 
elevation. Unless a bridge were constructed to span the floodway, this alternative would involve 
floodway impacts that would require approval by FEMA and the local community. Moving the 
alignment to the north would result in impacts to the North Pond, which is in considerably better 
condition than the East and West Ponds. This alternative would require crossing two Fanno 
Creek tributaries, including Red Rock Creek. Culverts would be required to meet current ODFW 
fish passage requirements. The portion of the alignment located west of the railroad tracks is 
located almost entirely in the floodplain, and this alternative has the greatest amount of 
floodplain impact of all of the alternatives. Since the roadway will be built on 6 to 8 feet of fill, 
this alternative would result in unacceptable floodplain impacts. This alternative would require 
Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe development to access directly off of Hall Boulevard which 
would not be allowed by ODOT; therefore, Phase 1 of Alternative 2 would still need to be 
constructed to meet the City’s goal of not allowing the Tigard Library or the Fanno Pointe 
development to access directly off of Hall Boulevard. This alignment would require land 
acquisition of right-of-way from the Tigard-Tualatin School District.  
 
This alternative was not selected due to its greater wetland and floodplain impacts and potential 
for floodway impacts.  
 
Alternative 7: Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard immediately north of Alternative 2.  
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This alignment locates the intersection of Wall Street with Hall Boulevard approximately 270 
feet south of the Hall/O’Mara intersection and does not meet ODOT intersection spacing 
requirements. It is highly unlikely that a Major Deviation Request for reduced spacing would be 
approved by ODOT for this alternative.  This alignment would prevent future expansion of the 
parking lot for the Tigard Library. The number of parking spaces is currently at the minimum 
required. This alignment had less wetland and floodplain impacts than the Preferred Alternative. 
Although this alternative is shifted north of Pinebrook Creek and would avoid impacts to the 
stream channel, it would still require impacting wetlands associated with Pinebrook Creek, 
including the East Pond. This alignment would require the Fanno Pointe development to 
construct an access road across Pinebrook Creek and associated wetlands in order to connect to 
Wall Street and avoid a direct access off of Hall Boulevard to meet ODOT requirements. 
 
This alternative was not selected due to not meeting ODOT’s intersection spacing requirements 
and unlikelihood of obtaining a Major Deviation Request for reduced intersection spacing. 
 
Alternative 8: Realign Alternative 2 to follow the existing Clean Water Services sanitary sewer 
alignment crossing of Fanno Creek. 
This alternative follows the first part of the Alternative 2 alignment and then instead of curving 
northerly to fit the desired railroad crossing point, swings slightly southerly to follow the existing 
8-inch Clean Water Services sanitary sewer crossing of Fanno Creek. Although this alignment 
avoids the East Pond, it has approximately the same wetland impacts as the Preferred Alternative 
and involves impacting higher quality scrub-shrub and forested wetlands located east and west of 
Fanno Creek. Using minimum 455ft. curve radii moves the railroad crossing 350ft. 
southwesterly from the desired crossing point, increases the road length approximately 400ft, and 
has a negative impact on land value because of the manner in which it bisects the large tracts of 
industrially zoned land located east and west of the railroad crossing to be served by the Wall 
Street extension. Based upon the City’s initial discussions with the property owner of the 
industrial parcels, it is unlikely that the City would be able to purchase the necessary right-of-
way for this alternative. Due to the need for this alternative to impact high quality wetlands, 
combined with the difficulty of obtaining the necessary right-of-way, this alternative was not 
selected. 
 
Alternative 9 (Proposed Project): Connect Wall Street to Hall Boulevard at the same location 
as the  Preferred Alternative and shift the remaining roadway northerly to minimize impacts to 
Pinebrook Creek.  
This alignment is a combination of the previous Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) and 
Alternative 7. This alternative keeps the intersection of Wall Street with Hall Boulevard at the 
same location as the previous Preferred Alternative, which has been approved by ODOT, and 
shifts the remaining roadway up to 70 feet north of the previous Preferred Alternative. The 
alignments of the previous Preferred Alternative 2 and the Proposed Project (Alternative 9) are 
shown in Figure A-9. The Proposed Project has several advantages over the previous Preferred 
Alternative. Alternative 9 would result in 0.27 acre of wetland impacts, which is 0.21 acre less 
than the previous Preferred Alternative 2. This alternative also results in less floodplain impact, 
0.55 acre compared with 0.65 acre for the previous Preferred Alternative 2. Proposed wetland 
and floodplain impacts for Alternative 9 are shown in Figures A-10 and A-11. 
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Alternative 9 would allow Pinebrook Creek to remain on the south side of Wall Street, 
eliminating the need to relocate Pinebrook Creek as would have been required with the previous 
Preferred Alternative 2. Relocating Pinebrook Creek would have required one 90 to 100 foot 
culvert to take Pinebrook Creek to the north side of Wall Street and possibly a second 90 to 100 
foot culvert to take Pinebrook Creek back to the south in order to connect with Fanno Creek in 
the event that Pinebrook Creek could not be routed underneath the westerly bridge span. 
Alternative 9 works better for realigning Pinebrook Creek with its historic channel and its 
confluence with Fanno Creek. The dry, historic lower section of the Pinebrook Creek channel 
was identified by Fishman Environmental Services biologists in the east portion of the Fanno 
Pointe site, and is within the portion of that property that is being deeded to the City of Tigard as 
an open space tract by the developer, Polygon NW. Reconnecting Pinebrook Creek to this 
historic channel and taking the East Pond off-line from Pinebrook Creek will eliminate 
overflows of warm, nutrient-rich water from the East Pond into Fanno Creek. Due to the bridge 
being moved 70 feet north from the previous Preferred Alternative location, the bridge would 
more completely span the East Pond, which will be reconfigured as wetland after taking it off-
line from Pinebrook Creek. The Proposed Project will also allow for wetland restoration just 
south of the East Pond where an upland berm exists (probably material sidecast from excavation 
of the East Pond and placed in historic wetlands). The result of Alternative 9 will be less wetland 
impact and more on-site mitigation in the form of wetland restoration. 
 
Alternative 9 also has engineering benefits over the previous Preferred Alternative 2, including 
requiring less fill to construct the roadway due to shifting the roadway further north from the 
higher elevation Fanno Pointe site (as compared to the elevation of the library site) and reducing 
the length of the new Wall Street roadway by 22 feet. This alternative has an advantage over the 
previous Preferred Alternative and Alternative 7 by allowing for future expansion of the parking 
lot for the Tigard Library. Alternative 9 will allow the Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe 
development to close their accesses to Hall Boulevard and provide alternate accesses by 
connecting with the new alignment of Wall Street. Since Alternative 9 will keep Pinebrook 
Creek on the south side of Wall Street, the Fanno Pointe access to Wall Street will need to cross 
Pinebrook Creek, but the need for the library’s Wall Street access to cross Pinebrook Creek will 
be eliminated. This alternative will require re-routing the outfall from the stormwater quality 
facility constructed for the library project. The outfall will be routed to the reconfigured East 
Pond wetland area, which would then overflow during larger storm events through restored 
wetlands to the south of the pond and would eventually reach Pinebrook Creek. This routing of 
treated stormwater through additional wetlands would provide a greater degree of treatment to 
runoff prior to its entering Fanno Creek.  
 
Road Right-of-Way Width 
Wall Street is considered a Collector road, and the City of Tigard Public Improvement Design 
Standards require the following on Collectors:  
Required ROW:  58-96 feet  
Pavement requirement: 34-56 feet curb to curb (including 6’ bike lane) 
Sidewalks:   6 foot sidewalks  
Planter strips:   5 feet  
Street trees: Street trees are required; must be on the approved street tree list 
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The design of Wall Street includes a 48 foot wide paved roadway (two 11ft. travel lanes, a 14ft. 
median, and two 6ft. bike lanes). The street will have curbs, 5 4 foot wide planters (except where 
reduced to mitigate wetland encroachment), and 6 foot wide sidewalks on each side. Right-of-
way (ROW) width will be 72 70 feet along with additional widths of up to 20 feet outside the 
ROW to accommodate 8 foot wide public utility easements and cut and fill slopes. At the bridge 
crossing, the paved width will be reduced to a 36 foot wide paved roadway 36 feet (two 12ft. 
travel lanes and two 6ft. bike lanes) with curbs, sidewalks and handrails for a total right-of-way 
width of 50 feet.   Note:  R/W remains 72 feet. 
 
The roadway width and improvements are nearly at the minimum required by the City. 
Construction of a retaining wall on the south side of the roadway in the west half of Phase I 
would result in a decrease in wetland impact to the West Pond of 195 sq. ft. (0.0045 acre) at a 
construction cost of approximately $12,500. Construction of a retaining wall instead of a fill 
slope on the north side of the roadway in the east half of Phase I would result in a decrease in 
wetland impact to the East Pond of 660 sq. ft. (0.015 acre) at a construction cost of 
approximately $24,100. Costs to construct wetland mitigation have been calculated by the 
Oregon Department of State Lands to be $50,000 per acre. Using DSL’s figure, the cost to 
mitigate for the 195 sq. ft. or 660 sq. ft. of wetland impact is much less than the cost to construct 
retaining walls in order to avoid these wetland impacts. It was determined that the cost to 
construct retaining walls was not justifiable when compared to the cost to construct wetland 
mitigation, especially considering the minor amount of wetland impact minimization that would 
be achieved by utilizing retaining walls. 
 
Bridge Length Alternatives 
An OBEC Consulting Engineers/West Consultants/Pacific Water Resources team was retained 
by the City to evaluate hydraulic impacts caused by various bridge options under consideration 
for crossing Fanno Creek. The Preferred Alternative crosses Fanno Creek at a location where the 
100-year floodplain is over 500 feet in width and the floodway is 300 feet wide. The team 
evaluated bridge options of 160 feet, 240 feet, 320 feet, 400 feet, and 560 feet to determine the 
impacts of each option on the floodplain and the floodway. They were further directed to contain 
water surface impacts below the bridge crossing Hall Boulevard and to consider the Tigard 
Library construction just upstream from the Wall Street extension. The City does not allow any 
floodplain encroachment that causes any rise in the 100-year floodplain elevation. For flood 
insurance purposes, FEMA shows a floodway width and elevation that typically accounts for 
rises of up to 1 foot in the base flood elevation, but does not allow any further encroachment that 
will cause a rise in the floodway elevation. 
 
A 160 foot bridge estimated to cost $635,000 was the initially preferred length due to budget 
projections. However, a bridge length of 320 feet was determined to be the minimum needed to 
meet FEMA requirements. A bridge shorter than 320 feet would require approval by FEMA and 
the local community and the project would need to be submitted to FEMA as a Conditional 
Letter of Map Revision. Such a process is lengthy, expensive and without assurance of success. 
Therefore, a 320 foot bridge spanning the floodway was the selected alternative. The cost to 
construct a 320 foot bridge is estimated at $1,156,700; a longer bridge is cost prohibitive for the 
project. 
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Table 1. Environmental and Engineering Issues Associated With Alternatives 1 – 9 
Altern-
ative 

Wetland 
Impact* 
(acres) 

Floodplain 
Impact*  
(acres) 

Floodway 
Distance 
(feet) 

Reason for Rejection of Alternative 

1 0.16 0.48 250 Curve radius for road cannot be met due to location 
of intersection and stream crossing and railroad 
crossing requirements 

2a 0.48 0.65 300 (previous Preferred Alternative) 
2b 0.20 0.08 0 (Phase 1 of previous Preferred Alternative) 
3 0.56 0.76 480 Greater wetland and floodplain impacts, impacts to 

higher quality wetlands, longer floodway span; 
bridge cost prohibitive 

4 0.44 0.68 580 Impacts to higher quality wetlands, longer floodway 
span; bridge cost prohibitive 

5 0.16 0.96 270 Greater floodplain impact; fails to meet ODOT 
requirements 

6 0.66 1.13 655 Greater wetland and floodplain impacts; potential 
floodway impacts 

7 0.29 0.36 320 Unlikely to receive approval of ODOT Major 
Deviation Request for intersection spacing 

8 0.42 0.37 330 Impacts to higher quality wetlands; unable to 
acquire necessary right-of-way from owner of 
industrially zoned parcels 

9 0.27 0.55 320 (Proposed Project) 
* Wetland and floodplain impacts for Alternatives 1 and 3 - 8 are very approximate and are for general comparison 
purposes only. Impacts for Alternatives 2 and 9 were based on the preliminary grading plan (final limits of grading 
not determined) and would therefore be slightly greater than shown. Impact areas for Alternatives 1 and 3 - 8 were 
calculated using ArcView based upon the approximate location of the road alignments, estimated width of road 
grading limits and natural resource mapping. Wetland and floodplain impacts exclude the area located within the 
limits of the floodway, since the floodway would likely be spanned by a bridge, as is the case for the proposed 
project.  
 
3 IMPLICATIONS OF A NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
The No Build Alternative involves not constructing Phase 1 of Wall Street. The temporary 
accesses off of Hall Boulevard for the Tigard library and the Fanno Pointe Condominiums would 
remain in use, resulting in increased traffic congestion on Hall Boulevard and increased potential 
for accidents to occur.  
 
If Phase 1 were not constructed, there would be no wetland impacts and therefore the proposed 
wetland mitigation would not be constructed. The two ponds on Pinebrook Creek would continue 
to adversely affect water quality in Fanno Creek due to thermal pollution, and the heavily eroded 
earthen berm on the downstream side of the East Pond would continue to have the potential to 
fail in the near future, resulting in a large sediment load entering Fanno Creek. 
 
4 ECOLOGICAL SETTING AND FUNCTIONS 
4.1 Watershed Setting 
The Wall Street project area is within the lower reach of the Fanno Creek watershed, which 
consists of 20,500 acres (32 square miles) and includes 117 miles of streams (mainstem and 
tributaries). The lower reach of Fanno Creek is a low-gradient stream, <0.1 percent, that 
generally has a wide floodplain and a considerable amount of meandering.1 Compared to historic 
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conditions, Fanno Creek, like most urban streams, has reduced stream health in terms of 
hydrology, water quality, channel stability and fish and wildlife habitat values.   
 
An aerial photograph of the project area overlayed with existing natural resources in the project 
area, including Fanno Creek, the 100-year floodplain, floodway, and delineated wetland 
boundaries, is shown in Figure A-5. Two developments, the Tigard Library and the Fanno Pointe 
development, are currently being constructed adjacent to the project area and their building 
footprints along with existing sewerlines in the project area are shown in Figure A-6. The 
wildlife habitat patch identified in the project area in the Fanno Creek Watershed Management 
Plan and also identified by Metro in their Goal 5 Fish and Wildlife program is shown in Figure 
A-7. 
 
The project area reach of Fanno Creek extends from Hall Boulevard downstream to the south 
boundary of the new Fanno Pointe Condominiums development and is a meandering channel 
that is deeply incised. It is typified by the following description and figure (Kurahashi 1997).  
 

 

 
The stream channel in this reach is less complex than historically, due to channel straightening 
and incision. A large meander of the stream just downstream from Hall Boulevard, was cut-off in 
the 1970’s, probably as part of a sewer construction project. Removal of that meander shortened 
Fanno Creek by about 450 feet. Stream channelization and shortening have deleterious local 

Vertical Bank Channel – Lower Stream Reaches 
�� Stream Order: Third and fourth order with less than 3% slope 
�� Hydrology: Perennial flows 
�� Soils: Erodible during high-flow (bankfull) events, but moderately stable in vertical position due 

to high clay content. May or may not have high soil phosphorous levels. Deposition of 
upstream soils occurs on the open floodplain. 

�� Typical Plant Community: Oregon ash, red alder, willow, black hawthorn, red-osier dogwood, 
Oregon white oak, nootka rose, snowberry, and Douglas spirea. Often dominated by non-
native blackberry, reed canarygrass and common hawthorn. 

�� Fish and Wildlife Habitat: Continuous along the floodplain, but little upland habitat. Lack of 
large woody debris and loss of shade reduce fish habitat. 

�� Land Use: Moderate to extensive encroachment by residential and commercial properties. 
Floodplain may be extensive. 
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effects, such as increased velocity, increased sediment transport, degradation, and bank 
instability, as well as effects to upstream and down stream reaches.2  
 
Two Fanno Creek tributaries flow through the project area. A small tributary to Fanno Creek, 
Pinebrook Creek, flows west to east through the project area. This small stream has been highly 
altered from its historic condition. The channel has been re-routed, and two ponds (referred to as 
the East Pond and West Pond in this project) were constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s. Red 
Rock Creek flows east to west into the study reach. This stream also appears to have been highly 
altered by past land use practices.  
 
Wildlife habitat in the Fanno Creek watershed was evaluated in the Fanno Creek Watershed 
Management Plan on the basis of habitat value, contribution to watershed protection and water 
quality, unique features or rarity of species, size of habitat patch, restoration or enhancement 
potential, and linkage to other wildlife sites. The floodplain and upland wooded area that 
includes parts of the project reach on the southwest side of the railroad tracks was identified in 
the Watershed Management Plan as one of five significant habitat “blocks” for protection of 
water quality and wildlife in the watershed. “Reduction in the size of these areas, alteration of the 
vegetation layers, or other harmful disturbances will diminish the functions and values of the 
sites.” (Kurahashi 1997). The Wall Street project area comprises the northern part of this habitat 
block or patch (assuming Hall Boulevard to be the northwestern limit of the patch). Forest 
canopy in the project area is less closed than in the remainder of the patch as a result of past land 
use disturbances. Areas where sewer lines were constructed, for example, are open meadows 
dominated by reed canarygrass.     
 
The wildlife habitat patch in this area totals approximately 73 acres, including habitat areas on 
the east and west of the railroad tracks (see Figure A-7). We consider wooded areas on both sides 
of the tracks to be part of the same habitat patch because many wildlife species will cross the 
tracks to access both sides. Metro has also identified the wooded areas on both sides of the tracks 
as wildlife and riparian habitat in their on-going Goal 5 fish and wildlife project. Metro rates the 
wooded area northeast of the railroad as “wildlife habitat class b,” or medium value; they rate the 
wooded area on the southwest of the railroad as “wildlife habitat class a” and “riparian habitat 
class 1,” both the highest value. Limited field evaluation by consultant staff indicates that the 
wooded area on the northeast side of the railroad appears to be more disturbed than the area on 
the southwest side. The northeast side of the patch is approximately 24.2 acres; the southwest 
side is approximately 48.7 acres.   
 
Stream channel and corridor conditions for numerous reaches of Fanno Creek and tributaries 
were summarized in the Watershed Management Plan; these are shown in the following table for 
the two reaches that constitute the Wall Street Project reach (Kurahashi 1997).  
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Stream Reach Fanno Cr. Drive to Red Rock 

Creek confluence 
(area of proposed impact) 

Red Rock Confluence to Hall 
Boulevard 

(immediately upstream of project) 
Bank/bed erosion Moderate Severe 
Soil phosphorous/erodibility* 3 / 1 3,2 / 1,3 
Percent native plants 75 0-25 
Percent shade 50-75 25 
Amount of woody debris Moderate low 
Habitat value High low 
Overall condition Good poor 
Comments Excel. Upland forest near creek 

to northeast 
--- 

*  Soil phosphorous: 2 = low  availability; 5 = high availability;  
    Soil erodibility: 1 = low, 5 = high erosion potential. 
 
The 100-year floodplain in the project reach varies from about 325 ft to about 800 ft wide; the 
regulatory floodway ranges from about 150 ft to 300 ft wide.   
 
Fish surveys by ODFW in 1994-953 found the following fish present (number captured) in lower 
Fanno Creek (100 meters within the reach from the mouth to Durham Road):  western brook 
lamprey (1), Pacific lamprey (1), cutthroat trout (11), coho salmon (9), speckled dace (1), 
largescale sucker (5), brown bullhead (1), mosquitofish (3), threespine stickleback (7), 
pumpkinseed (1), largemouth bass (2), reticulate sculpin (dominant, 534), prickly sculpin (115) 
and crayfish (25). No rainbow trout were captured in any reaches of Fanno Creek in the 1993-94 
fish sampling surveys. The lower Fanno Creek fish sampling area was within 2.5 river miles of 
the project site.   
 
Aquatic surveys of the same areas of Fanno Creek as the 1994-1995 ODFW study were 
conducted in the summer, fall, winter, and spring of 1999-2000.4 Lower Fanno Creek was not 
surveyed for fish or water quality in the winter of 2000. Survey results found the following fish 
present (number captured and season) in lower Fanno Creek: western brook lamprey (8 su, 1 f, 5 
sp), Pacific lamprey (0 su, 0 f, 1 sp), redside shiner (5 su, 0 f, 1 sp), speckled dace (2 su, 0 f, 0 
sp), largescale sucker (1 su, 0 f, 0 sp), brown bullhead (1 su, 0 f, 0 sp), bluegill (0 su, 2 f, 0 sp), 
largemouth bass (15 su, 2 f, 0 sp), reticulate sculpin (86 su, 53 f, 76 sp) and crayfish (2 su, 8 f, 2 
sp). Three rainbow trout were captured at the upper Fanno Creek site in winter of 2000. No coho 
were captured and stocking of hatchery coho in the Tualatin Basin was recently discontinued.    
 
Endangered Species Act listings of anadromous fish include the Upper Willamette River 
steelhead trout, and Fanno Creek is included as potential habitat for this species. The likelihood 
of UWR steelhead using Fanno Creek, however, is low, based on poor habitat conditions, 
including water temperature, substrate, channel conditions, and food resources (see Biological 
Assessment prepared for this project). 
 
Recent benthic invertebrate sampling in Fanno Creek was used to calculate benthic index of 
biological integrity (B-IBI) values.5 Fanno Creek in the vicinity of the Wall Street area was 
considered to be “severely impaired, conditions indicate a high level of disturbance”  for the 
Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality criteria, and at the lowest end of the “poor” category 
(18-26) for Puget Sound criteria.  
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4.2 Ecological Function and Impact Assessment 
Ecological habitat types in the project area include stream, wetland, riparian and upland 
resources. Each of these types has subcategories:  

• Streams 
o Third-order tributary (Fanno Creek) to Tualatin River 
o First-order tributary (Pinebrook Creek) to Fanno Creek 

• Wetlands 
o Emergent/wet meadow 
o Shrub-scrub 
o Forested 
o Open water – constructed ponds 

• Riparian 
o Forested bottomland/floodplain 
o Shrub wetland 
o Wet meadow 

• Upland 
o Woodland 
o Meadow – agricultural and disturbed soil 
o Shrub - disturbed soil 

 
Ecological functions provided, or potentially provided by these habitat types include:  

• Habitat for aquatic and semi-aquatic fauna 
• Habitat for upland fauna 
• Stream hydrology moderation and water storage 
• Microclimate 
• Streambank stabilization and stream channel structure/dynamics 
• Sediment, water temperature, and water pollution control 
• Organic matter input, including large wood (stream and woodland) 

 
These functions are used to assess project environmental impacts in following sections of this 
report. An analysis of impacts to these functions will also be used to develop mitigation actions 
for project impacts that cannot be avoided.  
 
4.3 Ecological Guidelines for Land Use Decisions 
The Ecological Society of America lists eight guidelines for making land use decisions within an 
ecological framework.6 These guidelines are most appropriate for large planning areas; however, 
they are useful at the project scale. The proposed Wall Street project is discussed below in the 
context of each guideline. Ideally, these guidelines would have been used during the initial 
planning stages of the Tigard TSP and other planning processes; however, their use is instructive 
and important at this time.  
 
Examine the impacts of local decisions in a regional context.  Regional data (i.e. GIS, aerial 
photography, fish and wildlife data, watershed plan) were examined in order to establish the 
regional context of the Wall Street project. The regional importance of the wildlife habitat block 



 

Wall Street Alternatives Analysis, revised March 2005  Page 15 of 21 

in the project area, and regional continuity of the Fanno Creek corridor were identified and used 
for project assessment.  
 
A number of metrics have been developed and tested to assess the condition of streams and their 
associated riparian corridors in the Pacific Northwest. One easily implemented metric tested and 
recommended by May et al. (1997)7 is the density of road crossings. The investigators concluded 
that a road crossing density of less than 2 per kilometer maintains a desired condition of riparian 
continuity. They also found a good correlation between road density and urbanization (expressed 
as total impervious area) within sub-basins. 
 
We calculated the road density for the Lower Fanno Creek Sub-basin, which extends from the 
confluence of Summer Creek to the mouth of Fanno Creek at the Tualatin River, a stream length 
of 9.60 km (5.97 miles).  There are presently 9 road crossings in this reach of Fanno Creek, or 
0.94 crossings per km. The addition of a Wall Street crossing of Fanno Creek would increase the 
road crossing density to 1.04 per km, well within the density of less than 2 per km recommended 
in the May et al. report.   
 
Plan for long-term change and unexpected events.  Long-term change is anticipated in land 
development around the project area, particularly on vacant land zoned for industrial uses on the 
east side of Fanno Creek. The fact that most of the Fanno Creek corridor land is in public 
ownership allows forecasting of relatively minor changes to land use on these properties. Long-
term changes in landscape parameters are anticipated as site vegetation in the stream corridor and 
associated uplands matures, and invasive plant species become more established if not 
controlled. Unexpected events could include very large flood events (100+-year events) that 
would interact with the proposed road and stream crossing. The proposed bridge design that 
spans the floodway would minimize impacts of the road crossing during these events. 
 
Preserve rare landscape elements, critical habitats, and associated species.  None of the landscape 
elements or habitats in the project area is considered rare in a regional context; however, 
riparian, floodplain and upland woodlands are less abundant and widespread in the urban area 
than they were historically. Fanno Creek aquatic and riparian habitats are considered part of the 
critical habitat for ESA-listed steelhead. Assessment of project alternatives, and the selection of 
the proposed project were largely based on preservation of these habitats.  
 
Avoid land uses that deplete natural resources over a broad area.  The proposed project would 
have limited and mostly local effects on natural resources. Project design elements, such as the 
bridge spanning the entire floodway, and reconfiguration of Pinebrook Creek, protect or improve 
natural resource functions, such as water quality protection, that may have more far-reaching 
effects. A project design goal is to limit ecological effects to the project area through design and 
mitigation. 
 
Retain large contiguous or connected areas that contain critical habitats.  The proposed project 
would fragment the existing habitat patch along the Fanno Creek corridor, resulting in impacts to 
wildlife use of the habitat. The road crossing is in the northern part of the patch, where existing 
habitat is more disturbed than in the larger, wider portion to the south. Some of these impacts are 
lessened by the retention of connectivity along the stream corridor within the floodway. The 
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effects of the project on critical habitat for ESA-listed fish (steelhead) are considered minimal as 
a result of avoiding impacts to the stream channel and floodway (see the Biological Assessment 
prepared for this project).  
 
Minimize the introduction and spread of non-native species.  Landscape design and use of best 
management practices during project construction will minimize the introduction of non-native 
species. In addition, we anticipate that mitigation actions for the project will include removal of 
existing invasive or noxious plants, such as purple loosestrife and Himalayan blackberry. We 
will also evaluate mechanisms for funding on-going native landscape maintenance after the 
project is completed.   
 
Avoid or compensate for effects of development on ecological processes.  We have identified 
and assessed ecological functions in the project area, and have incorporated this information into 
the project planning and design. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to habitat and functions will 
be based on replacing or improving impacted functions.  
 
Implement land-use and –management practices that are compatible with the natural potential of 
the area.  The project design will allow stream channel processes to function at existing levels of 
performance and to their potential. The proposed re-configuration of Pinebrook Creek will 
improve functions of this tributary for fish and wildlife and protection of Fanno Creek water 
quality. The natural potential of urban stream corridors such as Fanno Creek has been greatly 
compromised by patterns and activities of urban growth and development. A design goal of this 
project is to avoid and minimize ecological impacts to the extent practicable, and to implement 
mitigation and enhancement activities that are function-based in order to achieve a measure of 
natural potential. 
 
5 ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 
Two types of impacts have been evaluated for project alternatives: 1) disturbance or removal of 
habitat, and 2) disruption or elimination of ecological functions.  Under the first impact type, the 
amount of wetland and wildlife habitat2 removed or disturbed has been calculated using GIS 
tools3.  These numbers are shown in Table 1. The following paragraphs discuss the effects of 
project alternatives on the ecological functions introduced in Section 3.  
 
Each of the ecological functions listed earlier in this report is discussed below in regards to the 
project alternatives.  
 
Habitat for aquatic and semi-aquatic fauna 
Fanno and Pinebrook Creek, and their associated stream corridors (riparian and upland) provide 
habitat for a variety of animals that are strictly aquatic (such as fish and some aquatic 
invertebrates), aquatic during one life stage (such as some aquatic insects and amphibians), or 
                                                 
2  Wetland area impact is based on the wetland delineations conducted for the project. Wildlife habitat area impact is 
based on identification of a “habitat patch,” as shown in report figures. In some cases, an impact might include 
wetland and wildlife habitat if the wetland is within the boundaries of the wildlife habitat patch. In these cases, the 
area of impact is counted twice, once as wetland, once as wildlife habitat patch. It should be noted that wetlands 
outside the wildlife habitat patch also provide wildlife habitat.   
3  For purposes of impact assessment, we have assumed an average disturbed area width of 90 feet for the road 
corridor. The real width varies along each alignment, sometimes being greater or less than 90 feet. 
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highly dependent on the stream for life requisites (such as turtles, beaver, waterfowl and wading 
birds). Direct effects to aquatic habitat are actions such as filling or excavating the stream 
channel, armoring the bank, or placing bridge supports in the stream. Indirect effects are 
discussed below for water quality, temperature, wood debris and other functions. 
 
No direct effects to Fanno Creek aquatic habitat would result from any of the project alternatives. 
The proposed bridge for all alternatives would span the stream channel and floodway, and no fill, 
excavation, or streambank armoring are proposed. The presence of a bridge might increase 
shading of the stream during a small portion of the day compared to existing conditions; this is 
not seen as a significant effect. 
 
Alternatives 2, 7, 8 and 9 would impact one or both of the human-made ponds along Pinebrook 
Creek. The ponds have non-native mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis), a variety of typical aquatic 
invertebrates, vascular aquatic plants and large amounts of algae (in the summer). Alternatives 2 
and 8 would each fill a small portion of the northern edge of the west pond; alternatives 2, 7 and 
9 would each fill a portion of the west end of the east pond and span (bridge) a portion of the 
pond.  These impacts would reduce available habitat for aquatic invertebrates, frogs, water fowl, 
wading birds, and possibly turtles (although turtles have not been documented in either pond). 
The presence of the completed road would introduce human activities that would have a 
disburbance effect on wildlife, resulting in reduced presence or activity of some wildlife species.    
 
Habitat for upland fauna  
Although the areas described below are not regulated by the City as protected areas, the 
following information was prepared to address public comments received on the wetland permit 
application. 
 
A wildlife habitat patch has been identified in the project area in the Fanno Creek Watershed 
Management Plan and by Metro in their Goal 5 Fish and Wildlife program.  For this project, we 
have established a boundary for this wildlife habitat patch based on aerial photography 
interpretation and field evaluation (see Figure A-7). The wildlife habitat patch includes riparian 
and upland habitat along Fanno Creek, as well as a large upland wooded area northeast of the 
railroad but otherwise contiguous with the Fanno Creek corridor habitat. A more detailed 
description of the habitat is presented in Attachment E of the wetland permit application. 
Although not included in any of the mapping referenced in this report, we also consider upland 
meadow areas, primarily non-active agricultural fields on the west side of Fanno Creek, to be 
potential nesting habitat for native turtles that might be present in the area. Stream-associated 
habitat also can provide a movement or migration corridor for a variety of wildlife species along 
the Fanno Creek corridor.  
 
All of the project alternatives cross the wildlife habitat patch (and Fanno Creek; except for 
Alternative 6) in the northwestern lobe of the patch. The patch width along Fanno Creek in this 
northwestern portion ranges from 50 to about 400 feet wide (total width, both sides of stream), 
and is the most disturbed area of the wildlife habitat patch. Past land use activities, including 
agriculture, filling, and sewer construction have fragmented habitat continuity, removed 
vegetation, and introduced non-native invasive plant species such as reed canarygrass and 
Himalayan blackberry. The existence of the project will fragment the habitat patch generally 
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east-west. The northern alternatives would result in a smaller, and generally less usable (for 
wildlife) fragment at the north end of the patch. This fragmentation will create a potential barrier 
to movement of wildlife that travel on land, and a potential area, the roadway, where wildlife can 
be killed or injured by motor vehicles. Construction of the roadway is anticipated to have only a 
minimal effect on wildlife movement along the Fanno Creek corridor. Existing east-west travel 
corridors across Fanno Creek are currently present immediately north of the project area on the 
Fanno Creek Park site and south of the project area on the Fanno Pointe open space tract to be 
deeded to the City. These east-west corridors will be under City ownership and are located in 
areas that are not planned to be developed; therefore, east-west travel across Fanno Creek will be 
preserved both north and south of Wall Street. The project will not prevent north-south travel 
along Fanno Creek. A travel corridor along Fanno Creek will be present underneath the 320 foot 
wide bridge spanning Fanno Creek and its floodway. 
 
Table 2 shows the amount of wildlife habitat patch affected by each alternative, by linear feet 
and acres of disturbance. Alternatives 3 and 4 affect the greatest amount of wildlife habitat based 
on length of disturbance. Alternatives 3, 4 and 8 each have the greatest amount of disturbance 
based on acreage. Alternative 8 is the only one that also would affect a portion of the habitat 
patch on the northeast side of the railroad. It is important to note that these calculations included 
the bridge sections of each alternative, where vegetation will be removed, but no fill will be 
placed. Construction of the bridge will require larger shrubs and some trees to be removed, 
although herbaceous vegetation and small shrubs will remain underneath the bridge. In some 
important ways, the bridge has less disturbance to wildlife habitat than the road fill sections of 
the project; a large area of habitat will remain under the bridge because it will span the floodway; 
wildlife movement can continue within the floodway under the bridge, and the bridge height, 6-8 
feet above ground level, will allow light penetration to support vegetation underneath.  
 

 

 
 
Stream hydrology moderation and water storage 
Riparian, floodplain and upland areas play a role in stream hydrology and floodwater storage. 
Rainfall intercepted by vegetation and stored in soil can add to shallow groundwater in areas of 
groundwater recharge, and stream “flashiness” is reduced if rainfall is intercepted. A functional 
floodplain can store floodwater over a short period and reduce flood peaks downstream. The 
riparian and stream-side upland undeveloped areas in the project reach provide rainfall 
interception and storage; however, Fanno Creek is so deeply incised, the floodplain is generally 
not connected to the stream except during the highest flows.  

Table 2. Wildlife Habitat Patch Disturbance 
Project  
Alternative 

Disturbance 
(linear feet) 

Disturbance 
(acres) 

Acres as % of 
total patch 

1 370 0.52 0.7 
2 540 0.86 1.2 
3 770 1.14 1.6 
4 830 1.16 1.6 
5 300 0.45 0.6 
6 530 0.86 1.2 
7 590 0.87 1.2 
8 490 1.33 1.8 
9 590 0.85 1.2 
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The impacts of the proposed project on this function will result from the removal of vegetation 
(trees, shrubs, groundcover) and the construction of impervious surfaces (roadway and 
sidewalks). Table 3 shows the estimated amounts of ground disturbance (i.e. clearing, filling) for 
each alternative. Alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9 each would impact between 2.5 and 3.2 acres. 
Alternative 8 has the largest amount of ground disturbance at 6.15 acres. These calculations do 
not include the area underneath the bridge section of each alternative since herbaceous 
vegetation and small shrubs will remain underneath the bridge and therefore, this area will 
continue to provide water storage function. 
 
The impact of the project on the hydrology and water storage function will be mitigated by 
capturing and treating stormwater runoff from the project paved surfaces and directing the 
treated runoff into wetland or floodplain areas within the project site.  
 

TABLE 3. Total Estimated Disturbed Area for Project 
Alternatives 

Project 
Alternative 

Total Estimated Disturbed Area (acres) 

1 2.52 
2 3.28 
3 2.76 
4 2.49 
5 2.63 
6 2.15 
7 3.15 
8 6.15 
9 3.07 

   
Microclimate 
Shrub and wooded portions of streamside and upland habitat, if large enough, can alter climate 
conditions on a small scale (i.e. microclimate), providing a different set of temperature, light, 
sound and humidity parameters that are important for some species of wildlife. This function can 
also affect conditions within adjacent human development. The impact levels of project 
alternatives on microclimate are similar to those discussed above in the section on habitat for 
upland fauna. In general, the alternatives that are further north will leave larger patches of 
woodland, and thus more opportunity for microclimate differences.  
 
Streambank stabilization and stream channel structure/dynamics 
The roots of riparian vegetation provide structural stability to streambank soils, reducing erosion. 
The above-ground parts of plants provide water velocity protection to soils. Woody vegetation 
along streams can influence the meander dynamics of the channel by providing this erosion 
protection. Large wood pieces (i.e. trees and large branches) that fall into the stream channel also 
influence channel structure, meander pattern and hydraulic dynamics, as well as physical habitat 
parameters for aquatic fauna. 
 
Fanno Creek in the project area is very incised due to historic and present land uses that have 
altered the channel and stream hydrology. Stream banks are generally very steep (many are 
vertical) and high (8+ feet) through most of the project reach of Fanno Creek. While existing 
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trees and shrubs provide some bank stability in the reach, banks are undercut below the root 
depth of some of this vegetation. The function of streambank stability is compromised by this 
altered channel condition and hydrology.  
 
Every project alternative would result in the removal of vegetation from the project right-of-way. 
However, because each alternative includes a bridge that would span the floodway, impacts to 
vegetation on and adjacent to the banks of Fanno Creek would be minimized.  
 
Mitigation for impacts to this function will be to retain shrubs under the bridge, and to cut, rather 
than remove trees in the bridge path to leave lower trunk and roots intact; however, short-term 
construction-related impacts are likely to occur. 
 
Sediment, water temperature, and water pollution control 
Floodplain and riparian areas along streams can intercept and filter out sediment carried by 
stormwater runoff. Vegetation, soil and soil microorganisms can remove many urban or 
agricultural contaminants from stormwater runoff before they reach the stream. Streamside 
shrubs and trees provide shade that can maintain cooler water temperatures in the stream. Large 
in-stream wood pieces can trap and retain sediments to some extent.  
 
Fanno and Pinebrook Creeks are presently in degraded condition relative to sediment load, 
temperature and water quality due to urban development and past land use practices. Most of the 
project reach of Fanno Creek and adjacent land is in public ownership (City of Tigard, Metro), so 
much of the existing vegetated area will remain intact, and future sediment and contaminant 
sources will be minimized and controlled.  
 
All of the project alternatives would result in removal of or disturbance to soil and vegetation in 
the project right-of-way (see Table 3 for estimated acreages). There will be a potential for 
increased sediment and contaminants in stormwater runoff during project construction. 
Following construction, the paved roadway will be a source of sediment, contaminants and 
increased stormwater temperature.   
 
Mitigation of impacts to this function will include the use of sediment and contaminant control 
BMPs during construction, and construction of water quality facilities to treat roadway runoff. 
Treated runoff will be directed to wetland or floodplain areas on the site instead of directly to a 
stream, increasing the potential for these areas to provide the sediment, temperature and water 
pollution control function.     
 
Organic matter input, including large wood 
Organic materials, living and dead, produced in riparian, floodplain and upland areas along 
streams provide critical support for biological processes. Leaves, twigs and large wood that fall 
into the stream or onto soil surfaces support a variety of food webs in these habitats. Living 
material, in the form of plants and animals, are also parts of these food webs. Many food webs 
have branches in aquatic and terrestrial habitats; for example, terrestrial insects living in 
streamside vegetation fall into the stream and become food for fish and other aquatic fauna.  
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All of the project alternatives would result in the removal of organic material (living and dead 
plants, organic litter, etc.) from the project right-of-way. The extent of this removal is shown in 
Table 3. This removal of organic material and its sources could have a small localized effect on 
this function; however, this impact is not considered to be significant. 
 
 
G:\2003\03071_Tig\Permit\AlternativesAnalysis.doc
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1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
This prel iminary stormwater report is prepared to demonstrate 
prel iminary compliance of the proposed storm uti l i ty infrastructure with 
the City of Tigard requirements.  The City of Tigard references Clean 
Water Services (CWS) standards within the 2007 Design and 
Construction Standards. 
 
The proposed project is the Phase I I of the Wall Street extension, 
which consists of constructing approximately 600 feet of roadway 
including a bridge structure over Fanno Creek.  A water quali ty swale 
is proposed to treat and convey stormwater runoff from the proposed 
street improvement from stations 14+34 to 25+50.  A series of catch 
basins and manholes are proposed to convey a pretreatment water 
quali ty manhole, then to the swale.   
 
The project site is located adjacent to the City of Tigard Library 
located at SW Hall Blvd in Tigard.  The street extension al ignment is 
proposed to extend Wall Street to the west from south of the Tigard 
Library across Fanno Creek turning to the NE across the Southern 
Pacif ic Railroad tracks and connecting to the exist ing Wall Street. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
2. DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY  
 
Water quali ty treatment is required for al l  new impervious areas with 
this proposed project.  Water quantity treatment is not proposed due 
to the outfal l  of the runoff into Fanno Creek, which has no known 
downstream flow restrict ions from this site. 
 
The swale is sized to treat the water quali ty event of 0.36 in over four 
hours, the CWS minimum, by maintaining the residence t ime of water 
through the swale at nine minutes.  The swale is also sized for 
conveyance of the 25-yr, 24-hr storm using the rational method. 
 
The storm pipes are sized to meet CWS standards of conveyance of 
the 25-yr 24-hr storm using the rational method.  The rational method 
IDF curves are referenced from CWS standard detai l 1275.  The t ime 
of concentration is taken to be the minimum five minute and 
calculated using the t ime-lag method.  The calculations are attached. 

 
 
 



 
 
 

 
G R O U P  M A C K E N Z I E  
S i n c e  1 9 6 0  
R i v e r E a s t  C e n t e r ,  1 5 1 5  S E  W a t e r  A v e  # 1 0 0 ,  P o r t l a n d ,  O R   9 7 2 1 4  
P O  B o x  1 4 3 1 0   P o r t l a n d ,  O R   9 7 2 9 3  
T  5 0 3 . 2 2 4 . 9 5 6 0   3 6 0 . 6 9 5 . 7 8 7 9   F  5 0 3 . 2 2 8 . 1 2 8 5   g r o u p m a c k e n z i e . c o m  H : \ P R O J E C T S \ 2 0 7 0 3 3 4 0 0 \ C A L C S \ S T O R M R E P O R T . d o c

 2  

 
 
 
 
 

3. WATER QUALITY METHODOLOGY  
 

The swale tr ibutary basin includes the span of the bridge from station 
14+34 to 20+35 of the current project and up to the station 25+50 of 
the future extension of Wall Street.   
The total basin area is 68,285 SF or 1.57 acres. 
 
Area = 68,285 SF 
 
Water Quality Flow (WQF) =  
WQF = (0.36 in) x (68,285 sf) / ( (12 in/ft) x (4 hr) x (3600 s/hr) 
 
WQF = 0.142 cfs 
 
This f low yields a design water quali ty f low depth of 0.17’ < 0.50’ 
maximum.  The residence t ime is over 22 minutes > 9 minimum.  The 
swale is to be planted with a variety of wetland type native grasses 
and shrubs per CWS requirements to promote sorption of the runoff. 
 
The pretreatment requirement is met by instal l ing a sumped oil /water 
separator type manhole prior to the swale outfal l . 
 
See attached water quali ty swale calculations. 

 
 





Water Quality Swale Calculation
Swale # Phase II (Wall Street swale)
Project: Fields Property
Project #: 2070334
Date: 30-Sep-09
By: mjs

Q(cfs)= 0.142
Width(ft)= 6
Depth(ft)= 0.17
Slope (s)= 0.005
Manning 'n'= 0.24
Sideslope(x:1)= 4
Area= 1.1356
Hyd. Radius R = 0.153421

AR^.67=Qn/1.486(s)^.5

Qn/1.486*s^.5 0.324 Adjust width, slope
or depth until these

=AR^0.67= 0.325 two cells match

V=Q/A 0.125 ft/s

Length= 168 ft

Time= 22.39 min.



25-yr Swale Conveyance Calculation
Swale # Phase II (Wall Street swale)
Project: Fields Property
Project #: 2070334
Date: 30-Sep-09
By: mjs

Q(cfs)= 5.74 (25-yr storm using rational method)
Width(ft)= 6
Depth(ft)= 1.292
Slope (s)= 0.005
Manning 'n'= 0.24
Sideslope(x:1)= 4
Area= 14.42906
Hyd. Radius R = 0.866396

AR^.67=Qn/1.486(s)^.5

Qn/1.486*s^.5 13.111 Adjust width, slope
or depth until these

=AR^0.67= 13.113 two cells match

V=Q/A 0.398 ft/s

Length= 168 ft

Time= 7.04 min.



Project name: Wall Street Extension Project number: 2070334.00
25 year/24-hour storm event
By: MJS Checked: RD = Roof Drain MH = Manhole
Date: 9/28/09 Date: CI = Curb Inlet WQ = Water Quality
n = 0.013 AD= Area Drain O/W = Oil Water Separator
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Wall St
Future CB1 FCB 1 5 5.00 3.40 0.160 0.9 0.14 0.14 0.49 1.00 10 0.545 0.351 2.18 4.00 0.22 22 0.09
Future CB2 FCB 2 5 5.00 3.40 0.160 0.9 0.14 0.14 0.49 1.00 10 0.545 0.351 2.18 4.00 0.22 22 0.09

Future Main #1 F1 5.09 5.09 3.40 0.9 0.29 0.29 0.98 0.50 12 0.785 0.397 2.51 3.19 0.39 86 0.45

Future CB3 FCB 3 5.54 5.54 3.32 0.060 0.9 0.05 0.05 0.18 1.00 10 0.545 0.351 2.18 4.00 0.08 22 0.09
Future CB4 FCB 4 5.54 5.54 3.32 0.060 0.9 0.05 0.05 0.18 1.00 10 0.545 0.351 2.18 4.00 0.08 22 0.09

Main #1 1 5.63 5.63 3.31 0.9 0.40 0.40 1.31 0.80 12 0.785 0.397 3.17 4.04 0.41 300 1.24

CB1 CB 1 6.87 6.87 3.15 0.550 0.9 0.50 0.50 1.56 1.00 10 0.545 0.351 2.18 4.00 0.71 22 0.09
CB2 CB 2 6.87 6.87 3.15 0.550 0.9 0.50 0.50 1.56 1.00 10 0.545 0.351 2.18 4.00 0.71 22 0.09

MH to WQMH 2 6.96 6.96 3.12 0.9 1.39 1.39 4.32 2.00 12 0.785 0.397 5.02 6.39 0.86 90 0.23

WQMH to Swale 3 7.20 7.20 3.05 0.9 1.88 1.88 5.74 0.50 18 1.767 0.520 7.40 4.19 0.78 90 0.36
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Introduction

The following information pertains to a compensatory wetland mitigation plan associated with an
already permitted removal and fill project known as the Wall Street Extension (31719-RF). It
was determined by the applicant (City of Tigard) and by the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife that the existing wetland mitigation design associated with this development was
inadequate to effectively restore this reach of stream of Pinebrook Creek and we therefore offer
the subsequent revision of the compensatory wetland mitigation design. This design incorporates
the reduction of water velocities, provides refuge for young fish during high flow times, will
likely increase the presence of invertebrates, and prevents fish entrapment as the hydrology
recedes from the site.

The sections listed below examine the original mitigation plan and highlight the proposed
revisions. Sections not discussed remain unchanged from the original mitigation plan.

Section 3.3.2 Mitigation Wetlands - Wetland Function Attributes

Table 1 has been revised to reflect the proposed functional attributes of the newly designed
mitigated wetland areas.

Function Impact
Wetlands

Original Mitigation
Wetlands

Revised Mitigation
Wetlands

Net
Gain/Loss

1. Water Storage and Delay 0.10 0.20 0.30 +0.20
2. Sediment Stabilization and
Phosphorus Retention

0.93 0.87 0.93 No change

3. Nitrogen removal 0.66 0.81 0.81 +0.15
4. Thermoregulation 0.51 0.14 0.60 +0.09
5. Primary Production 0.73 0.71 0.75 +0.02
6. Resident Fish Habitat Support 0.68 0.61 0.70 +0.02
7. Anadromous fish Habitat Support 0.0 0.75 0.80 +0.80
8. Invertebrate Habitat Support 0.55 0.42 0.70 +0.15
9. Amphibian and Turtle Habitat 0.57 0.63 0.80 +0.23
10. Breeding Waterbird Support 0.0 0.0 0.0 No change
11. Wintering and Migratory Waterbird 0.48 0.52 0.60 +0.12
12. Songbird Habitat Support 0.62 0.46 0.62 No change
13. Support of Characteristic Vegetation 0.60 0.96 0.95 +0.35

With the proposed impacts and the resulting revised onsite mitigation for the impacts the
functional attributes will improve. The area in which these improvements or gains will occur as
a result of the mitigation effort will be in water storage and delay, nitrogen removal,
thermoregulation, anadromous fish habitat support, invertebrate habitat support, amphibian and
turtle habitat, wintering and migratory waterbird support, and songbird habitat support.

Water storage and delay should be improved through the use of the rock structures to reduce the
velocities during storm events. The use of the berms and subsequent Newberry riffles there will
be an increase in water storage during the wet season and will prolong the movement of
hydrology towards Fanno Creek. Nitrogen removal will be increased and accomplished through
the placement of characteristic vegetation, seasonal inundation, and the placement of downed
large diameter trees placed throughout the mitigation site. The function of thermoregulation will
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increase over time through the overshadowing of the stream and wetland areas by the planting of
trees and shrubs to eventually reduce the temperatures of the water as the vegetation matures.
The design of this mitigation area is specifically oriented toward anadromous fish habitat. This
design incorporates the reduction of water velocities, provides refuge for young fish during high
flow times, will likely increase the presence of invertebrates, and prevents fish entrapment as the
hydrology recedes from the site. Invertebrate habitat support and amphibian and turtle support
will be accomplished in the same manner through the placement of large boulders and downed
wood, variable vegetation forms, and seasonal pools associated with Pinebrook Creek. Seasonal
pools, increased native vegetation, and the contributing watershed upstream will provide an
increase in functions for wintering and migratory waterbird support.

This revised CWM design illustrates an area that will be excavated to provide a very dependable
water source for seasonal inundation and the establishment of high native species diversity.
There is expected to be no loss of functions through the impact of the wetlands once
compensated through the implementation of this mitigation plan.

Section 4.0 Compensatory Mitigation

This section has been revised to reflect the proposed mitigation design changes. As described in
the existing mitigation plan; a total of 0.30 acres of wetland impact has been permitted for this
project. In order to compensate for these impacts the applicant will be performing wetland
enhancement and creation in association with restoration of a segment of Pinebrook Creek (Fig
1, Mitigation Plan). This mitigation consists of .06 acres of creation (0.04 mitigation credit at
1.5:1), 0.67 acres of enhancement (0.22 mitigation credit at 3:1), and 0.04 acres of restoration
(0.04 mitigation credit at 1:1).

The mitigation area begins just east of the existing culvert exiting from under Hall Blvd. There
is a small segment of the existing channel that will be utilized. This channel will be expanded
into the uplands creating a broad area for which 12-18 inch rock and 16 to 24” rock will be 
strategically placed to diffuse the velocities of water coming from the culvert (Fig. 5, Rock
Cluster Detail). The hydrology will then enter the existing man made pond and will then funnel
into a created wetland area.  This area of creation prior to entering into the proposed 42” culvert 
will consist of another rock structure (Fig. 6). This structure consists of an upstream “V” weir 
with two rows of 24” rocks which will direct water into the culvert.  A single one cubic yard
bounder will be placed 25-30 feet above the culvert. This placement of the boulder will prevent
debris blockage and allow the City to maintain the inlet to the culvert through the removal of any
debris that may threaten the culvert. From the outlet of the culvert to the first Newberry riffle the
remaining grade will be utilized as a broad channel. A low diversified berm will be constructed
and will extend from the existing berm to the north to the riffle and to the south to assist in
directing the flow through the Newberry riffle (Fig. 7, Newberry Riffle Detail). This riffle will
match the elevation of the desired water depth for the mitigation area and connect with the
restored channel. From the outlet of the riffle to the inlet of the second Newberry riffle the
restored channel will be utilized as a low flow channel. The hydrology will then enter into a
second Newberry riffle. A second low irregular berm will be constructed from the riffle south to
connect with the existing embankment. The channel will then enter the existing reach of
Pinebrook Creek.
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The enhancement area located to the east of the second berm will consist of grading and removal
of roughly 6” of the soil surface to remove the monoculture of reed canary grass. The site will
then be planted with clusters of shrub and tree species to further stabilize this area of the 100
year flood plain along Fanno Creek. Hydrology will consist of groundwater and the placement
of weep ports within the berm that will act as artificial springs. There will be three weep ports
strategically placed within the berm which will consist of 0.5 inch PVC pipe which will be set at
an elevation to maintain the water level in the upper structure. The pipe would then go through
the berm where the outlet would consist of an elbow and a stand pipe which would control the
level of water entering the enhancement area. This outlet would then be surrounded by a rock
ring to further protect the outlet area.

Removal of reed canary grass will occur in the stream restoration and enhancement areas. This
will consist of grading and removal of roughly 6” of the soil surface.Erosion control fabric will
be placed beneath all rock weirs and Newberry riffles to stabilize the substrate beneath the rock
assemblies. Large woody debris proposed to be removed from the site will be reused and placed
randomly throughout the mitigation areas to enhance amphibian and invertebrate habitats. All
native woody vegetation within the mitigation areas will remain intact.

A planting plan will incorporate additional native trees and shrubs as well as native herbaceous
vegetation. Sterile rye grass will also be planted to immediately assist in stabilizing the newly
contoured substrate upon project completion.

Section 4.2 Mitigation Site Constraints

As stated within the original mitigation plan, the site constraints include the limited site area that
is available in which to reconstruct Pinebrook Creek due to the close proximity of the Tigard
Library and the Fanno Pointe Condominiums to the location of the proposed right-of-way for the
Wall Street Project.

Section 4.3 Mitigation Design Assumptions

As provided in the original mitigation plan, design assumptions include the presence of requisite
wetland hydrology within the created and restored wetland areas. A hydrological analysis of the
upstream drainage basin and existing Pinebrook Creek stream flows was also completed to
determine the size of the stream channel that would allow the stream to disperse its energy
during a storm event as it exits the Hall Blvd. culvert. This will be done through strategically
placed boulder clusters placed just outside the Hall Blvd. culvert, then into a broad wetland area,
and finally recollecting at slower velocities as it enters into upstream V weirs that direct it
throughthe proposed 42” culvert.
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Section 4.6 Mitigation Site Grading

A majority of the site grading will take place within the area just east of the Hall Blvd. culvert.
This area will consist of repositioning the direction of flow from the culvert into the rock cluster
area. This will then connect up to the pond which will be taken offline and be used as an
enhanced seasonal palustrine emergent wetland. The ponded area is then re-graded to
approximately 146’ to match the elevation of the stream flow and is connected to a newly created
area which will enter into the second 42” culvert.  The banks of this created and enhanced area
will consist of a 5:1 slope (see Figure 1 Wetland Mitigation Plan, Figure 3a and 3b Wetland
Mitigation Plan Cross Sections). The area of the restored stream channel and the enhanced
mitigation area will consist of the minor grading and removal of the top 6” of the soil surface to 
remove the reed canary grass from the site. Through this minor grading the stream channel will
be redefined. The berms will be constructed of upland soil found onsite with the elevation of the
first berm at 141’ and the elevation of the second at 139’.

The excavation for the grading of the mitigation site will be done with trucks and scrapers with
rubber tires, during the dry season, to limit any potential impacts to the area. Access to the site
for construction activities will be from Hall Blvd. Excavation of the mitigation site will occur in
a manner that will minimize any impacts to soil structure and stability. During and after the
construction phase of the project, the mitigation area will be protected from erosion and
sedimentation with hay bales or silt fencing, if necessary. The area will be planted as soon as
possible following excavation to minimize any possible runoff due to precipitation.

Section 4.7 Mitigation Site Planting

Table 3. Wetland Planting Mix
Scientific Name Common Name Type Rate/Spacing Location* Quantity
Lolium perenne Sterile rye grass Seed 20 lbs/acre All 20 lbs
Agrostis exarata Spike bentgrass Seed 2 lbs/acre All 1.5 lbs

Carex obnupta Slough sedge Propagules 1 ft centers in
groups of 5

West Pond
East of West Pond
East enhance area

75
100
100

Eleocharis ovata Ovoid spikerush Seed 2 lbs/acre All 1.5 lbs
Hordeum
brachyantherum Meadow barley Seed 12 lbs/acre All 9 lbs

Juncus tenuis Slender rush Seed 1 lb/acre All 0.75 lbs
Lupinus
polyphyllus

Large-leafed
lupine Seed 8 lbs/acre All 6 lbs

Scirpus
microcarpus

Small-fruited
bulrush Propagules 1 ft centers in

groups of 5

West of West Pond
West Pond
East enhance area

100
75
100

*Wetland planting mix to be seeded in all wetland mitigation areas and temporary wetland impact areas.
Distribute seed uniformly over the designated area and hand rake to insure that seed is firmly in contact
with the soil.
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Table 4. Wetland Tree and Shrub Plantings
Scientific Name Common Name Size* Spacing Planting Location Quantity

Acer circinatum Vine maple 1 gallon 5-8 feet on
center

Perimeter of west pond
mitigation area

10
10

Cornus stolonifera
[(sericea)]

Red-osier
dogwood 1 gallon 5-10 feet

on center
Top of restored stream
bank area 100

Crataegus douglasii Black hawthorn 1 gallon 10 feet on
center

Perimeter of west pond
mitigation area 10

Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash 2 gallon 15 feet on
center

West Pond
Berms
Along Fanno Creek

20
15
15

Physocarpus
capitatus Pacific ninebark 1 gallon 5-8 feet on

center
West Pond
Berms

10
8

Rosa pisocarpa Wild clustered
rose 1 gallon

Groups of
3; 3 feet
on center

West Pond
Berms

20
15

Salix lasiandra Pacific willow 1 gallon of
stakes

10-15 feet
on center

Top of stream bank
East enhance area

40
10

Salix piperi Piper’s willow 1 gallon of
stakes

5-10 feet
on center

Top of stream bank
East enhance area

70
30

Salix scouleriana Scouler willow 1 gallon of
stakes

15 feet on
center East enhance area 30

Thuja plicata Western red
cedar 2 gallons 15 feet on

center
West Pond (149-150 ft)
Berms

5
5

*Bare root plants may be substituted for container plants based upon seasonal availability and site conditions.

Section 6.0 Construction Schedule

The Construction Schedule found on Table 5 of the mitigation plan should begin in summer of
2007 and the consecutive dates would be revised accordingly.
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FIGURE 1
Revised Mitigation Site Plan

Project: Wall St / Hall BlvdNatural Resources Consulting
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FIGURE 2
Mitigation Site Plan X-Sections (large scale)

Project: Wall St / Hall BlvdNatural Resources Consulting
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FIGURE 3a
Cross Section A-A
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FIGURE 3b
Cross Section B-B
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FIGURE 4
Proposed Restoration Site Detail

Project: Wall St / Hall BlvdNatural Resources Consulting
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FIGURE 5
Rock Cluster Detail
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FIGURE 6
V-Weir Detail
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FIGURE 7
Newberry Riffle Detail
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 PROJECT NUMBER: 2070334 DATE: June 9, 2010 
PROJECT NAME: Wall Street – Fields Property Access 
 
 TO: FILE 

FROM: Matt Butts, PE 

SUBJECT: Wall Street – Proposed Phase 2 – Floodplain Impacts 
 
 
This memo addresses the Phase 2 construction of the Wall Street Improvements, which proposes to include a 
bridge over Fanno Creek.  Previous Phase 2 analysis did not address the requirement of City of Tigard Code 
Section 18.775.070.B (1), which states “alterations shall preserve or enhance the floodplain storage function” 
and Section 18.775.070.B (3) that states any “encroachment will not result in any increase in flood levels 
during the base flood discharge”. 
 
Through use of data employed in the City of Tigard Library approvals, Wall Street Phase 2 plans and profiles 
prepared for the City by DeHaas and Associates, and calculations prepared for the City’s Wall Street project 
by West Consultants (under subcontract to DeHaas and OBEC in 2003 through 2005), we have reviewed the 
fill volumes of the design, and design alternatives such that we can determine the ability to meet the 
requirement of the Code section noted above. 
 
Per the survey, the 100-year floodplain elevation varies within this section of Fanno Creek from 141’ to 143’. 
 Based on this range, comparison to the approved Tigard Library application, and the calculations provided by 
West Consultants, an elevation of 141.4’ was utilized in this study.  This exceeds the elevations noted in the 
West analysis and DeHaas plans (141.1’) and was confirmed as consistent with the current mapping and 
elevations noted by the 2005 Flood Insurance Study obtained recently from the City.  Based on the profile and 
bridge section, a freeboard of over 1.0’ continues to be maintained with this flood elevation. 
 
As shown by the exhibits included with the land use submittal, the Phase 2 roadway fill within the floodplain 
will approximate 2010 cubic yards (CY), as based on this 100-year flood elevation of 141.1’.  Based on 
approved and constructed Phase 1 work, a net excavation of 941 CY was provided (per the DeHaas memo of 
March 4, 2005, attached) through the completion of the wetland work. With this included, the net fill due to 
Phase 2 (without additional excavation / mitigation) is figured at approximately 1,069 CY. 
 
Per the West Consultants analysis, the 320-foot bridge span option creates a maximum 0.4-foot rise in the 
flood elevation in the local Fanno Creek area upstream of the new bridge structure, but the rise in flood 
elevation became zero prior to reaching the Hall Boulevard undercrossing.  While there would be no 
downstream impacts on any culvert or property, specifically noting the Tigard Library, they did not make a 
conclusion for Phase 2 construction in relation to the Code requirements.   
 
To meet the stated requirements of Sections 18.775.070.B (1 and 3), additional excavation would be needed 
to specifically preserve floodplain storage and to avoid an increase flood levels during the base flood 
discharge. Excavation areas are available within the project vicinity to satisfy the needed cut volumes and 
preserve floodplain storage and will be identified as this project moves forward. 
 
Attachments: Memorandum, DeHaas and Associates, March 4, 2005 
   (including portions of the 2003 and 2005 West Consultants analysis) 
 

H:\PROJECTS\207033406\PLOTSETS\Supplemental 6-11-2010\memo-ph2-flood-rev2.doc 
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                                         Service Provider Letter 
 

This form and the attached conditions will serve as your Service Provider Letter in accordance 
with Clean Water Services Design and Construction Standards (R&O 07-20). 

 

Jurisdiction:   Tigard  Review Type:  

Allowed Use/ Tier 2 (All Tier 2 
Requirements Met under SPL 
4203) 

    
 

    
Site Address      

SPL Issue Date:   October 01, 2009 
/ Location:  Tigard, OR 97223   

SPL Expiration Date:   October 01, 2011 
    

   

Applicant Information: 
 

Owner Information: 
 

Name    Name  FRED FIELDS  
 

Company  GROUP MACKENZIE  Company    
 

Address  1515 SE WATER AVENUE  Address  1149 SW DAVENPORT AVENUE  
 

  PORTLAND OR  97293    PORTLAND OR  97201  
 

Phone/Fax  (503) 224-9560  Phone/Fax  (503) 228-7084  
 

E-mail:  rkonrad@grpmack.com  E-mail:    
   

   

Tax lot ID 
 

Development Activity 

 

2S102DD00100, 
2S102DD00200, 
2S102DA00690, 
2S1010001200    Wall Street Road Crossing; Phase 2  

       
      

 
 

Pre-Development Site Conditions:    Post Development Site Conditions:  

 
Sensitive Area Present:                On-Site               Off-Site   

 
Sensitive Area Present:                On-Site                 Off-Site 

 

Vegetated Corridor Width:  Variable; 0-50   
 

Vegetated Corridor Width: Variable; 0-50+ 
 

Vegetated Corridor Condition:  Marginal/Degraded    
     

 

Enhancement of Remaining 
Vegetated Corridor Required:  

 
  Square Footage to be enhanced:  24,012  

         

Encroachments into Pre-Development Vegetated Corridor: 

Type and location of Encroachment:                                                                                                                        Square Footage: 
Road Crossing  28,383 
   
   
   

Mitigation Requirements: 

Type/Location                                                                                                                                                           Sq. Ft./Ratio/Cost 
On-site (2S102DD00100 and 2S102DD00200); Off-site (2S1010001200)  28,383/1:1 
   
   
   

 

 
      Conditions Attached           Development Figures Attached (2)          Planting Plan Attached           Geotech Report Required 
 

This Service Provider Letter does NOT eliminate the need to evaluate and protect water quality 
sensitive areas if they are subsequently discovered on your property. 

08-003183 

x x x x 

x 

x x   
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In order to comply with Clean Water Services water quality protection 
requirements the project must comply with the following conditions: 

 

1. No structures, development, construction activities, gardens, lawns, application of chemicals, 
uncontained areas of hazardous materials as defined by Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality, pet wastes, dumping of materials of any kind, or other activities shall be permitted 
within the sensitive area or Vegetated Corridor which may negatively impact water quality, 
except those allowed in R&O 07-20, Chapter 3. 

2. Prior to any site clearing, grading or construction the Vegetated Corridor and water quality 
sensitive areas shall be surveyed, staked, and temporarily fenced per approved plan.  During 
construction the Vegetated Corridor shall remain fenced and undisturbed except as allowed by 
R&O 07-20, Section 3.06.1 and per approved plans. 

3. Prior to any activity within the sensitive area, the applicant shall gain authorization for 
the project from the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE).  The applicant shall provide Clean Water Services with copies of all 
DSL and USACE project authorization permits.  

4. An approved Oregon Department of Forestry Notification is required for one or more trees 
harvested for sale, trade, or barter, on any non-federal lands within the State of Oregon. 

5. Prior to ground disturbance an Erosion Control permit will be required with the City or Clean 
Water Services. Appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP's) for Erosion Control, in 
accordance with Clean Water Services' Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Planning and 
Design Manual, shall be used prior to, during, and following earth disturbing activities. 

6. Prior to construction, a Stormwater Connection Permit from Clean Water Services or its 
designee is required pursuant to Ordinance 27, Section 4.B. 

7. Activities located within the 100-year floodplain shall comply with R&O 07-20, Section 5.10. 

8. Removal of native, woody vegetation shall be limited to the greatest extent practicable. 

9. Should final development plans differ significantly from those submitted for review by 
Clean Water Services, the applicant shall provide updated drawings, and if necessary, 
obtain a revised Service Provider Letter. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

10. The Vegetated Corridor width for sensitive areas within the project site shall be a minimum of 
50 feet wide, as measured horizontally from the delineated boundary of the sensitive area. 

11. For the on-site and off-site Vegetated Corridors proposed for enhancement (30,332 sq ft; 
See SPL Attachment 2) the applicant shall enhance the entire Vegetated Corridor and 
mitigated Vegetated Corridor to meet or exceed good corridor condition as defined in 
R&O 07-20, Section 3.14.2, Table 3-3. 

12. Removal of invasive non-native species by hand is required in all Vegetated Corridors rated 
"good."  Replanting is required in any cleared areas larger than 25 square feet using low impact 
methods.  The applicant shall calculate all cleared areas larger than 25 square feet prior to the 
preparation of the required Vegetated Corridor enhancement/restoration plan. 

13. Prior to any site clearing, grading or construction, the applicant shall provide Clean Water 
Services with a Vegetated Corridor enhancement/restoration plan. Enhancement/restoration of 
the Vegetated Corridor shall be provided in accordance with R&O 07-20, Appendix A, and shall 
include planting specifications for all Vegetated Corridor, including any cleared areas larger 
than 25 square feet in Vegetated Corridor rated "good." 

14. Prior to installation of plant materials, all invasive vegetation within the Vegetated Corridor shall 
be removed per methods described in Clean Water Services' Integrated Vegetation and Animal 
Management Guidance, 2003.  During removal of invasive vegetation care shall be taken to 
minimize impacts to existing native tree and shrub species. 
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15. Clean Water Services or the jurisdictional city shall be notified 72 hours prior to the start and 
completion of enhancement/restoration activities.  Enhancement/restoration activities shall 
comply with the guidelines provided in Landscape Requirements (R&0 07-20, Appendix A). 

16. Maintenance and monitoring requirements shall comply with R&O 07-20, Section 2.11.2.  If at 
any time during the warranty period the landscaping falls below the 80% survival level, the 
owner shall reinstall all deficient planting at the next appropriate planting opportunity and the 
two year maintenance period shall begin again from the date of replanting. 

17. Performance assurances for the Vegetated Corridor shall comply with R&O 07-20, Section 
2.06.2, Table 2-1 and Section 2.10, Table 2-2. 

18. Clean Water Services shall require an easement over the existing and mitigated Vegetated 
Corridor conveying storm and surface water management to Clean Water Services that would 
prevent the owner of the Vegetated Corridor from activities and uses inconsistent with the 
purpose of the corridor and any easements therein. 

FINAL PLANS 

19. Final construction plans shall include landscape plans.  In the details section of the plans, 
a description of the methods for removal and control of exotic species, location, distribution, 
condition and size of plantings, existing plants and trees to be preserved, and installation 
methods for plant materials is required.  Plantings shall be tagged for dormant season 
identification and shall remain on plant material after planting for monitoring purposes. 

20. A Maintenance Plan shall be included on final plans including methods, responsible party 
contact information, and dates (minimum two times per year, by June 1 and September 30). 

21. Final construction plans shall clearly depict the location and dimensions of the sensitive 
area and the Vegetated Corridor (indicating good, marginal, or degraded condition).  
Sensitive area boundaries shall be marked in the field. 

22. Protection of the Vegetated Corridors and associated sensitive areas shall be provided 
by the installation of signage between the development and the outer limits of the Vegetated 
Corridors.  Signage details to be included on final construction plans. 

 
This Service Provider Letter is not valid unless CWS-approved site plan is attached. 
 

 
 
Please call (503) 681-3653 with any questions. 
 

 
 
Amber Wierck 
Environmental Plan Review 

 
 
Attachments (2) 
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September 22, 2009 
 
 
Amber Wierck 
Environmental Plan Review 
Clean Water Services 
2550 SW Hillsboro Highway 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 
 
Re: Wall Street Bridge, Tigard; Conceptual off-site vegetated corridor mitigation 

planting plan  
 Clean Water Services File Number 08-003183 
 PHS Project # 4365 
 
Amber:  
 
As detailed in previous submittals associated with this project, the original plan included 
construction in two phases. All necessary VC mitigation and enhancements for Phase I have 
been satisfied, as has sensitive areas mitigation for both Phases. In order to meet current CWS 
regulations, VC mitigation and enhancement associated with Phase II have been reassessed. 
 
Following your review of project information submitted on March 4, 2009, you indicated via 
email to Rhys Konrad of Group Mackenzie (on March 25, 2009) that the application needed to 
investigate off-site mitigation opportunities. You also noted that a delineation of sensitive areas 
in the vicinity of proposed off-site enhancement or mitigation would be required. This submittal 
includes a discussion of the results of a delineation along the western boundary of lot 1200. The 
delineation has enabled the applicant to identify viable vegetated corridor (VC) mitigation 
opportunities. The overall mitigation plan for project related impacts to regulated VC now 
includes 9,632 square feet of on-site VC mitigation and 18,751 square feet of off-site VC 
mitigation on lot 1200. On-site and off-site VC mitigation areas are now equivalent to the 
proposed area of impact (28,383 square feet). 
 
Sensitive Areas Delineation 
 
Sensitive areas on the western portion of lot 1200 include, from north to south; the southern 
extent of floodplain wetlands that extend off-site to the west; a short section of the east bank of 
Fanno Creek located in the north-central portion of the lot; the eastern limits of a backwater 
channel of Fanno Creek that is connected to the northern floodplain wetland via a short culvert 
(identified in the original delineation for Wall Street); a second section of the east bank of Fanno 
Creek and high flow overbank channel in the south-central portion of the lot; and the northern 
extent of a large floodplain wetland that extends off-site to the south (see Figure 1). Documented 
sample points associated with the delineation are included with this submittal. 

PACIFIC HABITAT SERVICES, INC
9450 SW Commerce Circle, Suite 180 (800) 871-9333 � (503) 570-0800 � Fax (503)570-0855 
Wilsonville, OR  97070 
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Condition of Regulated Vegetated Corridors and Mitigation Areas 
 
Given that Fanno Creek is a perennial stream, and that each wetland is at least one-half acre in 
size and/or hydrologically connected to Fanno Creek, all delineated sensitive areas will have 
regulated corridors 50 feet in width. Slopes east of the creek and wetlands vary between 5 to 10 
percent, so wider corridors are not required. 
 
Existing regulated VC on lot 1200 range from degraded fields of mixed grasses and forbs east of 
the floodplain wetland on the north end of the lot, to native riparian forest in the west-central and 
southwest portions of the lot. Forested areas typically maintain a tree canopy ranging from 70 to 
100 percent canopy cover. The understory is characterized by a very dense shrub layer that 
includes a predominance of native species, though Himalayan blackberry is locally present to 
dominant. As a result of the density of shrub cover, groundcover is limited in most areas of 
the VC.  
 
The locations of proposed VC mitigation provide continuity between existing sections of VC. 
Area A (5,330 square feet) is located on a “bench” with Fanno Creek to the south, and an 
overflow channel to the north. The area is characterized by an Oregon ash overstory with 
snowberry, nootka rose, trailing blackberry, and Himalayan blackberry. Area B (13,421 square 
feet) also maintains an overstory of Oregon ash, but the understory is dominated by Himalayan 
blackberry and reed canarygrass. Natives such as Douglas spirea, nootka rose, cascara and white 
fringe-cup are also present. Photos of Area B are included with this submittal. 
 
Conceptual Mitigation Plan 
 
Due to the presence of a well developed tree canopy, enhancement of the VC mitigation areas will 
focus on the establishment of small trees, shrubs, and herbaceous species. Plant installation will not 
occur until after invasive species removal measures have been completed. The shrub and 
herbaceous layers throughout portions of Areas A and B are currently dominated by Himalayan 
blackberry. English ivy and reed canarygrass are also present.  
 
Due to the presence of native shrub and herbaceous species throughout the mitigation areas, 
invasive species removal and control methods will generally be limited to manual 
methodologies, though mowing of blackberries in portions of Area B maybe necessary and 
appropriate. Regardless of the technique, suggested methodologies will follow the Integrated 
Vegetation and Animal Management Guide (Clean Water Services, 2003). 
 
Table 1 lists the size and estimated number of native plantings to be installed within the mitigation 
areas (see Figure A). The quantities of proposed plantings take into account existing plant cover in 
Areas A and B. Within Area A it is assumed that following invasive species removal that only 
30% of the mitigation area will require replanting. Within Area B it has been assumed that no trees 
or deep rooting shrubs will be planted directly over the existing CWS sanitary line. It is also 
anticipated that following invasive species removal, 20% of Area B will require additional trees, 
while 70% of the same area will require shrub and herbaceous replanting.   
 
Figure A includes the location of off-site VC mitigation Areas A and B. Plants as listed in Table 1 
are to be randomly distributed throughout the mitigation areas, with location dependent upon 
planting areas made available following invasive species removal. The landscape contractor will, 
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} 28,383 ft2  

as necessary, receive prior authorization from Clean Water Services before making significant 
alterations or species substitutions from this conceptual landscape plan. In addition to the woody 
plants, salal, as well as a seed mix of native grasses will be applied in bare areas following 
invasive species removal.  
 
Based upon the species lists for riparian and upland forest plant communities, detailed in 
Appendix A: Planting Requirements of Clean Water Services’ Design and Construction Standards 
Resolution and Order 07-20; 2007), the following species were selected: 
 
Table 1. Proposed mitigation plantings 

Plant Quantity Botanical Name Common Name Minimum rooting 
size  Area A Area B 

TREES    
Acer circinatum Vine maple 2 gallon   
Acer macrophyllum Big leaf maple 2 gallon  14 
Crataegus douglasii Douglas hawthorn 2 gallon 16 13 
SHRUBS     
Amelanchier alnifolia Western serviceberry 1 gallon 25 90 
Mahonia aquifolium Tall Oregon grape 1 gallon 15  85 
Oemleria cerasiformis Indian plum 2 gallon  50 
Polystichum munitum Sword fern 2 gallon 10 55 
Rubus parviflorus Thimbleberry 1 gallon  50 
Sambucus racemosa Red elderberry 1 gallon  75 
Symphoricarpos albus Snowberry 1 gallon 30 100 
Vaccinium parviflorum Red huckleberry 1 gallon  50 
HERBACEOUS     
Bromus carinatus California brome Seed  
Elymus glaucus Blue wild-rye Seed  

Seed all bare areas 
> 25ft2 in size 

Gaultheria shallon Salal 1 gallon  100 
 
VC Enhancement, Impact and Mitigation Summary (Phase II) 
 
The following is a summary of project related VC enhancements, impacts, and mitigation 
associated with Phase II of the Wall Street Extension Project. 
 
On-site VC enhancement (lots 100 & 200) 24,012 ft2 

Off-site VC enhancement (lot 690 & 1200)   6,320 ft2 

Total VC impacts  28,383 ft2 
On-site VC mitigation (lots 100 & 200)   9,632 ft2 

Off-site VC mitigation (lot 1200) 18,751 ft2 
  
Please confirm that the proposed VC enhancement and mitigation elements associated with 
Phase II are sufficient to satisfy CWS requirements. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 

Shawn Eisner 
Wetland Scientist 
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p 
Pacific Habitat Services, Inc. 

9450 SW Commerce Circle, Suite 180 
Wilsonville, Oregon  97070 

 
 Telephone number: (503) 570-0800 Fax number: (503) 570-0855 
 

Transmittal 
 
Date: June 9, 2010 
 
To: Amber Wierck 
 Clean Water Services 
     
From: Shawn Eisner 
 
Re: Wall Street; landscape plan details 
 Clean Water Services File Number 08-003183 
 PHS project no.:  4365 
 
The construction of Wall Street and Wall Street Bridge is to occur in two phases. Phase 1, which 
consisted of the construction of Wall Street and associated utilities west of the bridge, has been 
completed. Phase 2 includes construction of the bridge and a short section of Wall Street east of the 
bridge. The proposed bridge will span Fanno Creek, wetlands west of the creek, and much of the 
100 year floodplain, however construction will result in some impacts to wetlands and regulated 
vegetated corridors west and east of the creek. Structural fill in the floodplain (from both phases) 
will be balanced by the removal of an equivalent volume of material. Other submittals associated 
with this application include the details of the location of proposed balanced cut and fill areas and 
project related impacts to vegetated corridors regulated by Clean Water Services (CWS). This 
submittal includes details of proposed on and off-site vegetated corridor enhancements and 
mitigation, as well as the details of landscaping associated with the establishment of vegetation in 
an area of floodplain excavation north of the Tigard Library.  
 
Vegetated corridor enhancement, impact and mitigation summary (Phase II) 
 
The following is a summary of project related vegetated corridor (VC) enhancements, impacts, and 
mitigation associated with Phase II of the Wall Street Extension Project. 
 
On-site VC enhancement (lots 100 & 200)  24,012 ft2 

Off-site VC enhancement (lot 690 & 1200)    6,320 ft2 

Permanent VC encroachment  28,383 ft2 
On-site VC mitigation (lots 100 & 200)    9,632 ft2 

Off-site VC mitigation (lot 1200)  18,751 ft2 
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Restoration of impact areas associated with excavation in the floodplain 
 
The western floodplain removal area is located north of the existing Tigard Library. It is located 
entirely beyond regulated VC and as such, restoration will simply consist of replanting bare areas 
with a native grass seed mix.  
 
A second excavation area is located south and east of Fanno Creek, just north of the proposed bridge 
alignment. Though some of this excavation will occur within regulated VC, excavation will restore 
historic native grades by removing non-native fill material. As such this removal will facilitate 
enhancement of the VC.    
 
Vegetated corridor enhancement and mitigation planting areas 
 
Proposed enhancement and mitigation areas within the landscape plan have been designated based 
upon their plant community and/or the need for enhancement. As the focus in all areas is to bring the 
plant community up to “good” condition, it does not matter whether proposed weed control and plant 
installation are for enhancement or mitigation purposes. The locations of proposed impacts, as well as 
VC enhancement and mitigation have been detailed. In all planting areas, the focus is on the 
restoration of a native riparian forest community. 
 
Due to the presence of native species throughout existing and proposed VC’s, invasive species 
removal and control methods will generally be limited to manual methodologies. The exception is 
Area A, where mowing of blackberries prior to removal of the existing berm maybe necessary and 
appropriate. Regardless of the technique, suggested methodologies will follow the Integrated 
Vegetation and Animal Management Guide (Clean Water Services, 2003). 
 
Planting areas have been designated based upon the general similarity of plant community and 
community condition. Table 1 includes a list plantings proposed for installation within each of the 
identified planting areas. The location of each area is shown on Sheet R2.5. The quantities of 
proposed plantings take into account existing native plant cover and anticipated coverage following 
removal of noxious invasive species. 
 
Area A  

Within Area A (5,330 square feet) it is assumed that following invasive species removal that only 
30% of the proposed mitigation area will require replanting. A previous submittal to CWS (date July 
21, 2009) identified 3,748 square feet of mitigation in this area. The new area reflects small 
modifications to the development plan and the corresponding need for additional off-site mitigation.  
 
Area B 

Within Area B (13,421 square feet) it has been assumed that no trees or deep rooting shrubs will be 
planted directly over the existing CWS sanitary line. It is also anticipated that following invasive 
species removal, 20% of Area B will require additional trees, while 70% of the same area will require 
shrub and herbaceous replanting. 
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Area C 

A very small area at the southeast corner of lot 100, Area C (613 square feet) is defined by the tax lot 
boundaries to the south and east, with a wetland located to the northwest. Though there are no trees in 
the designated enhancement area, there is reasonable tree canopy from adjacent ash, hawthorn, and 
red alder trees. Shrub cover is 70 percent Himalayan blackberry, and 30 percent snowberry. 
Groundcover is comprised of sword fern and white fringecup. Enhancements are proposed at 40 
percent of the CWS required density for trees, and 50 percent for shrubs. 
 
Area D 

Though proposed for completion as part of Phase 1, enhancement is ongoing in this area and no 
further work is proposed for Phase 2. This area is 1,023 square feet in size. 
 
Area E 

Due to its proximity to the proposed alignment, Area E (1,525 square feet) will require enhancement 
following completion of bridge construction. Enhancements are proposed at 100 percent of required 
CWS densities. Due to its proximity to the bridge, no tall trees are proposed. 
 
Area F 

Area F (9,467 square feet) borders approximately 350 feet of Fanno Creek. Trees include Oregon ash, 
Oregon white oak, and English hawthorn. Himalayan blackberry makes up nearly 50 percent of the 
shrub layer, and ground cover is as a result, discontinuous. Enhancement is proposed at 20 percent of 
the CWS required density for trees, and 50 percent for shrubs.  
 
Area G 

Area G (15,551 square feet) includes not only the location of grading for removal of the existing 
berm, but all areas north of the proposed bridge. The east bank of Fanno Creek in the vicinity of the 
berm has few trees and is dominated by Himalayan blackberry. Though a few small to medium sized 
trees, and “pockets” of native shrubs will likely remain after grading and invasive species removal, 
plantings are proposed at 100 percent of CWS densities. 
 
Area H 

Located south of the proposed bridge, Area H (11,785 square feet) includes enhancement and 
mitigation. One half of a large black cottonwood has fallen through the center of this area, taking out 
at least one other large tree, resulting in a very open canopy. The vicinity of the tree fall is dominated 
by English ivy. The eastern limits of this area have variable tree canopy, including Oregon ash, 
cottonwood, and English hawthorn. The shrub layer only 50 percent native, including primarily red 
osier dogwood and nootka rose; the remainder is Himalayan blackberry. Given the variability of tree 
and shrub cover, enhancements are proposed at 70 percent of the CWS required density for trees, and 
65 percent for shrubs. 
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Proposed plantings 
 
Based upon the species lists for riparian and upland forest plant communities, detailed in Appendix A: 
Planting Requirements of Clean Water Services’ Design and Construction Standards Resolution and 
Order 07-20; 2007), the following species were selected: 
 
Table 1. Proposed species composition by planting area 

Plant Quantity Botanical Name Common Name Minimum 
rooting 

size  
Area 

A 
Area 

B 
Area 

C 
Area 

E 
Area 

F 
Area 

G 
Area 

H 

TREES          
Acer circinatum Vine maple 2 gallon    10  20 30 
Acer macrophyllum Big leaf maple 2 gallon  14   5 10  
Crataegus douglasii Douglas hawthorn 2 gallon 16 13  5 5 30 20 
Populus trichocarpa Black cottonwood 2 gallon   3   50 32 
Quercus garryana Oregon white oak 2 gallon     10 20  
Rhamnus purshiana Cascara 2 gallon      26  
SHRUBS          
Amelanchier alnifolia Western serviceberry 1 gallon 25 90  21 20 100 58 
Mahonia aquifolium Tall Oregon grape 1 gallon 15  85   37 68  
Holodiscus discolor Oceanspray 1 gallon    20  50 25 
Oemleria cerasiformis Indian plum 2 gallon  50   40 100 50 
Polystichum munitum Sword fern 2 gallon 10 55   40 80 50 
Ribes sanguineum Red flowering currant 1 gallon    15    
Rosa nutkana Nootka rose 1 gallon   6  50 140 100 
Rubus parviflorus Thimbleberry 1 gallon  50    40  
Sambucus racemosa Red elderberry 1 gallon  75  20 40 50  
Symphoricarpos albus Snowberry 1 gallon 30 100 10  40 150 100 
Vaccinium parviflorum Red huckleberry 1 gallon  50      
HERBACEOUS  Seed rate  

Bromus carinatus California brome 15 lbs/acre * * * * * 6 lbs * 

Elymus glaucus Blue wild-rye 8 lbs/acre * * * * * 3 lbs * 

Gaultheria shallon Salal 1 gallon  100 10  100 200 50 
* In Areas A, B, C, E, F, and H; Seed all bare areas > 25ft2 in size 

Planting Notes  
 
The following details will be incorporated into the planting plan and will be used as guidelines by 
the landscape contractor.   
 
1. The vegetated corridor shall be staked and protected during construction. Contractor shall 

review the limits of the vegetated corridor with the project biologist prior to starting planting.  
2. Planting areas and plant locations shown are approximate and subject to modification based on 

actual site conditions. Plants will be planted in singles or clusters of the same species to provide 
a natural planting scheme. 

3. Plant materials shall be free of disease, injury, and insect infestation.  
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4. Plantings shall be installed between February 1 and May 1 or between October 1 and November 

15. When plantings must be installed outside these times, additional measures may be needed to 
ensure survival and shall be specified on the plans.  

5. Irrigation: Unless site hydrology is currently adequate, a District/City approved irrigation system 
or other water practice (i.e., polymer, plus watering) shall be installed and used during the two-
year plant establishment period. Watering should be provided at a rate of at least one inch per 
week between June 15 and October 15. 

6. Grading, soil preparation, and seeding shall be performed during optimal weather conditions and 
at low flow levels to minimize sediment impacts. Site disturbance shall be minimized and 
desirable vegetation retained, where possible. 

7. Where seeding is used for erosion control, either Regreen (or its equivalent) or sterile wheat 
shall be used to stabilize slopes until permanent vegetation is established. Biodegradable fabrics 
(coir, coconut or approved jute matting (minimum ¼” square holes)) may be used to stabilize 
slopes and channels. See Clean Water Services’ Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control 
Planning and Design Manual for additional information.  

8. As appropriate, measures such as wrapping the stems of trees and shrubs should be taken to 
limit wildlife related damage.  No plastic mesh that can entangle wildlife shall be permitted. See 
Clean Water Services Integrated Vegetation and Animal Management (IVAM) Guidance.  

9. Trees, shrubs, and groundcovers planted in upland areas shall be mulched a minimum of three 
inches in depth and 18 inches in diameter, to retain moisture and discourage weed growth 
around newly installed plant material. Appropriate mulches include those made from composted 
bark or leaves that have not been chemically treated. The use of mulch in frequently inundated 
areas shall be limited, to avoid any possible water quality impacts including the leaching of 
tannins and nutrients, and the migration of mulch into waterways. 

10. Access for plant maintenance will be provided for Sensitive Areas and Vegetated Corridors via 
an easement or shared boundary with Storm Water Infrastructure (as provided in Appendix B: 
Water Quality and Quantity Facility Design.)  

11. Maintenance of the site will occur a minimum of two times per year by June 1 and September 
30. Plants that fail to meet the acceptance criteria (see Clean Water Services Administrative 
Provisions Chapter 2.11.1 b) must be replaced during the two-year maintenance period. Prior to 
replacement, the cause for loss (wildlife damage, poor plant stock, etc.) shall be documented, 
corrected and the plants replaced. If at any time during the warranty period the landscaping falls 
below the 80% survival level, the responsible party shall reinstall all deficient planting at the 
next appropriate planting period and the two-year maintenance period shall begin again from the 
date of replanting. The responsible party will be: Marc Jenquin, 6521 SE Crosswhite Way, 
Portland, Oregon 97206, (503) 761-4523. 

12. The removal of non-native, invasive weeds shall be necessary prior to planting and throughout 
the two-year maintenance period, or until a healthy stand of desirable vegetation is established 
(see IVAM Guidance).      

13. Rubus discolor, Clematis ligusticifolia, and Hedera helix will be removed from all vegetated 
corridor enhancement and mitigation areas by manual/mechanical management strategies via 
hand or with equipment (weed whips, movers, tillers). Pesticides approved by the Clean Water 
Services should only be used when manual/mechanical efforts have failed (see IVAM Guidance, 
2003). During removal of invasive vegetation, care will be taken to minimize impacts to existing 
native tree and shrub species. 
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14. Site visits for maintenance will be scheduled for the months of February, May, July, and 

September for the duration of the maintenance period.  
15. All new plantings in the vegetated corridor must be tagged to facilitate identification.  
16. All areas within the vegetated corridor are to be seeded with a dry area seed mix. All 

percentages are based on pure live seed. The hydroseed method is preferred over the broadcast 
application. If the broadcast application is used, increase the percentage of seeds/sf by 40% to 
prevent wind drift of the smaller, native seeds.  

17. CWS will be notified 72 hours prior to the start and completion of vegetated corridor 
enhancement/mitigation activities. 

 
Adaptive management plan 
 
Due to the array of variables that can affect plant growth, it may be necessary to adapt management 
efforts over the course of monitoring and maintenance. Issues that may require changes to how the 
wetland plantings are managed include, but are not limited to: competition from non-native species; 
predation from rodents and/or deer; impacts from human; and insufficient or excessive watering 
regime.  
 
Adaptive management methodologies considered as they relate to the above mentioned variables 
include the following:  
 

1. Non-native/invasive species control - Though manual methodologies are preferred, if 
dominating species become widespread, limited use of an appropriate chemical control may 
be necessary. 

2. Predation - Though not specified in existing plans, plastic tree guard/grow tubes could be 
fitted around at risk plantings and/or added to necessary supplemental plantings. 

3. Human impact - Though visitation within the enhancement area is currently infrequent, due 
to difficulty of access, and the presence of Himalayan blackberry, invasive species control 
will make the site more accessible. If vandalism becomes a problem, the mitigation area and 
vegetated corridors could be fenced to further limit access. 

4. Watering – As required by contract, a temporary irrigation system will be provided. It will be 
the applicant’s responsibility to monitor and inspect the irrigation system to ensure 
functionality. 

 
Though consideration has been given to these issues addressed in the mitigation plan, additional 
management strategies for this and other unforeseen variables may have to be considered. 
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Narrative Demonstrating Compliance with 18.775.130 
 
Description of the Goal 5 ESEE process 
The Goal 5 process follows three steps. The first step is to identify significant fish and wildlife habitat. The 
economic, social, environment and energy (ESEE) analysis is the second step. The third step is to develop a 
program to protect significant fish and wildlife habitat.  
 
Specifically, the rule requires the following steps: 
1.  Identify conflicting uses; 
2.  Determine the impact area; 
3.  Analyze the ESEE consequences; and 
4.  Develop a program to achieve Goal 5. 
 
First, governments must identify conflicting uses that exist, or could occur, with regard to significant Goal 5 
resource sites (fish and wildlife habitat). A conflicting use is a land use or activity that may negatively impact the 
resource site. Second, the rule requires a determination of the impact area, representing the extent to which land 
uses or activities in areas adjacent to resources could negatively impact the resource. The impact area identifies 
the geographic limits within which to conduct the ESEE analysis for significant resource sites. Third, the ESEE 
consequences analysis considers the impact of a decision to fully protect the resource, fully allow conflicting uses, 
or limit the conflicting uses.  
 
Jurisdictions that choose to limit conflicting uses must do so in a way that “protects the resource to the desired 
extent.” The standards identified by the state for completing the ESEE analysis are procedural rather than 
substantive. Findings must show that the steps of the ESEE analysis are met, but OAR 660-23-040 states that: 
“[t]he ESEE analysis need not be lengthy or complex, but should enable reviewers to gain a clear 
understanding of the conflicts and consequences to be expected.” 
 
In this case, the inventory has been completed and the impact area has been defined. This application does provide 
more accurate inventory information, but it is a refinement of the existing inventory completed in 2005 rather than 
a new inventory. 
 
For the purpose of this application, the “conflicting use” proposed is the wetland impacts necessary to provide 
access to the applicant’s property that appear on Tigard’s Sensitive Lands map. The City of Tigard’s zoning 
ordinance, specifically Section 18.775, which implements Oregon’s Goal 5 does not permit these changes to 
occur. In order to propose these changes, the application includes an ESEE as required by 18.775.130. 
 
The ESEE tables below present ESEE consequences similar to what was done for Phase 1 of the Wall Street 
extension project. These tables contemplate the potential impacts of constructing a 662’ extension of Wall Street 
including a 320’ bridge across Fanno Creek as described in Phase 2 of the Wall Street extension project, and the 
comparative positive and negative consequences of the project. As articulated in this proposal, the intent of 
extending Wall Street in this case is to provide access to undeveloped property owned by Fred Fields (applicant). 
Nevertheless, this extension is shown on the City’s Transportation System Plan as a future collector street that 
would provide additional improved east-west access across rail lines that essentially bisect Tigard. Note that the 
subject property is currently designated for industrial uses. This analysis therefore identifies the potential 
industrial development of Mr. Fields’ property. Regardless of the zoning designation for this property, the 
proposed bridged access is necessary and the conclusions of this analysis are essentially similar. 
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Wall Street Phase 2 ESEE Analysis (Assumed Industrial Zoning) 
 

 Positive Consequences Negative Consequences 

 ALLOW 
Economic  
(Allow) 

▪ Employment and income related to construction and 
development activities would not be negatively affected by 
a reduced land supply due to additional Goal 5 regulations.

▪ Potential for residential development of the subject 
property, contributing to and economic development and 
housing density goals.  

▪ Positive impact on value of benefiting property.  
▪ Potential of future connection with Hunziker Rd. is 

preserved. 

▪ Private costs of construction.  
▪ Moderately increased municipal service costs. 

 

Social  
(Allow) 

▪ No change in property rights due to Goal 5 requirements. 
▪ No takings concerns for resource property owners due to 

Goal 5 requirements. 
▪ Resource property owners not disproportionately impacted 

by resource protection requirements. 
▪ Adjacent properties may be better maintained and 

monitored, limiting potential criminal activities in the area. 
▪ Reduced public safety concerns of homeless inhabitants 

after property is developed  

▪ Potential loss of some passive recreational and educational 
opportunities. 

▪ Potential loss of some scenic and aesthetic benefits. 
▪ Temporary disruptions to adjacent properties due to noise and 

light related to facility construction.  
▪ Potential negative livability impacts to residential areas from 

future industrial activities.  

Environmental 
(Allow)  

▪ Restoration, enhancement or creation of natural resource 
functions and values from Title 3 water quality regulations. 

▪ Provision of wetland buffers and conservation easements 
in accordance with CWS requirements. 

▪ Potential for construction-related erosion. 
▪ Increased noise, light and glare. 
▪ Temporary disruption to species habitat during construction.  
▪ Functionality of some habitat area may be compromised. 

Energy  
(Allow) 

▪ Potential improvement in transportation conditions or 
reduction in energy use due to reducing congestion by 
eventually connecting Hall and Hunziker via Wall Street.  

▪ Temporary high energy uses levels related to construction.  
▪ Energy used for street lighting.  

 
 PROHIBIT  
Economic  
(Prohibit) 

▪ Developer avoids cost of construction. 
▪ No future public costs related to maintaining the facility.  

▪ Employment and income related to construction of project is 
eliminated. 

▪ Affected property remains undeveloped, eliminating the chance 
for residential land use. 

▪ Property does not fulfill its function as intended by zoning.  
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Wall Street Phase 2 ESEE Analysis (Assumed Industrial Zoning) 
 

 Positive Consequences Negative Consequences 

Social  
(Prohibit) 

▪ No reduction in potential open space preservation in the 
affected area.  

▪ No impact to surrounding properties and residents from 
construction activities.  

▪ No impact to scenic and aesthetic quality of the affected 
area.  

▪ No potential for Wall Street linkage, thereby eliminating 
potential congestion reduction and travel time benefits.  

▪ Potential change in property rights creating a takings concern.  
▪ Resource property owners potentially disproportionately 

impacted by resource protection requirements.  
▪ Surrounding property remains inaccessible, increasing the 

chances for illegal activities. 
Environmental 
(Prohibit)  

▪ No or extremely low potential for additional impacts to 
natural resources. 

▪ Avoided potential for erosion. 
▪ No resulting increase in noise, light or glare. 
▪ Avoided potential downstream water quality impacts. 

▪ Lost ability to gain enhancement or restoration through 
development mitigation. 

▪ Some lost opportunity for voluntary property owner 
stewardship. 

▪ No wetland buffers or conservation easements in accordance 
with CWS requirements provided on adjacent industrial 
property. 

Energy  
(Prohibit) 

▪ No energy resources utilized to construct or maintain 
project. 

 

▪ No potential improvement in transportation conditions or 
reduction in energy use due to reducing congestion by 
eventually connecting Hall and Hunziker via Wall Street.  
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ESEE: Summary of Conclusions 
 
An ESEE analysis typically includes an ESEE recommendation or conclusion. This ESEE conclusion applies to 
single resource site and surrounding area for a specific project in the City of Tigard. The consideration of the 
ESEE consequences is specific in this sense, but the arguments apply to the entire City. The arguments 
contemplate competing needs, from economic development to ecological preservation.  
 
The ESEE analysis is not a purely objective exercise that follows a known set of rules. There is no guidance in 
state law that provides a formula for execution of the analysis and corresponding results. The interpretation of and 
acting upon ESEE results is therefore an area subject to alternative viewpoints and values. Nevertheless, as a 
proxy for the City, the applicant believes that selection of the “Allow” alternative should be adopted. This 
recommendation is based on an “on-balance” review of the comparative benefits, costs, and drawbacks of 
adopting the “Allow” alternative.  
 
Development of Fred Fields’ property has been the subject of much negotiation with the City over the last five 
years. While not directly factored into the ESEE analysis, attempts to develop Fields’ property must be 
acknowledged as the context for the proposed transportation facility. Allowing the Phase 2 expansion (a bridge 
over Fanno Creek and related facilities) will enable the future development of the Fields’ property, whereas 
denying the request for the expansion would have the ultimate affect of essentially rendering the parcel 
undevelopable. Clearly, the central question is: on balance, does the potential harm to affected wetlands and 
streams outweigh the potential economic and social benefits that will likely result from the proposed Phase 2 
expansion?  
 
With respect to ESEE findings, one must look at the temporary and long-term impacts of constructing the 
proposed extension. There would be temporary disturbance to the riparian habitat surrounding the creek during 
construction and the potential for stream bank erosion and accidental impacts to water and resource quality. The 
likelihood of such impacts are rather low; however, most ground disturbing activities will occur well away from 
Fanno Creek and wetland permits will require that work occur during the summer, when water flows are lower 
and the potential for significant rainfall events is diminished. In addition, , sufficient development regulations and 
best management practices (BMP’s) and associated performance standards are in place such that if they are 
followed, no permanent damage to the waterway or wetlands will occur. Any construction activities would 
necessitate extensive erosion control measures and environmental “best practices,” and no stream modification or 
permanent impacts to water quality are likely to occur. If adverse impacts to the stream occur despite these 
protective measures, such impacts would be temporary. Long-term impacts to the stream and adjacent habitat 
areas could very well have positive aspects. First, the extension and bridge will maintain the existing wildlife 
corridor that parallels Fanno Creek by allowing animal species to travel underneath the bridge, which would 
represent no significant habitat degradation to most aquatic species such as fish and amphibians. Larger species 
may have more trouble traversing the roadway, but the proposed span and height of the bridge will promote 
passage beneath it, as opposed to forcing wildlife to cross the roadway. The presence of other roads up and 
downstream along this wildlife corridor, suggests that the affect of one more crossing would be minimal. More 
importantly, mitigation requirements imposed by the City and Clean Water Services would require significant 
mitigation of wetland impacts, suggesting that the ultimate condition of the Fanno Creek corridor would improve 
as a result of the roadway extension. Such was the case in Phase 1, which resulted in significantly improved fish 
habitat and water quality in both Pinebrook Creek and Fanno Creek.  
 
While any potentially negative environmental affects have already been mitigated in accordance with agency 
permits (ie. ODSL and Army Corps), the social and economic consequences are vastly different between the 
“allow” and “prohibit” alternatives. If allowed, development of the facility would have two very clear benefits. 
First, it would help accomplish the eventual connection of Hall Blvd. and Hunziker Road, via Wall Street, which 
is called for in the City’s Transportation System Plan. It would also allow development of the Fields site, 
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providing temporary construction jobs and housing density goals to be achieved. Alternatively, prohibiting 
construction of the facility would prevent any potential disruptions to surrounding properties from the project 
itself, but would preclude effective development of the subject property and any related public and private 
benefits, including related economic and social benefits.  
 
The decision between the two alternatives can be cast in relatively simple terms: to allow would result in 
relatively minor impacts to the identified resource (which have already been mitigated resulting in a better post-
development condition), or the Fields property could be used as designated. Prohibiting the facility would 
preclude any further potential impacts to the Goal 5 resource, but would also preclude development of the Fields 
parcel. This would also limit opportunities for wetland/stream corridor enhancement stemming from 
development-related mitigation requirements. While the physical condition of the resource and the surrounding 
area may be preserved in the latter scenario, all potential economic growth would be negated and legal questions 
related to takings may arise. An on-balance analysis indicates that the “allow” alternative should be adopted 
because it will result in significantly more potential economic and social benefits, while the potential 
environmental and energy consequences would be minimal. 
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Tree 
No. 

Dbh 
Inches 

Species Cond. Comments 

1 15" Hawthorn NO 
TREE 

No tree found, previously removed for 
construction 

2 24" Black Locust NO 
TREE 

No tree found, previously removed for 
construction 

3 10" Common Hawthorn Fair Poor structure, partially correct problems with 
pruning, marginal for preservation 

4 12" Common Hawthorn Fair Poor structure, partially correct problems with 
pruning, marginal for preservation 

5 18" Pacific Willow Poor Poor form, one stem broken down to ground, 
remaining stem broken top & off balance. Do 
not preserve 

6 8, 6, 6" Russian Olive Fair Thin crown, lots of fine deadwood, poor annual 
twig growth 

7 12, 11" European White 
Birch 

Poor 2 stems at 4', very thin crown, growing out of 
bank, lots of deadwood, dying tree, do not 
preserve 

8 31" Deodar Cedar Good Has some structural problems, correct with 
pruning 

9 32" Deodar Cedar Fair Multiple tops at 45', moderate amount of dead 
wood in lower crown 

10 10" Black Locust Fair Partial crown 
11 10" Black Locust Fair Large tall thin wound 3' long on south side 2' off 

ground, callusing over, but may have internal 
decay 

12 9" Black Locust Fair  
13 11, 6" Black Locust Fair Stems have poor connection at base, remove 

smaller stem 
14 10" Black Locust Hazard Leaning against tree 13, Hazard Remove 
15 26" Black Locust Fair/ 

Poor 
Declining health, large amount of fine dead 
wood in crown, check for possible decay at stem 
union 

16 15" Black Locust NO 
TREE 

NO TREE FOUND 

17 15" Black Locust Hazard Dead tree, Hazard Remove 
18 10" Western Red Cedar Fair Thin crown, failing health, suspect saturated soil 
19 14" Douglas Fir Fair Thin crown, poor twig growth, fine dead wood 

throughout crown, failing health, suspect 
saturated soil 

20 24" Corkscrew Willow Poor Severely declining health, poor structure, lots of 
dead wood, possible internal decay, Do Not 
Preserve 
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Tree 
No. 

Dbh 
Inches 

Species Cond. Comments 

21 12, 12, 
10, 8, 
7, 6" 

Common Hawthorn Fair Several wounds on different stems, defects and 
dead wood can be removed with pruning 

22  Part of tree 21   
23  Part of tree 21   
24  Part of tree 21   
Tree 
No. 

Dbh 
Inches 

Species Cond. Comments 

25  Part of tree 21   
26 12" Oregon Ash Poor Poor structure, poor growth, poor health, 

unlikely to survive changes from development 
27 12" Red Alder Fair Below average specimen, unlikely to survive 

grade changes from development 
28 12" Crabapple Fair Thin crown, moderate amount of deadwood, 

decay in several stems, growing out of creek 
bank 

29 15" Sitka Willow Fair Thin crown, moderate amount of deadwood, 
decay in several stems, growing out of creek 
bank 

30 20" Oregon Ash Good Small amount of fine to medium dead wood in 
crown, growing out of creek bank 

31 12" Bigleaf Maple Poor Dying from top down, small leaves, crown 3/4 
dead, Possible Hazard, Do Not Preserve 

32 12" Oregon Ash Fair Minor defects, growing out of creek bank 
33 12" Red Alder Dead Dead Snag, Hazard, Remove 
34 8" Oregon Ash Fair Partial crown 
35 12, 8" Oregon Ash Fair Partial crown 
36  Part of tree 35   
37 18" Oregon Ash Fair Partial crown 
38 15" Oregon Ash Fair Leans to north, partial & thin crown 
39 16, 

14" 
Pacific Willow Poor Decay in both stems, fungal fruiting bodies on 

smaller stem, top broken out of larger stem, 
Potential Hazard, Do Not Preserve 

40  Part of tree 39   
41 8, 6" Common Hawthorn Fair Has some structural problems which can be 

repaired by pruning 
42 9, 8, 3, 

3, 3" 
Common Hawthorn Fair Has some structural problems which can be 

repaired by pruning 
43 15" Pine NO 

TREE 
No tree found, probably removed to construct 
apartments 

44 19" European White 
Birch 

Fair Tree is part of landscaped area for adjacent 
apartments 
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Tree 
No. 

Dbh 
Inches 

Species Cond. Comments 

     
45 10" Black Locust Fair  
46 10" Black Locust Fair Wound on south side of trunk 
47 10" Black Locust Fair  
48 16,11,

11,10,
10" 

Pacific Willow Fair Low branched 

49 14" Red Alder Good  
50 13,11" Pacific Willow Poor Main stem broken and fallen over at 5', Remove 

broken stem & decayed limbs 
Tree 
No. 

Dbh 
Inches 

Species Cond. Comments 

51 10" Pacific Willow Fair  
52 9,7,6,6

,5,4" 
Pacific Willow Fair Poor form, main stems close to ground will not 

allow grading within dripline 
53 28, 

12" 
Oregon Ash Hazard Main stem hollow & girdled by beaver both 

stems have extensive internal decay. Remove 
54 24" Red Alder Fair Growing at angle from creek bank, top 

previously broken out and regrown, next to main 
beaver access to creek 

 
 

NOTE: 
 

Trees that are dead, dying or potential hazards and recommended for removal 
are indicated in Bold 
Trees recommended for removal due to poor condition or that are unlikely to survive 
changes due to construction are indicated in Italics 
Trees highlighted are within the Phase 2 boundary of the Wall Street extension 
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Tree 
No.

  Dia. 
Inches  Species

Crown 
Ht/Width Health Condition Comments

55 22 Red Alder 0 Dead Dead Toppled over. Dead

56 27 Oregon Ash 75 x 32 Good
Major defects or 
problems

Crown off balance, heavy to northwest. Tree sits 6' from edge of undercut creek bank 
and may not be stable. Inspect further before preserving.

57 18 Big Leaf Maple 40 x 25 Fair
Major defects or 
problems

Top broken out and regrown  to multiple 3" to 6" sucker tops, suspect internal decay 
in broken top and in main stem. Partial crown is unbalanced. Very Poor Specimen. 
Do Not Preserve.

58
5, 8, 
10. 12

Common 
Hawthorn 35 x 25 Good

Major defects or 
problems

Main trunk is splitting from 4' to 21' & is separating. Largest stem is will break off. 
Internal decay inside split. Very Poor Specimen. Do Not Preserve.

59 37, 38 Oregon Ash 80 x 20 Good Hazard
2 stems, one has toppled to north. Remaining stem has defect and internal decay in 
base. Hazard Remove.

60 13, 15 Sitka Willow 30 x 30 Fair
Major defects or 
problems

2 stems at 2', 7 stems at 6'. Larger stem has extensive internal decay, smaller stem 
contains 60% of crown volume and leans to the east. Stem covered with English Ivy 
and is invested by borers or bark beetles evidenced by large amount of sawdust on 
Ivy leaves. Moderate amount of dead wood in crown. Poor specimen. Do Not 

61
5, 6, 7, 
13 Sitka Willow 35 x 20 Fair Hazard

4 stems at 30", larger stem has exposed and internal decay from 1.5' to 6', leans to 
east. Hazard Remove

62 25 Black Cottonwood 90 x 1 Good
Major defects or 
problems

Top broken out in '08' winter storm left tree a standing stump. Poor specimen 
recommended for removal.

63 17 Oregon Ash 25 x 25 Poor Hazard
Leans at 45˚, off balance  & not correctable. Decay in lower part of trunk with open 
wound at base. Hazard Remove

64 21, 23 Oregon Ash 80 x 40 Fair
Major defects or 
problems

Formerly 3 stems at 3' with included bark. One stem has toppled. Remaining stems 
off balance to south & west. Large wound from stem failure has exposed decay. Very 
poor callous tissue formation shows poor vigor. Poor specimen & potential hazard if 
remaining stems fail. Invasive examination needed if considering retention. Do Not 
Preserve.

65 7, 7, 8
Common 
Hawthorn 30 x 35 Fair

Major defects or 
problems

3 stems at ground leaning out from center at 25 ˚ to 35˚. Very Poor Specimen. Do Not 
Preserve.

66 10 Oregon Ash 45 x 25 Good
Major defects or 
problems

Several old wounds at base from beaver, possible internal decay. Recent beaver 
damage. Marginal for preservation due to ongoing beaver damage.

67 18 Oregon Ash 55 x 35 Fair
Major defects or 
problems

Off balance to south & leans to south at 35˚ which is not correctable. Located 4' 
from edge of cut bank & is not stable. Poor specimen is marginal for preservation.

68
6, 7, 7, 
8 Plum 30 x 35 Fair

Major defects or 
problems

15" at 1', 2 stems at 2', 4 stems at DBH. Poor connections at all stem unions. Poor 
specimen, do not preserve.
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Tree 
No.

  Dia. 
Inches  Species

Crown 
Ht/Width Health Condition Comments

69 4, 5, 6
Common 
Hawthorn 15 x 20 Poor

Major defects or 
problems

Multiple stems with poor connections at base, partially engulfed in Blackberry 
canes. Poor specimen, marginal for preservation.

70 8 Oregon Ash 35 x 15 Good
Moderate and non-
correctable defects Tree is a root sucker from a dead stump. Typical form and growth habit.

71 18 Oregon White Oak 75 x 35 Good
Minor correctable 
defects Partial lower crown due to crowding

72 10 Scouler Willow 45 x 15 Poor Hazard 4 stems at 4' to 6', 3 of the 4 are dead. Decay in main stem. Hazard Remove.

73 12 Scouler Willow 0 Dead Toppled Over Tree toppled in winter storm of '08'. Dead.

74 18 Oregon Ash 0 Dead Toppled Over Tree toppled in winter storm of '08'. Dead.

75
14, 15, 
15, 16 Oregon Ash 60 x 45 Poor Hazard

4 stems at 2', 3 of 4 stems are dead with no tops. Two north stems lean at 30º to 45º. 
Possible decay at base. Hazard Remove.

Notes

Trees that have significant defects, have been damaged beyond recovery or are such poor specimens that they should not be preserved, are shown in  ITALICS.

Trees highlighted are not located on City of Tigard property.

Trees that