
           

TIGARD CITY COUNCIL, LOCAL CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD AND CITY CENTER

DEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING

MEETING DATE AND TIME: August 12, 2014 - 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://live.tigard-or.gov 

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://live.tigard-or.gov


TIGARD CITY COUNCIL, LOCAL CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD & CCDA MEETING

MEETING DATE AND TIME: August 12, 2014 - 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 consider

information or records that are exempt by law from public inspection, under ORS 192.660(2) (f). 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.
 

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. Tigard Area Chamber of Commerce
 

C. Citizen Communication – Sign Up Sheet
 

3. CONSENT AGENDA: (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.
 

RECEIVE AND FILE;



A.
 

RECEIVE AND FILE;

1. Council Calendar

2. Council Tentative Agenda for Future Meeting Topics
 

B.
 

APPROVE CITY COUNCIL MINUTES: 

June 10, 2014

June 24, 2014
 

C.
 

Adopt a Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute an Agreement with PGE for a

Back-up Power Source for a Water Partnership Facility
 

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.
 

RECEIVE UPDATE ON THE TIGARD TRIANGLE STRATEGIC PLAN 7:40 p.m.

estimated time
 

5.
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING - COSTCO APPEAL: CUP2013-00002 8:10 p.m.

estimated time
 

6.
 

LOCAL CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

CONSIDERATION OF CONTRACT AWARD FOR INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING 

9:10 p.m. estimated time
 

7.
 

CITY CENTER DEVELOPMENT AGENCY (CCDA)

FY 2015 First Quarter Supplemental Budget Amendment-City Center Development Agency 9:15

p.m. estimated time
 

8. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS 9:25 p.m. estimated time
 

9. NON AGENDA ITEMS
 

10. EXECUTIVE SESSION: The Tigard City Council may go into Executive Session. If an Executive

Session is called to order, the appropriate ORS citation will be announced identifying the applicable

statute. 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.
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 9:30 p.m. estimated time
 



   

AIS-1872       3. A.             

Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Receive and File: Council Calendar and Council Tentative Agenda

Submitted By: Carol Krager, City Management

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

Public Hearing: No Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

Receive and file the Council Calendar and the Tentative Agenda for future council meetings. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

No action is requested; these are for information purposes.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Attached are the Council Calendar and the Tentative agenda for future Council meetings.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
N/A

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS
N/A 

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
N/A - Receive and File Items

Attachments
Three-month Council Meeting Calendar

Tentative Agenda



 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
 

 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor & City Council/City Center Development Agency Board 

  
 

FROM: Carol A. Krager, City Recorder 
 
RE: Three-Month Council/CCDA Meeting Calendar 
 
DATE:  August 12, 2014 
 
  
 
August  
5 Tuesday City Center Development Agency Meeting Cancelled due to 
  National Night Out  
12* Tuesday Council Business Meeting -- 6:30 p.m., Town Hall  
19* Tuesday  Council Workshop Meeting Cancelled 
26*  Tuesday  Council Workshop and Business Meeting – 6:30 p.m., Town Hall  
 
September 
2 Tuesday City Center Development Agency Meeting -- 6:30 p.m., Town Hall   
9* Tuesday Council Business Meeting -- 6:30 p.m., Town Hall  
16* Tuesday  Council Workshop Meeting -- 6:30 p.m., Town Hall 
23*  Tuesday  Council Business Meeting – 6:30 p.m., Town Hall  
 
October 
7 Tuesday  City Center Development Agency Meeting Cancelled.  TOWN HALL, TBA 
14* Tuesday Council Business Meeting—6:30 p.m., Town Hall 
21* Tuesday  Council Workshop Meeting Cancelled 
28*  Tuesday  Council & CCDA Workshop and Business Meeting – 6:30 p.m., Town Hall 
 
Regularly scheduled Council meetings are marked with an asterisk (*). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
i:\adm\city council\council calendar\3-month calendar for c mtg 140812.doc 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Meeting Banner  Business Meeting          
Study Session   Special Meeting  
Consent Agenda   Meeting is Full  
Workshop Meeting  CCDA Meeting  

City Council Tentative Agenda 
8/4/2014 3:01 PM - Updated 

 

1 | P a g e  
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Form 
# 

Meeting 
Date 

Submitted 
By 

Meeting 
Type 

---------------------Title---------------------------- Department 

Inbox or  
Finalized 

1620 08/05/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 

AAA August 5, 2014 CCDA Meeting - Cancelled  NATIONAL 
NIGHT OUT  

  

1621 08/12/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA August 12, 2014 Business  and CCDA Meeting   

1840 08/12/2014 Loreen Mills ACCSTUDY 20 Minutes - Executive Session under ORS 192.660(2)(f) City 
Management 

07/21/2014 

 Total Time: 20 of 45 Minutes Scheduled  

1818 08/12/2014 Judy 
Lawhead 

ACONSENT Consent Item - Adopt a Resolution Authorizing the City 
Manager to Execute an Agreement with PGE for a Back-up 
Power Source for a Water Partnership Facility 

Public Works 07/31/2014  

1803 08/12/2014 Cheryl 
Caines 

CCBSNS 1  30 Minutes - Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan Update Community 
Development 

MartyW, City 
Manager 

 

1815 08/12/2014 Agnes 
Kowacz 

CCBSNS 2 60 Minutes - QJPH- Costco Appeal CUP2013-00002 Community 
Development 

MartyW, City 
Manager 

 

1835 08/12/2014 Joseph 
Barrett 

CCBSNS 3  5 Minutes - Contract Award - Infrastructure Financing Financial and 
Information 
Services 

07/31/2014  

1802 08/12/2014 Carissa 
Collins 

CCBSNS 4  10 Minutes - FY 2015 First Quarter Supplemental Budget 
Amendment-City Center Development Agency (CCDA) 

Financial and 
Information 
Services 

07/31/2014  

 Total Time: 105 of 100 Minutes Scheduled   MEETING FULL   

1622 08/19/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA August 19, 2014 Workshop Meeting - Cancelled.    
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1623 08/26/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA August 26, 2014 Business Meeting    

1862 08/26/2014 Judy 
Lawhead 

ACCSTUDY 10 Minutes - Executive Session On Real Property 
Transactions 

Public Works 07/31/2014  

 Total Time: 10 of 45 Minutes Scheduled  

1776 08/26/2014 Debbie 
Smith-Wagar 

ACONSENT Consent Item - Adopt Stormwater Project List for River 
Terrace 

Financial and 
Information 
Services 

Smith-Wagar D, 
Asst Finance 
Director 

 

1833 08/26/2014 Joseph 
Barrett 

CCBSNS 5 Minutes - Contract Award - Fire/Security Alarm Services Financial and 
Information 
Services 

Barrett J, Sr Mgmt 
Analyst - Finance 

 

1834 08/26/2014 Joseph 
Barrett 

CCBSNS 5 Minutes - Contract Award - Vehicle Repair and 
Maintenance 

Financial and 
Information 
Services 

Barrett J, Sr Mgmt 
Analyst - Finance 

 

1854 08/26/2014 Julia Jewett CCBSNS 15 Minutes - Washington County Consolidated 
Communications Agency (WCCCA) Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Amendment 

Police MartyW, City 
Manager 

 

 Total Time: 25 of 100 Minutes have been scheduled  

1624 09/02/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA September 2, 2014 CCDA Meeting    

1855 09/02/2014 Sean Farrelly CCDA 1  30 Minutes - Meet with Tigard Downtown Alliance Board 
of Directors 
 

Community 
Development 

Farrelly S, Redev 
Project Manager 

 

1847 09/02/2014 Sean Farrelly CCDA 2 25 Minutes - Ash Ave Housing Development  Community 
Development 

Farrelly S, Redev 
Project Manager 
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1846 09/02/2014 Sean Farrelly CCDA 3  10 Minutes - Main Street Gateway Art Update Community 
Development 

Farrelly S, Redev 
Project Manager 
 

 

1845 09/02/2014 Sean Farrelly CCDA 4  30 Minutes - Executive Session- Real Property 
Negotiations 

Community 
Development 

07/17/2014  

 Total Time: 95 of 180 Minutes Scheduled  

1625 09/09/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA September 9, 2014 Business Meeting    

1865 09/09/2014 Steve Martin ACCSTUDY 20 Minutes - Executive Session Real Property Negotiations Public Works Krager C, Deputy 
City Recorder 

 

 Total Time: 20 of 45 Minutes Scheduled       

1863 09/09/2014 Judy 
Lawhead 

ACONSENT Consent Item - Adopt A Resolution of Necessity to Acquire 
Easements for the Bonita Pump Station Project 
 

Public Works Koellermeier D, 
Public Works Dir 

 

1851 09/09/2014 Lloyd Purdy ACCSTUDY 25 Minutes - Fields/Hunziker Industrial Core Public 
Infrastructure Finance Plan Update 

Community 
Development 

Purdy, L, Econ 
Development Mgr 

 

1853 09/09/2014 Lloyd Purdy ACCSTUDY 20 Minutes - Economic Development Update: Data Community 
Development 

Purdy, L, Econ 
Development Mgr 

 

1861 09/09/2014 Doreen 
Laughlin 

CCBSNS 15 Minutes - Update on Community Development 
Efficiencies Initiatives Project  

Community 
Development 

Laughlin D, Conf. 
Exec. Asst. 

 

 Total Time: 60 of 100 Minutes Scheduled  

1626 09/16/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 

AAA September 16, 2014 Workshop Meeting    

1816 09/16/2014 Judith Gray CCWKSHOP 1 30 Minutes - Joint meeting with Transportation Advisory 
Committee 

Community 
Development 

Gray J, Sr 
Transportation 
Planner 
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1827 09/16/2014 Judith Gray CCWKSHOP 2 30 Minutes - TriMet presentation: Draft Southwest 
Service Enhancement Plan 

Community 
Development 

Gray J, Sr 
Transportation 
Planner 

 

1653 09/16/2014 Greer Gaston CCWKSHOP 3 15 Minutes - Briefing on Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
Projects 

Public Works Stone Mike, City 
Engineer 

 

1856 09/16/2014 Julia Jewett CCWKSHOP 4  15 Minutes - Washington County Consolidated 
Communications Agency (WCCCA) Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Amendment  

Police MartyW, City 
Manager 

 

1868 09/16/2014 Judy 
Lawhead 

CCWKSHOP 5  15 Minutes - Update on Progress to Develop an 
Agreement Regarding Water System Ownership and Water 
Service 

Public Works Lawhead J, Sr 
Admin Spec 

 

 Total Time: 105 of 180 Minutes have been scheduled  

1627 09/23/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA September 23, 2014 Business Meeting    

1792 09/23/2014 Dana 
Bennett 

ACCSTUDY 30 Minutes - Executive Session Labor Negotiations Update City 
Management 

05/29/2014  

1857 09/23/2014 Greer Gaston ACCSTUDY 10 Minutes - Briefing on an Amendment to an Agreement 
with ODOT and Washington County Regarding a Funding 
Transfer between Two Tigard Projects 
 

Public Works McMillan K, 
Engineering 
Manager 

 

 Total Time: 40 of 45 Minutes have been scheduled  

1848 09/23/2014 Carol Krager CCBSNS 1  5 Minutes - Heritage Tree Nomination Community 
Development 

Kowacz A, 
Associate Planner 

 

1801 09/23/2014 Carissa 
Collins 

CCBSNS 2  20 Minutes - FY 2015 First Quarter Supplemental Budget 
Amendment 

Financial and 
Information 
Services 

Collins C, Sr Mgmt 
Analyst (Fin Adm) 

 

1842 09/23/2014 Judy 
Lawhead 

CCBSNS 3  15 Minutes - Consider an Agreement Regarding Cook 
Park Facility Use With Two Sports Leagues 

Public Works Martin S, Parks 
Manager  
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1674 09/23/2014 Debbie 
Smith-Wagar 

CCBSNS 4  60 Minutes - River Terrace Financing Complete Package Financial and 
Information 
Services 

Smith-Wagar D, 
Asst Finance 
Director 

 

 Total Time: 100 of 100 Minutes have been scheduled    MEETING FULL  

1628 10/07/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 

AAA October 7, 2014 - Town Hall Meeting (CCDA Meeting 
Cancelled) 
 

   

1629 10/14/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA October 14, 2014 Business Meeting    

1866 10/14/2014 John 
Goodrich 

ACCSTUDY 15 Minutes - Participation in Water Treatment Plant Master 
Plan for Willamette River Supply Project 

Public Works Krager C, Deputy 
City Recorder 

 

 Total Time: 15 of 45 Minutes have been scheduled  

1858 10/14/2014 Greer Gaston ACONSENT Consent Item - Authorize the Mayor to Execute an 
Amendment to an Agreement with ODOT and Washington 
County Regarding a Funding Transfer between Two Tigard 
Projects 

Public Works Gaston G, Conf 
Executive Asst 

 

1812 10/14/2014 John Floyd CCBSNS 20 Minutes - MEDICAL MARIJUANA UPDATE  Community 
Development 

Floyd J, Associate 
Planner 
 

 

 Total Time: 20 of 100 Minutes have been scheduled  

1631 10/21/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA October 21, 2014 Workshop Meeting    

1839 10/21/2014 Cheryl 
Caines 
 

CCWKSHOP 45 Minutes - Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan Update Community 
Development 

Caines C, Assoc 
Planner 
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1859 10/21/2014 Julia Jewett CCWKSHOP 20 Minutes - Photo Radar Police Jewett J, Conf 
Exec Asst 
 

 

 Total Time: 65 of 180 Minutes have been scheduled  

1632 10/28/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA October 28, 2014 Business Meeting    

1867 10/28/2014 John 
Goodrich 

CCBSNS Consent Item - Authorization to Sign MOU for Joint 
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant Master Plan 

Public Works Gaston G, Conf 
Executive Asst 

 

1643 10/28/2014 Greer Gaston CCBSNS 15 Minutes - Authorize the Mayor/City Manager to Execute 
an Intergovernmental Agreement with King City Regarding 
Water System Ownership and Water Service 

Public Works Gaston G, Conf 
Executive Asst 

 

1864 10/28/2014 Carol Krager CCBSNS 15 Minutes - Authorize the Mayor/City Manager to Execute 
an Intergovernmental Agreement with King City Regarding 
Water System Ownership and Water Service 

City 
Management 

Koellermeier D, 
Public Works Dir 

 

 Total Time: 30 of 100 Minutes have been scheduled  

1633 11/04/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA November 4, 2014 CCDA Meeting – Cancelled - ELECTION 
DAY 

   

  11/11/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA November 11, 2014 Business Meeting – Cancelled  -
VETERANS DAY 

   

1630 11/18/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA November 18, 2014 Workshop Meeting    

1838 11/18/2014 Steve Martin CCWKSHOP 1  35 Minutes - Joint Meeting With the Park and Recreation 
Advisory Board 
 

Public Works Martin S, Parks 
Manager  
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1836 11/18/2014 Steve Martin CCWKSHOP 2  45 Minutes - Discussion of Recreation Programming in 
Tigard 

Public Works Martin S, Parks 
Manager  

 

1787 11/18/2014 Liz Lutz CCWKSHOP 3  40 Minutes - Review Results of Water Rate Survey Financial and 
Information 
Services 

  

 Total Time: 120 of 180 Minutes have been scheduled  

1634 11/25/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 

AAA November 25, 2014 Business Meeting    

1849 11/25/2014 Carol Krager CCBSNS Consent Item - Receive and File: Election Results, Council 
Calendar and Council Tentative Agenda 

City 
Management 

Krager C, Deputy 
City Recorder 

 

1758 11/25/2014 Carol Krager CCBSNS 15 Minutes - PLACEHOLDER - Google Franchise Agreement City 
Management 

Mills L, Asst to City 
Manager 

 

 Total Time: 15 of 100 Minutes have been scheduled  

1635 12/02/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA December 2, 2014 CCDA Meeting    

1636 12/09/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA December 9, 2014 Business Meeting    

1788 12/09/2014 Liz Lutz CCBSNS 20 Minutes - Adopt the new Water Rate Financial and 
Information 
Services 

  

 Total Time: 20 of 100 Minutes have been scheduled  

1637 12/16/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 

AAA December 16, 2014 Workshop and Business Meeting  
COUNCILOR BUEHNER’S LAST MEETING 
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1654 12/16/2014 Greer Gaston CCBSNS 15 Minutes - Briefing on Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
Projects 

Public Works Stone Mike, City 
Engineer 

 

1850 12/16/2014 Debbie 
Smith-Wagar 

CCBSNS 45 Minutes - Adopt the River Terrace Community Plan Community 
Development 

  

 Total Time: 60 of 180 Minutes have been scheduled  

1638 12/23/2014 Cathy 
Wheatley 
 

AAA December 23, 2014 Business Meeting    

 



   

AIS-1870       3. B.             

Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Approve City Council Meeting Minutes

Submitted By: Carol Krager, City Management

Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Consent
Agenda

Public Hearing: Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

Approve City Council meeting minutes.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Approve minutes as submitted.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Attached council minutes are submitted for City Council approval:

June 10, 2014
June 24, 2014

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

N/A

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

N/A

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

N/A 

Attachments
Placeholder



 

 

 

Placeholder for June 10 and June 24, 2014, Minutes 

 

 

 

Minutes will be attached in packet on Wednesday,  

August 6, 2014 



   

AIS-1818       3. C.             

Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Adopt a Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to
Execute an Agreement with PGE for a Back-up Power
Source for a Water Partnership Facility

Prepared For: Dennis Koellermeier Submitted By: Judy Lawhead,
Public Works

Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Consent
Agenda

Public Hearing 
Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: 

No 
 

Public Hearing Publication
Date in Newspaper: 

Information

ISSUE 

Shall the council adopt a resolution authorizing the city manager to execute an agreement
with Portland General Electric Company (PGE) for a back-up power source for the water
partnership's River Intake Pump Station (RIPS)?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Adopt the resolution.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The council was briefed on this agreement at its July 22, 2014, meeting.

The Lake Oswego Tigard Water Partnership is undertaking a renewal and replacement of
Lake Oswego’s existing water supply system (“Program”). In the early planning phase for the
Program, the partner cities established design criteria and performance objectives that the
new supply system must achieve, on a facility specific basis and on a Program-wide basis.
Arguably, the single most important performance objective for the new system was that it be
designed to be resilient against a variety of potential human-caused and “act of God” events
that could disrupt the water supply.

The local provider of electrical service, PGE, works hard to make sure it can reliably provide
electrical power to homes, businesses and other public utilities, like Lake Oswego and Tigard.
Despite these efforts, their systems are vulnerable to windstorms, equipment failure, and
human-caused events (e.g., car crashes into utility poles). To achieve its supply system



resiliency objectives, the partnership identified the need to provide a back-up source of
electrical power to the system's major pumping facilities – the Water Treatment Plant (WTP)
and the River Intake Pump Station (RIPS). (The back-up power source for the WTP will be
addressed at a later time.)

During design of the RIPS, an evaluation of alternatives to provide a back-up supply of power
to this facility was undertaken. Alternatives included: 

Do nothing – no alternate source of back-up power supply.
On-site, permanent, engine driven generator (fueled by diesel, propane, or natural gas).
Connection to a second, electrical feeder sub-station separate from the primary PGE
feeder sub-station.

The do nothing alternative was dismissed for obvious reasons, leaving the back-up generator
and alternate electrical supply as viable options for further evaluation. In the end, the alternate
electrical service at the RIPS site was selected as the preferred option for the following
reasons: 

The need to acquire additional property to site the large one-megawatt (1MW) engine
generator is avoided.
The need for a large on-site fuel storage tank (propane/diesel fuel) is avoided.
Noise and additional traffic associated with refueling the tank, maintenance and monthly
testing of the generator under load is avoided.
The conditional use and design review approvals needed from Gladstone for the RIPS
facility were easier to secure.
Is more “carbon friendly” that the engine generator option.
Is less expensive on a net present value basis when considering the 75-year design life of
the RIPS facility.

The agreement (Attachment 1 to the resolution) was developed jointly by partnership staff
and PGE and contains terms and conditions agreeable to the parties. In brief, the agreement
stipulates that: 

In exchange for a one-time lump sum payment of $273,168, PGE commits to making
1MW of alternate electrical service available to operate the RIPS on demand and in
perpetuity, unless the agreement is terminated.
The agreement cannot be terminated by PGE.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The council could: 
Choose not to adopt the resolution; this would not achieve the partnership's “resiliency
in performance” objectives for the new water system.
Direct staff to re-negotiate the terms of the agreement.

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

Tigard City Council - Proposed Goals and Milestones, September 2013 - December 2014



Tigard City Council - Proposed Goals and Milestones, September 2013 - December 2014

Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership (LOTWP) 

Monitor progress of construction and budget; LOTWP projects operational

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

The council was briefed on this agreement at its July 22, 2014, meeting.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $186,301

Budgeted (yes or no): Yes

Where Budgeted (department/program): Capital Improvement Plan project # 96018

Additional Fiscal Notes:

Tigard's share of the lump payment—based on the recently revised capacity allocation ratio
between Lake Oswego and Tigard—is $186,301. This expenditure is included in the city's
$79-million water partnership budget for fiscal year 2014-2015.

Attachments
Resolution

Agreement—Attachment 1 to Resolution



RESOLUTION NO. 14-      
Page 1

CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION NO. 14-   

A RESOLUTION OF THE TIGARD CITY COUNCIL APPROVING AN AGREEMENT FOR 
ALTERNATE SERVICE BETWEEN PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, THE CITY OF 
LAKE OSWEGO AND THE CITY OF TIGARD RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE NEW 
RIVER INTAKE PUMP STATION, AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN THE 
AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, on August 6,  2008, the cities of Lake Oswego and Tigard (the “cities”) executed an 
Intergovernmental Agreement Regarding Water Supply Facilities, Design, Construction, and Operation; and

WHEREAS, the cities have determined that that it is in the best interests of both that the design and 
construction of certain water supply facilities include a back-up source of electrical power for planned and 
emergency interruptions of the primary electrical power over the operating life of such facilities; and

WHEREAS, through analysis of alternatives for providing a back-up source of electrical power, the cities have 
determined that entering into an agreement for alternate power service (Agreement) with Portland General  
Electric (PGE) best meets the cities’ objective of providing an reliable supply of water to their citizens for 
public health, fire suppression, sanitation and economic development; and 

WHEREAS, the Agreement with PGE is providing the cities on-demand access to a second power source of 
electrical power from its supply system in perpetuity, in exchange for a one-time lump sum payment of 
$273,168.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Council that:  

SECTION 1: The city manager is authorized to sign the Agreement substantially in the form attached 
hereto as Attachment 1.

SECTION 2: This resolution is effective immediately upon passage.

PASSED: This day of 2014.

Mayor - City of Tigard

ATTEST:

City Recorder - City of Tigard
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Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): 30 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan Update

Submitted By: Cheryl Caines, Community
Development

Item Type: Update, Discussion, Direct Staff Meeting Type: Council
Business
Meeting -
Main

Public Hearing: No Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

City Council will hear an update on the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

No action necessary - update only.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The project team is wrapping up Task 5 (Options Evaluation). The two land use and
infrastructure options developed in Task 4 were evaluated based on how well each option met
project goals (Movement and Getting Around, Land Use – Activity Centers, Public Realm –
Community Character, and Market and Implementation). Based on the results of the
evaluation a “preferred” plan was drafted; the plan was reviewed by the Triangle citizen
(CAC) and technical (TAC) advisory committees at their meetings in June.

Options Evaluation
Option 1 proposed few changes to densities, uses or street connections. The pedestrian
network was improved.

Option 2 proposed increased densities throughout the mixed use areas, which were extended
west of 72nd Avenue - where only commercial uses are currently permitted. A more extensive
street and pedestrian network was proposed with a new north-south street (SW 74th Avenue)
that connects to a new crossing of Highway 217 at Beveland Street.

Option 2 improved connectivity and circulation for all travel modes and eliminated some
barriers to development such as a low Floor Area Ratio and height limit. Areas for large
format retail uses (General Commercial C-G zone) are decreased. Over time, blocks become



smaller, improving walkability. Redevelopment of these parcels with a greater mix of uses,
including residential, would reduce traffic generation. Proposed higher densities would
support a wider mix of uses in the future. Overall Option 2 best supported the project goals
and was generally preferred by members of both the CAC and TAC. A complete comparison
can be found in the Draft Land Use and Infrastructure Options Evaluation Report
(Attachment 2).

Market Analysis
The team also evaluated the feasibility of the various land uses allowed under the two
alternatives to get a sense of which types would be achievable on their own in current market
conditions and those that might need assistance. The analysis reviewed the effectiveness of
different financial tools and policy strategies and their impact on potential development. The
full report is attached (Attachment 3 -Draft Development Feasibility Analysis Report), but a
summary of the findings is listed below:

• Townhomes and the medium density housing are the development types most likely to be
feasible in the current market without any subsidies.
• The high density residential and the low density office could be within the range of
feasibility if rents increase by 25 percent.
• The high density and very high density office construction are not within the range of
feasibility with enhanced revenues or with the reduced parking ratio and cash incentives. It
would take an increase in rents and a significant incentive package to make them feasible in
the next decade or so.
• The high density mixed use residential development is within the range of feasibility by
utilizing the Vertical Housing Tax Abatement, but would likely need additional subsidies to be
feasible. A Vertical Housing Development Zone (VHDZ) was approved for portions of the
Triangle and Downtown Tigard that provides a maximum 80% tax exemption per year for
five years for qualifying mixed use projects.
• The very high density mixed use residential development would be in the range of feasibility
by utilizing the Vertical Housing Tax Abatement if there was also a 25 percent increase in
rents in the area, as is now being seen in the Orenco Station area.
• One-story retail is not likely to be feasible given current market rents without subsidies.

Preferred Plan
Based on the evaluation, market analysis and CAC/TAC member feedback, a preferred plan
was developed combining most elements of Option 2 and a few from Option 1. The
preferred plan includes:

• Target residential densities of 50 units an acre in most of the mixed use area with a few
select areas with lower densities of 30 units per acre. These areas represent locations where
early, lower density development could be spurred based on market feasibility, small parcel
size and existing lower density residential.
• No maximum densities, the number of units would be limited by other factors such as floor
area ratio (FAR), heights, parking/landscaping requirements.
• Increased FAR from .4 to 1.5 in the mixed use zone.
• Increased building heights in the mixed use zone: six stories east of 70th Avenue and four



• Increased building heights in the mixed use zone: six stories east of 70th Avenue and four
stories west of 70th.
• Streets - building upon the existing street system.
• Targeted pedestrian streets with design standards to improve the pedestrian experience.
• Key pedestrian streets include SW 69th Avenue and Beveland, Hampton, Clinton and
Elmhurst Streets.
• Additional opportunities for parks/open space are shown along 69th in response to citizen
comments.
• Areas for two potential neighborhood parks were identified to provide for active recreation.

Next Steps
The preferred alternative is now being finalized based upon comments received from the
committee members. This final draft will be presented for comment at a public open house in
September. Development code and other implementation tools are being drafted and will be
refined over the coming months as public comments are received. The CAC and TAC
members will have one final review of the plan and implementation measures in the fall
before the code adoption process begins.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Not applicable.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Council Goal 3: Tigard Triangle
Complete Triangle Strategic Plan
• Adopt zoning, street and design standards
• Begin implementing plan strategies

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

Previous updates occurred on September 3, 2013 and December 17, 2013.

Fiscal Impact

Fiscal Information:

N/A

Attachments
Land Use & Infrastructure Maps

Draft Options Evaluation Report

Draft Development Feasibility Analysis
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Highway crossing
1/4-mile radius walkable area
Proposed roadway
 

 
0 300 600

Feet

* Existing or planned 
in the current Tigard 
Triangle Plan District 

Preferred Option

Bike and Pedestrian Network

Within the pedestrian 
district, access to 
o�-street parking 
areas will be restricted 
along 68th and 69th  
Avenues, with access 
provided along 
east/west cross streets. 
Focusing parking 
access reduces 
con�icts with 
pedestrians.

New bike/pedestrian 
connection

The parks and trails system under the Preferred Option: 

•  Expands the multimodal circulation system.

•  Includes an multimodal connection across OR 217, at Beveland Road and   
    connects to the bicycle system across I-5 on SW Haines Street.

•  A paved multi-use trail connects natural features to the larger bicycle and 
    pedestrian network.

•  The multi-use trail would also link to the trail system near the future Wal-Mart. 

•  Two other parks/plaza spaces could be located in the central and southern 
    parts of the Triangle to take advantage of existing trees and vegetation.

•  In addition, each of the land use options assumes that some larger 
    developments would incorporate mid-block pedestrian crossings and plazas. 

•  All streets are pedestrian-oriented, with at least 11-foot sidewalks and 
    on-street parking provided.

•  Designated bike lanes are provided along higher-tra�c streets, which also 
    connect to the larger system outside of the Triangle, including connections 
    across OR 99W, across I-5 on Haines Street, and across OR 217 on a new 
    Hunziker Road crossing

•  Shared travel lanes are provided along local streets where slower vehicle 
    speeds are expected.

•  In some cases where typography is more challenging, uphill bike lanes may be 
    provided to minimize con�icts with vehicles.



New bike/pedestrian 

connection

Connection across Hwy 

99W to the north

Connection across Hwy 

99W to the north

Future connection 

across Hwy 217

Kruse Way 
Multi-Use Path

Fanno 
Creek Trail

Connection at Haines St. 

across I-5

Connection to Kruse 

Way Path system

LEGEND

´
0 500 Feet1,000

Regional Trail
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Regional Active Transportation
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Tigard Triangle Study Area
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The Preferred Option generally increases land use densities from what is 
currently allowed in the MUE zoning district. In addition, some areas that are 
currently zoned for general commercial uses would change to residential/mixed 
use. Key components of the Preferred Option include:

•  Changing some general commercial zoning to residential/mixed use and 
     increasing land use densities: 

 -  Multifamily residential densities would be permitted up to 50 dwelling 
              units per acre. Multifamily residential uses would be permitted in all               
              areas.
 - Townhome developemnt would be allowed in some areas.

 -  Building heights and lot coverage change, which would increase               
              potential density.  

 -  Vertical mixed use buildings (ground �oor retail/active uses) would 
              be located on corners in the pedestrian district and in redeveloped areas 
              that have a large amount of foot tra�c and where there is high visibility. 
              Vertical and horizontal mixed uses would be interspersed with one 
              another.

 -  General commercial uses, except where they transition to mixed-use land 
              uses, and o�ce and institutional uses would be in similar locations as 
              today. 

 -  O�-street parking can be located o�-site, either on a surface lot or in a 
              structure.

 -  Commercial areas that are not within designated commercial zones 
              would be limited to a 30,000 square foot (ft2) maximum �oor plate. This               
              provides for some larger uses, but not for large format retail.

Preferred Option

 Primary Land Use Functions 
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Introduction 

This memorandum evaluates the land use and infrastructure options for the Tigard Triangle Strategic 

Plan using the evaluation criteria developed and approved by the Citizen Advisory and Technical 

Advisory Committees as part of the Opportunities and Constraints analysis. The evaluation is based on 

information gathered throughout the project, in addition to a market feasibility analysis that is being 

conducted as part of the evaluation and implementation process. A key component of developing the 

preferred vision for the Tigard Triangle (the Triangle) is to understand the tradeoffs of each option, 

identify the key issues to incorporate into a preferred alternative, and get an idea of the potential level 

and type of subsidy that may be required to achieve the vision and a pedestrian-oriented district.   

Organization of this Memorandum 

This memorandum includes the following information: 

• Summary of the land use and infrastructure options 

• Evaluation of the options based on the project principles and evaluation criteria, including 

committee input on the land use and infrastructure options, organized by project principles 

• Recommended Preferred Option 

• Actions necessary to implement the Preferred Options 

• Financing programs necessary to implement the Preferred Options 

 

As part of the alternatives evaluation process, the project team completed a market feasibility analysis 

(under separate cover) of potential building types, assuming a variety of land uses, floors, and parking 

options (structured versus surface), to determine the type and intensity of development that might be 

feasible in today’s market. That information informed portions of the evaluation process and identified 

potential incentives for supporting the desired development pattern.  

Input gathered from the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) is 

included for each of the principles and evaluation criteria. This input provides context for discussions 

during meetings of those committees about how each option reflects the specific principle, and also 

helps identify the most (or least) important components of the options that informed the development 

of the Draft Preferred Option  Alternative, described later in this memorandum. 

Summary of the Land Use and Infrastructure Options 

The Land Use and Infrastructure Options Memorandum (March 2014) describes in detail the two 

possible land use and infrastructure options for redevelopment in the Triangle. The following is a 

summary of the two options, including a summary of elements that are common to both: 

Transit Service (Both Options) 

Current transit service includes one TriMet bus route (#78) that travels through the Triangle and 

Downtown Tigard between Lake Oswego and Beaverton with approximately 30-minute headways 

(Monday through Friday). Future service will be dependent on the outcome of TriMet’s SW Service 

Enhancement Plan and the SW Corridor planning process, both of which are currently under way.    

Pedestrian District (Both Options) 

Both options propose a pedestrian district located along 68th, 69th, and 70th Avenues. Vehicular access 
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to off-street parking areas will be managed in order to consolidate driveways in the district. Managing 

parking access to specific areas reduces conflicts with pedestrians, increases street frontages with active 

uses, and encourages pedestrian-oriented building design. For all streets (both east/west and 

north/south), wide sidewalks, street trees, and on-street parking are provided and there is a consistent 

streetscape element pattern. 

Streets (Both Options) 

All streets are pedestrian-oriented, with at least 11-foot sidewalks, landscaping, and on-street parking. 

Designated bike lanes are provided along higher-traffic streets, which also connect to the larger system 

outside of the Triangle. Shared travel lanes are provided along local streets where lower volumes and 

slower vehicle speeds are expected. In some cases where topography is more challenging, uphill bike 

lanes may be provided in order to minimize conflicts with vehicles. 

Option 1: Refine Site Design Standards – Keep Zoning Standards 

Land Use Components of Option 1 

Option 1 generally maintains the existing densities allowed in the Mixed-Use Employment (MUE) zoning 

district, and no changes to permitted uses are proposed except for restrictions on auto-oriented uses, 

such as drive-throughs, gas stations, and other uses that are not pedestrian-oriented. Existing densities 

within the Triangle, if developed to the maximum extent possible, are adequate to provide a transit- and 

pedestrian-oriented environment, but the existing design requirements limit development potential 

even under current density standards. Changes to design standards would maximize the development 

potential without requiring significant changes in the development code. Key components of Option 1 

include: 

Key Components of Option 1: 

• The maximum floor area ratios (FAR) would be increased from 0.40:1 to 1.5:1, while the maximum 

building height of 45 feet would be maintained.  

• The current minimum building frontage requirements would be increased from 50 percent to 

90 percent on SW 68th and SW 69th Avenues within the pedestrian district. SW 70th Avenue would 

still limit access for vehicles in order to minimize conflicts with pedestrians. Minimum street 

frontage requirements would be approximately 20 percent. This change in frontage requirements 

would provide areas for off-street parking and necessary services for buildings while increasing 

building frontages on other streets.  

• There are several blocks that exceed 400 feet in length within the Triangle, and such a long block 

limits pedestrian circulation and vehicle access. On these longer blocks, pedestrian paths are 

proposed that will provide connections through blocks and provide access to parking behind 

buildings. Pedestrian access can also be coupled with vehicle access, but vehicle access may not be 

spaced less than 200 feet and not more than 300 feet from a street or other vehicle access.  

Infrastructure Components of Option 1 

• Improving Red Rock Creek as both a natural and recreational amenity could make it a defining 

feature for the Triangle and a paved multi-use trail could connect these features to the larger bicycle 

and pedestrian network within and through the Triangle.  

• Two other parks/plaza spaces would be located in the central and southern parts of the Triangle to 

take advantage of existing trees and vegetation.  
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• Option 1 generally maintains the existing street grid as identified in the Tigard Triangle Plan District, 

with a few additions. 

Option 2: Refine Site Design Standards and Increase Land Use Densities 

Land Use Components of Option 2 

Option 2 increases land use densities from what is currently allowed in the MUE zoning district. 

Densities proposed are similar to other mixed-use areas of Tigard such as Washington Square and 

Downtown Tigard.  In addition, some areas that are currently zoned for general commercial uses would 

change to residential/mixed use.  Option 2 also incorporates all features of Option 1. Key components of 

Option 2 include: 

Changing some general commercial zoning to residential/mixed use and increasing land use densities: 

• Multifamily residential densities would be increased to 50 dwelling units per acre. Multifamily 

residential uses would be permitted in all areas except for the general commercial area, which 

would still permit a limited number of units. 

• Vertical mixed-use buildings (with ground floor retail/flex space) would be located on corners in the 

pedestrian district and in redeveloped areas that have a large amount of foot traffic and where 

there is high visibility. Vertical and horizontal mixed uses would be interspersed with one another 

more than they would be under Option 1.  

• General commercial uses (except where they transition to mixed-use land uses) and office and 

institutional uses would be in similar locations as today, although increased densities would likely 

require changes in how parking is managed and the amount of parking required.  Increased FAR and 

building heights would encourage increased lot coverage and potentially taller buildings. 

• Commercial areas that are not within designated commercial zones would be limited to a 30,000 ft
2
 

maximum floor plate. This size provides for some larger uses, but not for large format retail—the 

same as under Option 1. 

 

Changing site design requirements to permit more lot coverage and greater building heights: 

• Maximum FAR would be increased from 0.40:1 to 3:1 and maximum building heights would be 

increased to 75 feet.  

• The current minimum building frontage requirements would be increased from 50 percent to 

90 percent for pedestrian-oriented streets. For access streets, minimum street frontage 

requirements would be approximately 20 percent to provide areas for off-street parking and 

necessary services for buildings while increasing building frontages on other streets.   

• Within the pedestrian district, parking access would be restricted along 68th, 69th, and 70th 

Avenues. Parking access would be provided along east/west cross streets, except as noted under 

Option 1 where longer blocks will require pedestrian and vehicle access. 

• A setback of 0 to 10 feet, depending on the type of use and the location in the Triangle, would be 

maintained.  

Infrastructure Components of Option 2 

Open Space, Trails, and Bicycles and Pedestrians 

• In addition to the parks and trails system under Option 1, Option 2 would expand the multimodal 

circulation system to include the new road connections. 



 

4  DRAFT Land Use and Infrastructure Options Evaluation Report (June 3, 2014) 

 
 

Street Connections 

• Option 2 builds off of Option 1 and expands both north/south and east/west connections to 

complete the portions of the street grid that area already in place.  

• A Hunziker connection or a SW Beveland connection across OR 217 would provide better 

multimodal connectivity than currently exists.  

• Option 2 includes a new north/south connection at 74th Avenue that continues south to SW 

Beveland Street, which would connect to a new multimodal crossing of OR 217. Local east/west 

connections would use this new spine to develop a block pattern as the area develops and as 

general commercial uses north of SW Dartmouth Street transition into mixed use/housing.  

• Option 2 connects SW Hermoso Way to SW Franklin Street, and SW Gonzaga Street to 68th Avenue, 

and extends 67th Avenue north to connect to SW Elmhurst Street.  

Evaluation Based on Project Principles and Evaluation Criteria 

This section evaluates the land use and infrastructure options based on the project principles that the 

TAC and CAC reviewed and agreed upon at the beginning of the project.  A summary of the project 

principles, criteria, and results is included in Attachment A.  

Movement – Getting Around 

The plan provides a safe and effective multimodal (auto, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit) network 

circulation and access to, from, and in the Triangle in consideration of existing development and to 

interface with future transit and future transit- and pedestrian-oriented development. 

Option 1 

Option 1 is very similar to the existing Tigard Triangle Plan District with the exception of extending 

SW 74th Avenue south to SW Dartmouth and making some limited multimodal improvements in the 

southern end of the Triangle. While Option 1 would improve pedestrian and bicycle circulation through 

larger blocks with the addition of pedestrian pathways, the road network is not significantly different 

than what is identified in the current Tigard Triangle Plan District, with the exception of the removal of 

the Backage Road near Red Rock Creek, with would be replaced with the new trail in the corridor. This 

option would provide better connectivity through its pedestrian path system, which would increase 

connectivity to the existing transit system, particularly for east/west routes that have the fewest 

connections. The addition of a new north/south pedestrian pathway system (identified on the Bike and 

Pedestrian Network Map) will also provide better off-street connections, particularly through developed 

residential areas that are not likely to transition soon.  

Neither of the options is dependent on transit to be feasible, but if transit service does increase in the 

future, either with standard buses or through high capacity transit, there are adequate pedestrian and 

bicycle connections to reach the bus stops. Future additional transit service could be easily added to the 

proposed circulation system under Option 1, although Option 1 does rely more on the pedestrian 

pathway system to provide connections to transit than does the complete multimodal system proposed 

in Option 2, because Option 1 still would be missing road connections within the Triangle that would 

limit some movement.  

Multimodal connections under Option 1 are phaseable, primarily because most of the proposed 

multimodal improvements are short connections between streets. Option 2, on the other hand, is also 

phaseable, but some improvements are much more significant and would likely require construction of 
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larger sections of roadway and other amenities at one time. Regardless, Option 1 would increase 

walkability, although not to the degree of Option 2. It would also not provide the multimodal 

connections for all modes, including vehicles, to provide options for getting around, in, and through the 

Triangle. This is particularly true of the north/south connections, where the travel options for vehicles 

under Option 1 are generally the same as they are today.  

Both options provide similar crossings over OR 99W, OR 217, and I-5. The highways are significant 

barriers for access, and while a new crossing of OR 217 is proposed, access is still constrained. Similarly, 

access across I-5 is limited to the SW Haines overpass, because the east side of I-5 is composed of either 

single-family residential neighborhoods with no direct through access, or church grounds, which also 

would not provide a possible location for adding another connection. OR 99W, while a significant barrier 

due to the amount of traffic, speed, and roadway width, still provides the most potential for access 

improvements to the Triangle. Both options could incorporate better pedestrian and bike facilities to 

make crossings safer.  

Option 2 

Option 2 provides a much more connected system of streets and provides better multimodal 

connections than Option 1, because many of the pedestrian paths that fill gaps under Option 1 are 

replaced with streets in Option 2. By providing a denser grid pattern, circulation is improved for all 

modes. The additional connections are either local or collector connections, with collectors also 

providing dedicated bike lanes. On-street parking would also be provided on most streets. Where larger 

blocks still exist, the pedestrian pathway system provides access through those parcels.    

Unlike Option 1, Option 2 provides an additional north/south through connection via SW 74
th

 Avenue 

and a new OR 217 overcrossing. This new collector would provide the benefit of additional access to and 

through the Triangle, potentially reducing congestion along the other roads. Also, this new connection 

provides an important bicycle and pedestrian connection over OR 217. Although the overpass could be 

constructed as part of Option 1, the connectivity provided by the new north/south street connection in 

Option 2 is much better than under Option 1.  

Option 2 represents a more urban system with multiple circulation options, unlike Option 1, which 

generally maintains the existing transportation system—one that is focused on the collector/arterial 

system. Option 2 would maintain SW Dartmouth and SW 72nd as arterials, and the added capacity that 

the new SW 74th connection provides (in addition to the other options to get around) is a benefit for 

the area. A challenge that neither option can correct, however, is the regional congestion on the 

highway system that spills over onto the arterial system. Even with the improved connections and 

anticipated reduction in trips because of a more balanced land use plan that encourages walking and 

bicycling and more services and housing options, regional congestion will continue to be an issue.  

As with Option 1, the proposed pedestrian path system further increases connectivity, although several 

of the east/west pedestrian pathway connections are replaced with local streets under Option 2. 

However, under Option 2, the pedestrian pathway system, in combination with the larger roadway 

network, provides a far greater level of connectivity than under Option 1. Option 2 also provides better 

connections to existing and future transit, particularly east/west routes that have the fewest 

connections. The addition of a new north/south pedestrian pathway, similar to Option 1, will provide 

good off-street connections, particularly through developed areas.  
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Neither of the options is dependent on transit to be feasible, but future transit service could be added to 

the proposed circulation system under Option 2 and be able to connect to the urban pattern of streets 

and paths that link transit to residential, employment, and services within the Triangle. Option 2 is a 

complete multimodal system.  

Multimodal connections under Option 2 are phaseable, although Option 2 offers less potential for 

phasing of these connections than Option 1, which generally includes only short street sections. Some 

improvements under Option 2 are significant, such as the new SW 74
th

 Avenue, which would likely 

require construction of large sections of roadway and other amenities at one time. Both options provide 

for similar crossings of OR 99W, OR 217, and I-5. The highways are significant barriers for access, and 

while a new crossing of OR 217 is proposed, access is still constrained; although under Option 2, the new 

SW 74th connection and Beveland crossing would provide a new through connection from Hunziker to 

OR 99W, a significant benefit given the existing congestion. SW 74th could require changes to the 

OR 99W intersection, because it would be a full street as opposed to a driveway, as it is currently. Access 

across I-5 under Option 2 is limited to the SW Haines overpass for the same reasons as under Option 1. 

OR 99W, while a significant barrier due to the amount of traffic, speed, and roadway width, still provides 

the most potential for access improvements to the Triangle. Both options could incorporate better 

pedestrian and bike facilities to make crossings safer.  

Feedback from the CAC and TAC  

• Highway crossings are very expensive. Realistically, only one of the two crossing options 

proposed in Option 2 would likely be constructed.    

• The connection from Pacific to Beveland (SW 74
th

) would be a really big investment and is a big 

project. Considering that Wal-Mart is in place, it may be harder to do now.   

• As people travel south on SW 74th headed toward Beveland, it makes more sense to have a 

straight connection over OR 217 to Wall Street without a turn onto Beveland. There are pinch 

points just south of the more southern OR 217 crossing in Option 2.   

• Why not widen SW 72nd to Boones Ferry? 

• Adding SW 74th makes sense because of the general zoning changes and because the area 

would be more broken up.   

• A connection would be beneficial from the Red Rock Creek Trail to Portland Community College 

(PCC) in the eastern part of the Triangle.  Haines Street is too busy. 

• The new connection at SW 74th Avenue uses an existing signal, and new access to OR 99W has 

to be done very thoughtfully, but if done carefully could alleviate some congestion. 

• Need to show bike/pedestrian connections to surrounding areas – PCC to the Town Center and 

up to Washington Square. Regionally, how do you get across OR 99W, 1-5, and OR 217? 

• Would like to see a connection from Red Rock Creek Trail to Fanno Creek. 

• Rename road designations to match current standards and thus avoid confusion. 

Land Use – Activity Centers 

The plan integrates land use and transportation planning to ensure a vibrant town center/station 

community by identifying the right mix of uses/densities to support the community. 

Option 1 

Option 1 generally maintains the existing zoning densities, with changes in site design standards to 
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improve the pedestrian environment by increasing the percentage of building frontages next to 

pedestrian-oriented streets and adding some pedestrian connections. The proposed land use pattern is 

generally focused within the pedestrian district, both as a central gathering area with the highest density 

uses and as a gateway to campus style development at the most southern end of the Triangle. Unlike 

Option 2, Option 1 still maintains the general commercial zoning within the project area, which would 

likely have some adverse impact on the Triangle and future development in the two general commercial 

areas. Both general commercial areas would likely redevelop with similar uses as today (large format, 

auto-oriented uses) and would not be as conducive to walking as they would be if the areas had a more 

pedestrian-focused development pattern. 

As described under Movement (above), the pedestrian pathways will provide increased accessibility to 

transit, including increased accessibility if transit service is increased. Proposed land uses are at a 

sufficient density to support a strong transit system, and it is particularly important to consider that, 

even under the proposed densities for Option 1, increasing non-auto modes of travel and having 

services near residential and employment are essential to minimizing additional vehicular traffic.  

The proposed densities under Option 1 would provide for up to four-story buildings in the Triangle, 

equating to approximately 30 dwelling units/acre for residential developments. From a transit-oriented 

development perspective, this density is generally the minimum density necessary to support a transit 

system that offers frequent service (buses every 10 to 15 minutes). However, though the proposed 

density may be necessary in order to achieve transit-oriented development, a mix of higher density (e.g., 

apartments) and medium density (e.g., townhouses) could still achieve the desired result. From a 

market perspective, a developer takes into account a variety of factors when considering building. 

Higher land costs may require building at higher densities than what is proposed under this option in 

order to achieve the desired rate of return on the project. Based on the market feasibility completed for 

the project, the densities proposed under Option 1 appear to be generally feasible, although some 

incentives may be required to support higher density development. In the longer term, 30 units/acre 

may be too low as land values increase and developers need a higher rate of return on their projects.   

Option 2 

Option 2 involves increasing zoning densities across the Triangle and also includes transitioning some 

general commercial areas to mixed use. This option also changes site design standards to improve the 

pedestrian environment by increasing the percentage of building frontages next to pedestrian-oriented 

streets and adding some pedestrian connections. Unlike Option 1, Option 2 focuses on key catalyst sites, 

such as redeveloping the theater area and the area in the vicinity of the pedestrian district, where an 

urban core of dense office, retail, and commercial uses is proposed. While Option 1 does improve upon 

the urban quality of the area, Option 2 considers mixed-use nodes that are activated around improved 

multimodal transportation, and potentially increased transit service. Under Option 2, large format 

general commercial areas would not be present within the project area, which would have a significant 

positive impact on walkability and traffic generation, because the large blocks would be broken into 

smaller, more pedestrian-scale areas.  

The more complete system of roads and pathways under Option 2 supports the increased densities 

proposed and increases access to transit. Proposed land use densities will support a strong transit 

system level of service, more so than under Option 1. However, providing for non-auto modes of travel 

and access to nearby services without a car are essential to minimizing additional traffic. Option 2, 
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particularly given the housing densities it proposes, is much more likely to support a mix of uses than 

Option 1, but there is also a much greater likelihood that the resulting development will increase traffic. 

This increase in traffic could likely be avoided if the Triangle were to meet the daily needs of its residents 

by providing adequate housing, employment, and retail services, available within walking distance of 

one another and coupled with strong transit connections. 

The proposed densities under Option 2 would provide the potential for buildings of up to six stories in 

the Triangle, which would equate to approximately 50 dwelling units/acre for residential developments. 

From a transit-oriented development perspective, this density is much more conducive to a transit 

system that offers frequent service or better (buses every 10 to 15 minutes). However, though the 

proposed density may be necessary in order to achieve transit-oriented development, a mix of higher 

density (e.g., apartments) and medium density (e.g., townhouses) could still achieve the desired result, 

similar to what could occur under Option 1. In addition, as stated under Option 1, a developer takes into 

account a variety of factors when considering building, and higher land costs may require building at 

higher densities (similar to those proposed under Option 2) to achieve the desired rate of return on the 

project. Based on the market feasibility completed for the project, the densities proposed under this 

option generally appear to be feasible, although some incentives may be required to support higher 

density development. In the longer term, a density of 50 units/acre may be feasible as land values 

increase and developers need a higher rate of return on their projects, thus requiring more density. 

Feedback from the CAC and TAC  

• The Triangle seems to be a really good location for the big box retailers. Should we be planning 

to keep future big box retail out or encourage more, since it is working so well in this location?   

• The plan should avoid creating code that limits interim changes and modifications.  For example, 

surface parking could be allowed in the interim.   

• When thinking about SW 74th Avenue, what happens if WinCo is still successful in that location 

in 25 years?   

• Activating the east side of the Triangle, near SW 68th, with tuck-under parking could work.  

Need to make sure that parking podiums don’t work against the pedestrian district concept. 

• The area near SW 72nd and SW 74th Avenues has a steep elevation and may be a good 

opportunity for tuck-under parking or a central parking garage that has multi-use and housing 

on top with nice views.     

• This plan could require big box developers to build underground parking in place.   

• With a maximum building height of 45 feet, it is very hard to develop four stories.  This 

maximum building height should be increased to 55 feet.  

• A concern was raised about the minimum street frontage of 90 percent for some streets and 

requirements for fire access.   

• No one wants to develop a four-story building with a podium. They want to develop a five- or 

six-story building.  A developer needs to get a certain amount of return and have options for a 

building. 

• Why not allow as much height as possible and let the market and developers decide?  

• Regarding the question of how high to build a building, we may need two options to consider: 

one that considers what could be done with high capacity transit and one without. 

• With taller buildings, we need to maintain the welcoming and friendly feeling.  If buildings are 

too tall, it can feel like a tunnel. 

• Is there an opportunity to make the pedestrian pathways also maintenance access ways? The 
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densities of these areas make us start to have to design utilities, more like in a core area.  

• There is a lot of land banking, with parking going on there now. Focus for the city is:  Where do 

you want to put your money and where are good parking locations to not conflict with people 

coming off I-5 and taking a left to park? There is a concern about traffic on ramps coming off of 

I-5. 

Public Realm – Community Character 

The plan builds upon existing characteristics that make the Triangle unique and desirable to develop a 

community with a clear identity.   

Option 1 

The urban realm is primarily a constructed environment, focusing on complete streets, walkability, 

bicycle connections, and passive and active spaces for residents and employees to get out of their 

homes and offices. Within the context of the Triangle, all access points into the Triangle are considered 

gateways, but neither of the options outlines specific design treatments to use to identify the Triangle. 

Under either of the options, design requirements should identify consistent features for creating an 

identity for the Triangle.  

Both Option 1 and Option 2 are similar in the types of public spaces proposed; the key difference is that 

Option 2 provides an additional opportunity for incorporating plazas and other features that are part of 

a large-scale redevelopment on the theater and WinCo sites. Both options have other park and open 

space features that are similar, although the larger bicycle and pedestrian system under Option 2 does 

provide better access to the Red Rock trail. 

Option 1 certainly includes areas that, if developed as envisioned, make the Triangle unique, particularly 

development along the central portion of the Triangle. Important amenities that support the public 

realm include reimagining Red Rock Creek as a passive recreation area that also provides riparian 

habitat and connections to the larger bicycle and pedestrian system. Red Rock Creek is the defining 

feature of the Triangle, because it is geographically central and is also a notable natural resource. In 

addition, TAC and CAC members identified the need to provide active recreation areas, including places 

for kids to run around, and at least one plaza within the central portion of the pedestrian district, if the 

Triangle is to truly be a neighborhood. 

Option 1, with its lower density assumptions, may provide a more approachable scale than what is 

proposed under Option 2. While specific design standards can be implemented to reduce the scale and 

appearance of buildings, the three- to four-story maximum building height under Option 1 is still taller 

than most existing buildings within the Triangle. Coupled with pedestrian-oriented roads and pathways, 

the scale of Option 1 is comfortable and would not require the types of regulatory interventions that 

ensure that buildings remain in scale with their surroundings. 

Option 2 

Option 2 is similar to Option 1, except that Option 2 proposes many more public rights-of-way than 

Option 1, and has more potential for increased public space in areas that would not likely develop with 

pedestrian-oriented uses under Option 1. All access points into the Triangle are considered to be 

gateways, but neither of the options outlines specific design treatments to denote the Triangle. Under 

either of the options, design requirements should identify consistent features for creating an identity for 
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the Triangle. The current Triangle Plan District calls for architectural treatments at intersections with 

OR 99W, which could be adapted to either option. 

Option 2 proposes similar types of public spaces as Option 1, but the larger redevelopment possibilities 

under Option 2 also provide the opportunity for including plazas and other open space features in the 

development, even if such features are phased in over time. Large public spaces, such as community 

parks and trails (for example, Red Rock Creek) are similar under both options, although the larger bicycle 

and pedestrian system under Option 2 does provide better access to the Red Rock trail. 

Both options, if developed as envisioned, have very unique qualities and amenities, such as Red Rock 

Creek and its connections to the regional trail system, that are very important. Community parks, the 

need for which both TAC members and CAC members identified, are even more critical under Option 2, 

because it has densities that are considerably higher than Option 1. 

Five- to six-story structures are rare in the Triangle today, and a district composed of many taller 

buildings could have an adverse impact on the pedestrian qualities of the area. A CAC member 

described it as the “tunnel effect.” To maintain a pedestrian scale, design standards can be implemented 

to reduce the apparent scale and size of buildings. Such an additional series of design standards would 

help to ensure that pedestrian scale and visual interest are maintained. These additional design 

standards are likely unnecessary under Option 1. 

Feedback from the CAC and TAC  

• Having the pedestrian streets and paths in the middle and the auto traffic in the outer streets 

elicited a positive response.  Even without transit, this is good for a walkable street plan. 

• The Red Rock Creek trail could be connected along the parklands in the north part of the 

Triangle.   

• In the pedestrian grid area at the center of the Triangle, it would be interesting to consider a 

park block similar to Esther Short Plaza (Vancouver) and Pioneer Square (Portland).  This park 

block could be used by the office occupants and residents. 

• A connection from the Red Rock Creek Trail to PCC in the eastern part of the Triangle would be 

beneficial.  Haines Street is too busy. 

• Where does this leave the few homes that are in the middle of this?   

• Additional traffic is a concern. Also, there are a lot of crossings over the Red Rock Creek area, 

which feels contrary to what is supposed to be an open space natural resources area.  

• It seems that the desire is to fit a lot into a small space. Should on-street parking be provided 

everywhere? 

• Development will happen before there are increased stormwater requirements. If there is a way 

to fit stormwater management into pedestrian areas that would help a lot. 

• Green streets won’t cut it anymore, and there will be additional stormwater detention 

requirements. The Triangle is a dense area, and that is in conflict with stormwater management. 

Would like to see a wider buffer along Red Rock Creek. Stormwater and natural resources 

treatments will have to be thought through more. 

• Where are the kids going to play? There should there be a way in the open space plan to show a 

dispersion of pocket parks or a planned neighborhood park for the area.  
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Market and Implementation 

The plan is marketable to developers and the public, and is implementable. Identified improvements are 

feasible both from a financial perspective and a construction perspective, with no “red flag” obstacles. 

Option 1 

Both options appear to be constructible based on the preliminary feasibility analysis completed for the 

project, although not all land uses proposed under both options would likely be constructed today. 

Lower-density development, such as townhomes, appears to be feasible now, but it would not be at 

high enough densities to support the pedestrian-oriented district the City of Tigard envisions. If 

townhomes were permitted, there would need to be higher-density uses nearby in order to provide 

enough residents to support ground floor retail, even at a limited scale. 

Higher-density developments may have to take advantage of incentive programs, particularly if they 

require structured parking.  Today, however, it appears that even the residential densities proposed 

under Option 1 would require some type of subsidy or incentive to be constructible, regardless of the 

type of parking. Office uses, while not feasible for the next several years, even with incentives, because 

of the high vacancy rates, will not be constructed at any large scale; however, that market will 

eventually rebound and should not be restricted. The more likely scenario is that housing and potentially 

mixed use with limited commercial ground floor use will be the dominant type of development for the 

foreseeable future. Under Option 1, this development could occur in any part of the Triangle (with some 

exceptions in the General Commercial zone), although not to the same degree as under Option 2. 

Additionally, the 30 dwelling unit/acre maximum may be a limiting factor if developers are paying more 

for land or if other costs, such as parking or fees, require developers to build more units in order to meet 

their financial metrics.  

Option 2 

Market potential and implementation under Option 2 is similar to that under Option 1, but appears to 

provide more potential for maximizing development opportunities in the Triangle, particularly as land 

values and other costs fluctuate over time. The feasibility analysis showed similar results for 

development potential for Option 2 as Option 1:  Generally, residential and mixed-use development will 

need some type of subsidy or other incentive, at least initially. Option 2 does offer some more unique 

sites that could certainly be catalyst sites, such as the theater and WinCo sites. This site, if it transitions 

into a mixed-use and residential area, would be a development of large enough scale to affect the 

visibility of and potential interest in the Triangle, particularly given the site’s proximity to Red Rock 

Creek. This type of development would likely require some type of public intervention, because it would 

require new roads, park amenities, and potentially other incentives to provide structured parking in 

order for it to be possible. Therefore, although Option 2 offers the most potential, it could also require 

the largest subsidies or other public investments.  

Feedback from the CAC and TAC  

• There may be ways to capture revenue from development in the Triangle to provide for shared 

stormwater infrastructure.   
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Recommended Land Use and Transportation System Option   

The Recommended Land Use and Transportation System Option (Recommended Option) is based on the 

evaluation completed for the two preliminary land use and transportation options developed earlier in 

the project and input provided by the Technical Advisory and Citizen Advisory Committees. As described 

below, the Recommended Option is a combination of both options, taking the most relevant 

components from each of the options to provide a plan that meets both the short- and long-term vision 

of the area. Attachment B includes the graphic representations of the Recommended Option. 

Land Use Components  

The Recommended Option organizes the Triangle into several land uses at a variety of densities to 

accommodate potential development now and into the future, although the densities would not exceed 

residential densities found in Washington Square and Downtown Tigard. Land use components of the 

Recommended Option include:  

• Townhomes (approximately 16 dwelling units per acre [du/ac]) are proposed in limited areas, 

primarily adjacent to existing development with similar densities. The market feasibility analysis 

found that this type of development is potentially feasible today, and while it does not provide 

the densities necessary to support neighborhood-oriented services, its limited use as a catalyst 

may help attract additional and more diverse development types. Within these areas, 

apartments would also be permitted at a density of up to 30 du/ac to provide some flexibility.  

• Maximum building heights vary in the Triangle, with the tallest buildings of up to 75 feet (five to 

six stories) located in the pedestrian district and the southern part of the Triangle. West of the 

pedestrian district, building heights are reduced to 55 feet (four stories). This preserves views to 

the west and provides a varied building pattern.  

• In areas that have a maximum 75-foot building height, multifamily residential density of up to 50 

du/acre would be permitted. Where building heights are lower, the maximum residential 

density would be up to 30 du/ac.   

• Vertical mixed-use buildings (with ground floor retail/flex space) would be required on corners 

in the pedestrian district and in redeveloped areas that have a large amount of anticipated foot 

traffic and where there is high visibility. In all other areas, ground floor retail/flex space would 

be permitted, but not required.  

• Commercial uses that are not within designated commercial zones would be limited to a 

30,000 ft
2
 maximum floor plate.  

Site Design Components  

• The current minimum building frontage requirements would be increased from 50 percent to 

90 percent for pedestrian-oriented streets. For access streets, minimum street frontage 

requirements would be 20 percent. Lower frontage requirements would provide areas for off-street 

parking and necessary services for buildings while increasing building frontages on other streets.   

• There are several blocks that exceed 400 feet in length within the Triangle, and such a long block 

limits pedestrian circulation and vehicle access. On these longer blocks, pedestrian paths are 

proposed that will provide connections through blocks and provide access to parking behind 

buildings. Maximum block length shall not exceed 250 feet without pedestrian access. Vehicle 

access can be combined with pedestrian pathways, but such vehicle access locations would not be 

closer than 250 feet from a street or other vehicle access. 

• Within the pedestrian district, parking access would be restricted along SW 68th and SW 69th 
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Avenues. Parking access would be provided along east/west cross streets and SW 70th, except 

where longer blocks will require pedestrian and vehicle access. 

• A setback of 0 to 10 feet, depending on the type of use and the location in the Triangle, would be 

maintained.  

Infrastructure Components  

Open Space, Trails, and Bicycles and Pedestrians 

• In addition to the trails system, there would be two neighborhood parks (approximately 1 acre in 

size) located within the Triangle. These parks would have equipment and other amenities found in a 

typical park of this size. There may also be an opportunity to combine regional stormwater facilities 

with park locations.  

• Improving Red Rock Creek as both a natural and recreational amenity would make it a defining 

feature for the Triangle and a paved multi-use trail could connect these features to the larger bicycle 

and pedestrian network within and through the Triangle.  

• Two other parks/plaza spaces would be located in the central and southern parts of the Triangle to 

take advantage of existing trees and vegetation.  

• An expanded multimodal circulation system would include the new road connections. 

• A pedestrian pathway system through larger blocks to connect key Triangle locations would be 

added.  

• Highway crossings. 

Street Connections 

• Several local connections would be added to complete the street grid. 

• SW Beveland would be extended across OR 217 to provide better multimodal connectivity than 

currently exists.  

• A new north/south connection at 74th Avenue would continue south to SW Beveland Street, which 

would connect to a new multimodal crossing of OR 217. Local east/west connections would use this 

new spine to develop a block pattern as the area develops and as general commercial uses north of 

SW Dartmouth Street transition into mixed use/housing.  

• SW Hermoso Way would be connected to SW Franklin Street, and SW Gonzaga Street to 68th 

Avenue, and 67th Avenue would be extended north to connect to SW Elmhurst Street.  

Transit Service  

The Recommended Option can accommodate existing and potential future transit service.  The 

proposed increased densities support improved service. 

Pedestrian District  

The Recommended Option incorporates a pedestrian district located along 68th, 69th, and 70th 

Avenues. Vehicular access to off-street parking areas will be managed in order to consolidate driveways 

in the district. Managing parking access to specific areas reduces conflicts with pedestrians, increases 

street frontages with active uses, and encourages pedestrian-oriented building design. For all streets 

(both east/west and north/south), wide sidewalks, street trees, and on-street parking are provided and 

there is a consistent streetscape element pattern. 

Streets  

All streets are pedestrian-oriented, with at least 11-foot sidewalks, landscaping, and on-street parking. 

Designated bike lanes are provided along higher-traffic streets, which also connect to the larger system 
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outside of the Triangle. Shared travel lanes are provided along local streets where lower volumes and 

slower vehicle speeds are expected. In some cases where topography is more challenging, uphill bike 

lanes may be provided in order to minimize conflicts with vehicles. 

Street Hierarchy  

Building design standards are organized around the system of street hierarchies that provide an 

organized approach to building orientation and site design standards. Figure 1 shows building height 

and step back standards, building placement, and illustrations of parking orientation. The street 

hierarchy is described in Table 1 with a map (A/B/C Street Network Map) in attachment B. 

All streets are pedestrian-oriented streets, with wide sidewalks and landscaping, but not all streets serve 

the same purpose. A streets are the most pedestrian-oriented and comprise the majority of streets in 

the Triangle. They have the highest building frontage requirements of any street classification. B streets 

support A streets in that they provide access to parking and other service entries necessary for 

businesses to operate along the A streets. Corners along B streets would still be required to have 

buildings, but the majority of B street frontage can be dedicated to off-street parking, either surface or 

structured. Parking areas would be shielded from pedestrians by landscaping. C streets are arterial 

streets. Frontage requirements are lower on C streets, because active pedestrian areas are more likely 

to occur on perpendicular side streets that include on-street parking and slower vehicle speeds. 

C streets are primarily for through movement and access to the more pedestrian-focused areas, but 

they still provide a consistent pedestrian environment and bicycle facilities to accommodate all modes 

of travel. 

 

  

Table 1. Proposed Street Hierarchy and Frontage Standards 

Street type “A Street” (Pedestrian) “B Street” (Access ) “C Street” (Through) 

Objective 
High pedestrian quality and 

strong building frontage. 

Moderate pedestrian quality 

and building services. 

Moderate pedestrian quality; 

auto emphasis. 

Sidewalks 

Required. Separated from 

curb by planting strip, tree 

wells, or rain gardens. 

Required. Curb-tight optional. 

Required. Separated from 

curb by planting strip, tree 

wells, or rain gardens. 

On-street parking 
Parallel or diagonal parking 

required.  Head-in prohibited. 

Parking required. Parallel, 

diagonal or head-in. 
Prohibited. 

Number of lanes Two  Two Three to five 

% of building along 

street frontage 
Minimum 90% 

Minimum 20%. Required at 

street corners. 
Minimum 50% 

% of off-street 

vehicle parking  

along street frontage 

0%  
Maximum 80%. Prohibited at 

corners. 

Maximum 50%.  Prohibited at 

corners. 

Block length  

Maximum 250 ft. to mid-

block lane crossing.  Lane 

width up to 30 ft. 

Maximum 250 ft. to mid-

block lane crossing.  Lane 

width up to 30 ft. 

NA 

Typical vehicle speed  15-25 mph 15-25 mph 25-35 mph 
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Figure 1. Building Front Step-Backs and Street Hierarchy Orientation 
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Actions Necessary to Implement the Recommended Option  

The Recommended Option will require several changes to the existing Comprehensive Plan, 

Development Code, and Transportation System Plan. These changes include: 

• Revising the Comprehensive Plan land use designations within the Triangle to be consistent with 

the Recommended Option. The most notable change is to amend the plan to change some 

commercial designations to Mixed Use.  

• Amending the zoning within the Triangle to accommodate the proposed land use categories. 

This zoning will likely be one or more mixed-use zones that permit the type of development 

envisioned in the Recommended Option. Tigard’s downtown code may be a good example to 

use in developing the new code for the Triangle. 

• Amending the Tigard Triangle Plan District to incorporate the new site design standards, 

including the proposed street hierarchy, street system, design guidelines, height regulations, 

and parking standards (still to be determined). 

• Amending the Transportation System Plan to include the updated street, bicycle, and pedestrian 

system. Planning-level cost estimates for road improvements will also need to be updated. 

• Amending the City’s Parks Master Plan, if necessary, to include the new public park and plaza 

facilities.  
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Introduction 
This memorandum serves as the Development Feasibility Analysis for the Tigard Triangle 
Redevelopment Strategy. The purpose of this memorandum is to evaluate the feasibility of various land 
use types that were generated by the team under the two options presented in the Land Use and 
Infrastructure Options memorandum and supported by the Opportunities and Constraints 
memorandum. It measures financial gaps in various development scenarios to get a sense of the types 
of development that would be feasible on their own in current market conditions and those that might 
be feasible with some assistance. It tests the effectiveness of different financial tools and policy 
strategies and quantifies preliminary economic impacts from the potential development.  

The goal is to better understand the likelihood of development occurring in the Tigard Triangle and what 
subsidies or other interventions might be required for private developers to make the desired types of 
investments. The potential value of future development can then be measured against the necessary 
infrastructure investments to determine whether private development can pay for all of the 
infrastructure or whether public subsidy will be needed to complete the infrastructure improvements 
recommended in the earlier phase of the project. 

Key Findings 
This Development Feasibility Analysis resulted in several key findings: 

• Land costs. Up-front land costs are a critical factor in determining whether proposed 
development types are feasible. Variations in the land cost assumptions in the pro forma 
financial analysis result in wide fluctuations in the “bottom line” feasibility of development. High 
land costs or extraordinary costs related to land assembly (which can include long-term holding 
costs, for example) will negatively impact feasibility. Due to the recent recession, there are very 
few land transaction comparables in the Triangle on which to make a good estimate of land 
values. Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain what raw land is “worth” in the Triangle. At an 
assumed land value of $20 per square foot, no development models are feasible using today’s 
construction cost and revenue assumptions. This implies that a) development needs to transact 
at land prices less than $20 per square foot, and/or b) revenues will need to increase (e.g., 
commercial lease rates, apartment rents) before new development can be supported at these 
land prices. In practice, the land price in a transaction is determined and negotiated through a 
residual land value analysis – whereby the land price is the last variable “solved for” after 
accounting for development costs, achievable rents, and a risk-appropriate rate of return for the 
developer. 

• Multifamily is the most viable option. Multifamily residential development is the most viable 
land use under today’s market assumptions. Again, land prices are an important factor in this 
scenario and there are market trends that determine how much a developer can spend on land 
for a multifamily development. As a general rule of thumb, in today’s market multifamily 
development will pay approximately $15,000 (and no more than $20,000) per apartment unit 
for land. Therefore a 50-unit apartment building could spend up to $750,000 for land. The 
amount per square foot of raw land, therefore, is dependent on the project’s density – thus, 
$750,000 equates to $8.61 per square foot on a two-acre site or $17.22 per square foot if built 
on a one-acre site. 
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• Residential rents. Residential rents in Tigard today for a newly-constructed project with surface 
parking are estimated to be $1.40 per square foot per month based on market research and 
achievable rents at comparable projects throughout the region. It is estimated that rents would 
need to be in the range of $1.80 per square foot per month to support a project that includes a 
parking structure. Like land prices, rents are a very significant variable in the analysis. If the 
market can support rents of $1.60 or $1.80 per square foot per month, many more residential 
development types will be feasible. 

• Office rents. Office lease rates in the Triangle are currently well below what would be required 
to support new construction, even with relatively inexpensive surface parking. Until vacancies 
decrease in competitive office markets like Kruse Way and Washington Square, it is not 
expected that lease rates in the Triangle will increase to the $30-plus range, the minimum 
needed to support new development. 

• Vertical Housing Tax Abatement. Several tools were evaluated to test the effect of financial 
subsidies on development. The State’s Vertical Housing Program was found to be very useful in 
reducing the feasibility gap, especially for denser housing types that require structured parking. 

• Ground floor retail. Retail rents do not currently support new construction. However, in mixed-
use buildings, revenues from residential uses may offset losses from ground-floor retail, 
especially if that ground-floor retail is limited in size. In practice, if the amount of ground-floor 
retail is kept small, a developer (and its financial lender) will typically assume that ground-floor 
retail is a “loss-leader” and does not contribute to the project’s profits. 

• Subsidies. Where financial gaps do exist, a range of cash-equivalent subsidies would be effective 
at making project types feasible. These subsidies could include development impact fee waivers, 
public construction of infrastructure (such as utilities or streetscapes), or direct cash subsidies to 
developers (e.g., grants or forgivable loans through an urban renewal district). 

Analysis Approach 
This section describes the approach, methodology, and assumptions used in the analysis. The process 
begins by building a financial model template that can analyze the financial performance of various land 
use types under a range of physical and policy conditions. These variations include factors such as 
densities, parking ratios, parking structure types, and the application of different financial subsidies. By 
varying these inputs, the model can illustrate the relative differences in feasibility of different land use 
types, which will assist in identifying a preferred alternative for the plan. Likewise, the effectiveness of 
different policy changes or financial incentives can assist in making recommendations on public tools for 
implementation. 

• Land use types. The land use types evaluated in this memorandum were drawn from 
information gathered in the Land Use Options memo and informed by the market analysis. 
Some options offer slight variations on the same land use type in order to test how different 
building configurations perform. 

• Data inputs. Leland Consulting Group gathered foundational data such as construction costs, 
land values, capitalization rates, and office and apartment rents in order to build the model. 
Some of the data sources used include local brokerage reports, CoStar (a provider of 
commercial real estate data), interviews with local developers, and other national housing and 
construction reports. Data sources for each input are noted in the footnotes in the appendices. 

• Static pro forma template. The data was used to build a pro forma template which can easily 
model different assumptions, thereby testing the feasibility of the various development types 
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and conditions. A static pro forma looks at cash flow in the first year, assuming full lease-up, and 
is a “back of the envelope” way of testing a project’s financial feasibility. It does not show debt 
and equity assumptions or cash flow over a set period of time as a developer would when 
analyzing a specific investment opportunity. It is a simplified analysis that allows for the testing 
of the relative difference between fixed inputs. For example the model shows the effect of 
changing the parking ratio for housing from an average of 1.5 spaces per unit to 0.75 spaces per 
unit, or allowing for a higher FAR for office uses. This memorandum includes a set of land use 
types and assumptions that is the result of the testing of many more assumption sets. Those 
that are most illustrative of what is feasible and that demonstrate the effectiveness of 
incentives were included in the final memorandum.  

Caveats/assumptions: 
Given the range of variables and the inherent complexity of a pro forma analysis, several considerations 
need to be mentioned: 

• Site size. For consistency, all of the pro formas are based on a theoretical two-acre 
development site. In reality, development will occur on sites of varying sizes, but this model 
provides generalized findings that can be scaled up or down proportionately for different site 
sizes. However, for very small sites (e.g., smaller than one acre), there may be efficiencies that 
are lost (e.g., efficiently-sized parking garages) that increase overall development costs and 
reduce financial performance. 

• Relative difference between land uses. Pro forma financial analyses incorporate a long list of 
variables (inputs). Many of these variables will fluctuate over time based on market conditions 
(e.g., rents, land prices) and economic conditions (e.g., construction costs, cap rates). Changes 
to any of these variables can have significant impacts on a project’s bottom line. For this reason, 
a static pro forma analysis of a theoretical set of project types is most useful in gauging the 
relative difference between land uses under the same set of assumptions. While the analysis 
can indicate the likely feasibility of development under today’s economic assumptions, changing 
market conditions mean that the numerical results should not be used to indicate the actual 
feasibility of development in the future. A pro forma for an actual development project has a 
shelf life of at best six months and would in practice be updated frequently based on real-time 
cost estimates, architectural designs, and capital conditions. 

• Rental housing. For residential products, this analysis focuses primarily on rental housing as 
opposed to ownership housing. First, rental housing is in high demand throughout the Portland 
region today and is likely to be the most feasible land use under current market conditions. 
Secondly, in an emerging mixed-use district such as the Triangle, rental housing usually 
precedes ownership housing, as the rentals provide an opportunity for the district to build 
market momentum and “prove” itself before attracting residents who would need to make a 
much more significant ownership commitment when moving there. The only exception is with 
the townhome example, which would be more likely to be built under an ownership model. 

Infrastructure Assumptions 
Typically, developers would be expected to build any onsite circulation improvements necessary for the 
new development. They are also expected to pay impact fees or systems development charges to offset 
the additional usage of local streets, parks, sewer, and water. Larger developments may be required to 
complete a traffic impact analysis which might require a set of offsite improvements, as well, if the 
additional traffic going to the site would require intersection or other major street improvements. This 
pro forma analysis assumes a “soft cost” allowance of 25 percent of the “hard costs.” Soft costs include 
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Vertical Housing Program 

The Vertical Housing Program is a State of 
Oregon Vertical Housing Tax Abatement 
program that allows for a maximum tax 
exemption of up to 80 percent of the 
improvement over a 10-year term for mixed-
use projects in Vertical Housing Development 
Zones (VHDZ) designated by local 
jurisdictions. The ground floor of the project is 
required to be a non-residential use. For 
projects fronting one or more public streets, 50 
to 100 percent of the interior street facing 
facade of the building adjacent to the public 
street must be constructed to commercial 
building standards and/or dedicated as a 
commercial use upon completion. An 
additional tax exemption of up to 80 percent 
may be given on the land for qualifying 
projects providing low-income housing (set at 
80 percent of area median income or below).  

non-construction costs such as impact fees, design and engineering, and administrative fees. Hard costs 
include actual materials and construction of the site and buildings, including the cost of onsite 
improvements. The Options Evaluation Report will evaluate the broader land use and infrastructure 
system options for the entire Triangle, considering the financial feasibility of the desired land use plan, 
the transportation improvements needed to sustain the new development, and the financial impact to 
the City of Tigard.   

Case Studies 
The density and mix of land uses envisioned for the Triangle are likely to push the envelope of what is 
feasible under current market conditions. Therefore, a range of tools and incentives will likely be needed 
to ensure that early projects can get off the ground and begin to build market momentum that will allow 
for achievable rents and sales prices to occur in the future. This section of the memorandum presents 
brief case studies from other suburban jurisdictions that illustrate how different incentives and policies 
have allowed mixed-use, urban-scale development to take place. These examples provide inspiration for 
the tools and incentives that were analyzed for the Triangle and that will be included in the 
implementation recommendations. 

Lake View Village, City of Lake Oswego  
Lake View Village in Lake Oswego is a very successful example 
of a public-private partnership in which the City’s investment 
in a central parking structure was instrumental in realizing a 
feasible development and revitalizing the downtown. For more 
than 20 years, the City of Lake Oswego struggled to develop a 
key vacant block at its “100 percent corner” as a vibrant 
mixed-use center. To realize success, the City partnered with 
the developer, investing 80 percent of the $5.6 million 
construction cost for the parking structure. The City maintains 
the structure which is accessible to customers of Lake View 
Village as well as visitors for events and festival parking for the 
nearby Millennium Park. The City also invested in local 
streetscape improvements. The development included 50,000 
square feet of office and 50,000 square feet of retail and 
restaurants wrapped around a 366-space parking structure on 
2.5 acres. The City also used eminent domain and public 
acquisition of property to assemble the land for the site, while 
ensuring that private property owners got a fair market value 
for their property. Parcelization and land assembly was a key 
barrier to be overcome, and with nine different property 
owners involved, it would not have been possible without City 
intervention. 

Holland Apartments at Orenco Station 
The Holland Development Group is currently developing 894 residential units and up to 25,000 square 
feet of retail space in three six-story podium-style buildings and one “wrapper” building with a central 
parking structure and a new public plaza in the new Platform District at Orenco Station. The developers 
are using a variety of financial tools to make the project feasible. The wrapper building is using the 
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Vertical Housing Tax Abatement, giving it 80 percent tax abatement over 10 years. The project is 
expected to bring in an estimated $300,000 per year in property taxes even with the abatement, after 
which it will increase to an estimated $2 million per year. (I put in a call to Holland to follow up on more 
specifics…) In interviews, the developer indicated that the Vertical Housing Tax Abatement made the 
additional cost of structured parking feasible. Another financial incentive making the project feasible is 
the City’s willingness to allow the developers to pay the systems development charges (SDCs) over time. 
Rather than paying them in full at the beginning of the project, the developer paid a five percent down 
payment (as opposed to the typical 15 percent down payment) and will pay the rest over a 10-year 
period starting six months after the certificate of occupancy is issued. Additionally, Holland has agreed 
to build the central plaza for an estimated $2.6 million and will apply the construction costs to the $2.4 
million parks SDC that it owes for the project.  

Source: Oregon Live, Walker Macy, Holland 
Development Group 

 

Source: http://www.platform14apts.com/ 

 

North Main Apartments and North Main Village, Milwaukie 
The North Main Apartments and Village in 
Milwaukie is a mixed-use project with 64 
affordable apartments, 33 ownership 
townhomes, 9,500 square feet of retail, and a 
community plaza. The project used a variety of 
financing tools to make the development 
feasible including City land contribution, Metro 
Centers program funds, the Vertical Housing 
Tax Abatement, and City-funded offsite 
improvements (sidewalk and roads, water and 
sewer extensions, utility undergrounding, and 
downtown ornamental lighting). The North Main Apartments received a 10-year, Vertical Housing Tax 
Abatement for 60 percent on both the building and 60 percent on the land because it incorporated 
affordable housing units in that portion of the project. The North Main Village received a 10-year, 40 
percent abatement on the building. The $14 million project was completed in 2007 and is one of the few 
new development projects to have occurred in Milwaukie over the past decade. The developer 
attributes the success to the City’s strong commitment to getting a successful development project 
downtown and their willingness to partner and find solutions to the financial gap. The biggest challenges 
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to overcome were the financial gaps, parking, and gaining acceptance for affordable housing as a key 
component of the project.  

Anthem Park at Uptown Village, Vancouver Washington 
The project is a 1.5-acre mixed-use housing and retail community with 58 workforce rental apartments, 
22 owner-occupied town homes, and 2,500 square feet of ground-floor retail space built around a one-
half acre public plaza that also serves as the roof of the 
119-space underground parking garage. The Vancouver 
Housing Authority (VHA) owned the site and continues 
to own and operate the rental housing, courtyard, and 
the open portion of the garage. The townhomes, their 
garages and the retail spaces are privately owned 
condominiums. The VHA assisted financially by 
deferring the land sale and providing gap financing for 
the project. Essentially, the VHA traded the excess land 
in lieu of developer fees for building the rental housing 
piece of the project. The underground parking was 
feasible because there was very little excavation 
necessary, as the site was already below street level, and the open portion was held by the VHA. The 
townhomes have underground garages accessed through the main garage, but tucked under the unit, 
allowing for a fee-simple ownership structure. Other financial subsidies making the project feasible 
include public street improvements, residential tax exemptions, park impact fee credits, and system 
development charge waivers. 

Development Feasibility Analysis 
This section of the memo describes the land use types to be evaluated, explains the pro formas and 
assumptions behind them, shows the financial gaps, and describes the tools that appear to have the 
greatest impact on reducing those gaps. 

Land Use Types 
A static pro forma was created to model the various development types deemed most appropriate for 
the Triangle under the two options presented in the Land Use and Infrastructure Options phase of this 
project. Development types include residential, office, and mixed-use buildings with a small amount of 
ground floor retail. This section presents a graphical representation and brief explanation of each 
building type. The models included surface and above-ground structured parking. None of the models 
tested underground parking, as the high cost of underground parking (twice as expensive or more per 
stall as an above-ground parking garage) would not be supported in the Triangle in the foreseeable 
future and there is virtually no precedent for underground parking in suburban communities in the 
Portland region. 

Residential 
Several residential products were modeled based on a density range that would be appropriate for the 
Triangle according to the land use options considered in the Land Use and Infrastructure Options portion 
of this project.  
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• The lowest density housing type considered for the Triangle was two- to three-story attached 
townhomes, made of wood frame construction, with parking included in each individual unit. 
This is the only model considered as ownership (not rental) housing in the pro forma, as higher 
density condominiums would only be feasible in a mature market. 

• Medium density apartments in this example are three-story, wood-frame buildings with surface 
parking. They would have external stairwells and no elevators. 

• High density apartments in this example are considered to be four stories with a mix of 
structured tuck-under parking and surface parking. These would be constructed as either fully 
wood frame or wood frame above a concrete first floor (“three over one”) and would include 
elevators.  

• The very high density apartments in this example are five stories of apartments over one story 
of structured parking, also known as podium construction (“four over one”). On a larger site (2+ 
acres), they could also take another form known  as the a wrapper form, also known as a “Texas 
donut” (illustrated below) with the building wrapping around an efficiently-sized structured 
parking garage and courtyard.  

 

 

Office 
Three different office development types were modeled, again ranging in density and type of parking. 

• The lowest density office product is a three-story office with surface parking. This is the highest 
density office building that can be supported without structured parking. Good site design could 
allow for future development of structured parking or another office building on the surface 
parking area as denser development becomes more feasible. 

• The high density office product is modeled as a six-story office building with adjacent structured 
parking. 

• The very high density office product is modeled as a building with eight stories of office over 
three stories of parking. A lobby and common area would be included on the ground floor. 
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Retail and Mixed-Use 
Commercial and residential mixed-use developments were modeled using the high density and very high 
density office and residential development types with a minimal amount of ground floor retail. Earlier 
phases of this project concluded that one-story retail would not be a desired future development type 
due to the large amount of one-story retail already in the area. However, it was modeled in the pro 
formas for a cost comparison. 

 

 

Financial Analysis 
The financial analysis is based on a static pro forma with each development type (and variations on 
those) in adjacent columns in order to compare the effects of different inputs. The full pro forma, along 
with footnotes and data sources is provided as an appendix to this report. This section explains the key 
data inputs that were used in the analysis and provides an explanation of the results. The results are 
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measured as the project’s gross margin, or the profit left over after construction costs have been 
deducted from the total project value. Developers will typically want to see a minimum 10 percent gross 
margin to even consider investing time and money into a project. Some development types, like 
speculative office, may require a higher return due to the inherent risks involved in the project. The 
model is scalable but assumes a theoretical two-acre site for a consistent comparison. Sites smaller than 
one acre may lose some efficiency, thereby incurring greater development costs.  

As many variables as possible were held constant in order to focus the model on testing financial tools 
against the base case for each building type. In order to be realistic, the model changes some variables 
within each building type, but held them constant for each scenario. Those variables include the 
following:  

Table 1. Variables Affecting Base Development Types 

Source: Leland Consulting Group 

• FAR or du/acre. The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and the number of dwelling units per acre (du/acre) 
were changed in order to reflect the change in density of each development type.  

• Capitalization Rates (cap rates). Cap rates are a standard assessment of real estate value and 
are used to measure real estate investments against investments in other capital markets. The 
cap rate is an inverse relationship between the income stream being produced by the building, 
or the net operating income (NOI), and the value or selling price of the building. The higher the 
cap rate, the lower the total value. Currently, cap rates for new apartment buildings are around 
six percent in the Portland area. Office cap rates are usually higher, because they are riskier, 
and are currently around eight percent. The mixed-use developments used the cap rate of the 
main use. 

• Land prices. As previously mentioned, there are very few recent land transactions in the 
Triangle to use for comparable prices. However, there is a rule of thumb that apartment 
builders will pay somewhere between $15,000 and $20,000 per apartment unit for land. 
Therefore the land values for the residential development types were calibrated to be within 
this range, varying from $9 to $30 per square foot. In practice, these development types will 
only be viable if a developer is able to secure land at these target land prices. 

• Construction costs. Construction costs varied by development type based on regional averages.   
 

The first column under each building type is a “base case” scenario which models the building based on 
current conditions (rents, parking ratios, etc.) in the Triangle. Inputs used to model the feasibility of a 
given development with different financial incentives include the following: 

Townhomes Medium 
Density 
Multifamily

High Density 
Residential

Very High 
Density 
Residential

 Low Density 
Office

High 
Density 
Office

Very High 
Density 
Office

Retail

FAR OR du/acre 14 25 45 80 0.40          1.50         3.00          0.35     
Capitalization Rate 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%
Base Rents per square foot 
(Sale price for Townhomes)

$280,000 $1.40 $1.40 $1.40 $26.00 $26.00 $26.00 $18.00

Land Value, per sf $16 $9 $16 $30 $16 $16 $30 $16
Parking cost per stall included in unit $3,000 $17,000 $17,000 $3,000 $17,000 $17,000 $3,000
Construction Costs (shell) $110 $100 $110 $140 $140 $150 $160 $110
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• Cash incentive. Providing a cash incentive is often one part of a financial package that local 
governments can use to entice development, especially within an urban renewal area. A cash 
incentive can come in many forms: System Development Charge (SDC) waivers, investment in 
infrastructure typically borne by the developer such as street or streetscape improvements, and 
direct grants or forgivable loans. Regardless of the form of incentive, all of these tools 
essentially become cash equivalents to the development pro forma and are modeled as such for 
the sake of simplicity. The cash incentive in the residential development types is based on the 
estimated fees (sewer and water fees and SDC fees) that would be received by the City of Tigard 
if the development were to be constructed. Because the office development types performed 
so poorly in this pro forma, a cash incentive of $500,000 was modeled in combination with the 
reduced parking ratio, described below.  

• Reduced parking ratio. Developers will build the amount of parking required by the market for 
a given product type. Without adequate parking, a developer will find it difficult or impossible 
to find tenants for an office building or renters for an apartment, especially when nearby 
competing properties can offer adequate parking. For example, an apartment development in 
the Triangle will have to compete with apartment buildings at Bridgeport Village which have 
ample parking in close proximity to the building. Therefore a developer in the Triangle will have 
to ensure that there is sufficient parking in order to attract tenants and to get financing for the 
project. Based on current market conditions and the limited amenities and transit in the 
Triangle, it is unlikely that a project would be viable with a parking ratio lower than 0.75 spaces 
per unit. Requiring a high minimum parking ratio, however, can sometimes force developers to 
build more parking than is necessary, making development harder to pencil since extra parking 
costs do not produce additional revenue. The reduced parking scenario assumes a minimal 
amount of parking for the specific development type. The reduced parking ratio is below the 
City’s current minimum standards. Therefore 0.75 spaces per unit was chosen as the reduced 
parking ratio. The City’s current minimum parking requirement of 1.5 spaces per unit was the 
metric used in the base case. For office development a standard ratio of four spaces per 1,000 
square feet was used for the base case and a ratio of three spaces per 1,000 square feet was 
used for the reduced parking ratio scenario.  

• Enhanced Revenue. The enhanced revenue scenario shows what would happen to the 
feasibility of the development if rents were to increase 25 percent over current market rents in 
the Triangle, assuming all other variables remain the same. This is useful in illustrating how 
stronger market conditions in the future might make certain development types more feasible 
(all else being equal, of course). For example, rents near Bridgeport Village, like those found at 
the new Eddyline apartments, are now reaching an average of $1.60 per square foot per month, 
making market-rate apartment development feasible. Office rents in the Triangle could be 
expected to increase over time as vacancies decline in the Kruse Way and Washington Square 
submarkets. This enhanced revenue scenario had the greatest impact on the feasibility of the 
project.  

• Vertical Housing Tax Abatement. This variable models the effects of a Vertical Housing Tax 
Abatement by reducing the operating expenses from a standard 40 percent to 33 percent. Real 
estate and other taxes account for 10 to 12 percent of total actual rent collections based on a 
national survey of apartment operators. The Vertical Housing Tax Abatement Program 
sponsored by the State, offers a maximum reduction of 80 percent of the building on market 
rate apartments. It also requires a non-residential ground floor use. For buildings fronting on 
one public street it requires that 50 percent of the street frontage contain a commercial-type 
use or 100 percent if the property fronts on two public streets. The non-residential use could be 
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commercial, retail, a restaurant, an apartment leasing office, or a variety of other non-
residential uses. Tuck-under parking could occupy the remainder of the ground floor. Therefore 
this scenario is only modeled under the mixed-use residential development scenario.  

• Mixed-use. The addition of retail into either a housing or office product decreases the viability 
of the project. Retail rents in the Triangle outside of the big-box center west of 72nd are not high 
enough to support the cost of new construction. In many mixed-use projects, the developer 
uses the ground floor commercial spaces as an amenity to help rent the main use above it. 
Banks will also often not include the rent from the retail as income to the project when 
considering construction financing. This model shows the effect of adding retail to both high 
density and very high density for both the residential and office products. The Vertical Housing 
Tax Abatement is modeled under this scenario for the mixed-use residential development 
types.  

Analysis and Results 
Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3 show the results of the financial analysis. The developments are 
compared based on a gross margin (ranging from positive 25 percent to a negative 90 percent) to assess 
the feasibility of each development type.  Given the limitations of a static pro forma, any scenario that 
shows a positive gross margin should be considered as potentially feasible. A creative developer might 
be able to find a way to make the development pencil, for example a sloped site might provide 
advantages that make structured parking less expensive, as could a slight increase in rents or reduction 
in construction costs. Those between zero and negative 10 percent should be considered potentially 
feasible if modest subsidies were applied. As described in the case studies, many dense urban 
developments in unproven locations require not just one subsidy, but a package of subsidies and a 
creative partnership between the developer and local government to be feasible. Those with a gross 
margin lower than negative 10 percent should not be considered feasible until conditions change 
markedly.  

Figure 1. Feasibility Overview 

 

• Townhomes and the medium density housing show the highest gross margin and are therefore 
the development types most likely to be feasible in the current market without any subsidies.  

• The high density residential and the low density office could be within the range of feasibility if 
rents increase by 25 percent.  

Townhomes Feasible in current market

Medium Density Multifamily Feasible in current market

High Density Residential Potentially feasible with enhanced rents or parking ratio reduction

Very High Density Residential Not feasible 

 Low Density Office
 Feasible with enhanced rents

High Density Office
 Not feasible 

Very High Density Office
 Not feasible 

Retail Not likely in current market

Mixed-use Residential 
High Density Potentially feasible with vertical housing tax credits

Mixed-use Residential Very 
High Density Potentially feasible with enhanced rents and vertical housing tax credits

Mixed-use Office 
High Density Not feasible 

Mixed-use Office 
Very High Density Not feasible 
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• The high density and very high density office construction are not within the range of feasibility 
with enhanced revenues or with the reduced parking ratio and cash incentives. It would take an 
increase in rents and a significant incentive package to make them feasible in the next decade 
or so. 

• The high density mixed use residential development is within the range of feasibility by utilizing 
the Vertical Housing Tax Abatement, but would likely need additional subsidies to be feasible.  

• The very high density mixed use residential development would be in the range of feasibility by 
utilizing the Vertical Housing Tax Abatement if there was also a 25 percent increase in rents in 
the area, as is now being seen in the Orenco Station area.  

• One-story retail is not likely to be feasible given current market rents without subsidies.  
 

Figure 2. Gross Margin of Residential Development Types 

 

Source: Leland Consulting Group 
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Figure 3. Gross Margin of Office Development Types 

 

Source: Leland Consulting Group 

Figure 4. Gross Margin of Mixed-use Development Types

 
Source: Leland Consulting Group 
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Fiscal and Economic Impacts 
This section of the report provides a summary of the analysis of the fiscal and economic impacts to the 
City of Tigard, Clean Water Services, and Washington County in the form of impact fees assessed on new 
development for water, sewer, parks, and transportation. It estimates the City’s annual property tax 
revenue from the potential new construction. Economic impacts are also considered in the form of jobs 
generated during construction and the annual wages generated by those jobs. An appendix to this 
report provides the complete analysis and source data.  

Of those development types that are likely to be feasible, Figure 5 shows a summary of the fiscal and 
economic impacts associated with each development type. Those development types that are not 
considered feasible will not produce any revenues if they cannot be built, therefore only those that were 
considered potentially feasible are shown in the summary tables below. However, an analysis was 
conducted for all of the development types (and is included in the appendix) in order to give the City a 
sense of the revenues in real estate taxes and SDC fees that would be generated in order to make a 
decision about how much subsidy would be appropriate to provide in order to generate future revenues 
for the City and to provide temporary construction jobs. 

Table 2. Fiscal and Economic Impact Summary—Townhomes and Medium Density Multifamily

 
Source: Leland Consulting Group 

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS Townhomes

Attached single 
family, parking 

included in each unit

BASE CASE BASE CASE Provide cash 
incentive

Reduce parking 
ratio

Enhanced Revenue 
(25%  rent increase)

Total Fees, Washington County $111,328 $198,800 $198,800 $198,800 $198,800
Total  Fees, Clean Water Services $129,037 $230,424 $230,424 $230,424 $230,424
Total  Fees, City of Tigard $144,083 $257,238 $257,238 $254,776 $257,238
City of Tigard Annual Real Estate Taxes $19,703 $17,046 $17,046 $17,046 $21,319

ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
Jobs Generated During Construction

Residential Construction Annual  FTE 19 34 34 34 34
Commercial Construction Annual FTE

Total Jobs Generated During Construction 
Annual FTE

19 34 34 34 34

Total Wages Generated During Construction 
(Annual Wages)

$737,952 $1,317,772 $1,317,772 $1,317,772 $1,317,772

Medium Density Multifamily

Apartments
3 stories, 

surface parked
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Table 3. Fiscal and Economic Impact Summary—Townhomes and Medium Density Multifamily 

Source: Leland Consulting Group 

Conclusion 
Under current market conditions, only the townhomes and medium density housing types are feasible 
on their own.  Some of the high density and very high or mixed-use housing may be feasible with a 
subsidy package. Office development is unlikely to occur in the Triangle over the next decade. Based on 
this pro forma model, the greatest impact on feasibility comes from rising rents, which will occur as the 
broader economy continues to improve, vacancies continue to decrease, and rents begin to rise. There 
are tools the City can employ to help facilitate development in the meantime, which will help make 
future development more feasible on its own. Incremental change, starting with lower density 
developments, will help improve local conditions in the Triangle, and eventually allow for higher density 
products to move into the range of feasibility over time.  

Based on the case study research, many higher density projects completed throughout the region have 
had some assistance from local governments, typically involving more than one financial tool, to make 
the projects feasible. Of those tools and based on this pro forma model, the Vertical Housing Tax 
Abatement seems to be the most effective for achieving a mixed-use residential development with 
structured parking.  

 

File Name: P:\O\ODOT00000801\0600INFO\0670Reports\5DD_OptionsEvaluationReport\Draft Options Evaluation Report 

05.05.14.docx 

 
 

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

BASE CASE Reduced 
parking ratio and 

cash incentive

Enhanced Revenue 
(25%  rent increase)

BASE CASE Vertical Housing 
program 

(reduced taxes)

BASE CASE Vertical Housing 
program 

(reduced taxes)

Total Fees, Washington County $206,070 $206,070 $206,070 $368,797 $368,797 $647,117 $647,117
Total  Fees, Clean Water Services $0 $0 $0 $387,654 $387,654 $710,248 $710,248
Total  Fees, City of Tigard $59,929 $58,035 $59,929 $434,460 $434,460 $786,530 $786,530
City of Tigard Annual Real Estate Taxes $14,483 $14,483 $20,301 $30,823 $34,417 $54,698 $61,078

ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
Jobs Generated During Construction

Residential Construction Annual  FTE 57 57 105 105
Commercial Construction Annual FTE 32 32 32

Total Jobs Generated During Construction 
Annual FTE

32 32 32 57 57 105 105

Total Wages Generated During Construction 
(Annual Wages)

$1,249,170 $1,230,070 $1,249,170 $2,216,958 $2,216,958 $4,061,838 $4,061,838

Low Density Office Mixed Use Residential
ground floor retail

3 story
surface parked

Apartments
4 stories, 

structured parking

Apartments
6 stories, 

structured parking
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Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): 60 Minutes  

Agenda Title: QJPH- Costco Appeal CUP2013-00002

Submitted By: Agnes Kowacz, Community
Development

Item Type: Public Hearing - Quasi-Judicial Meeting Type: Council
Business
Meeting -
Main

Public Hearing: Yes Publication Date: 07/24/2014 

Information

ISSUE 

Council will hear the appeal of the Planning Commission final order on the Costco fuel
station (CUP2013-00002).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff finds that the proposal meets all applicable standards of the Tigard Development Code
and recommends that City Council accept the edits to the findings of the Planning
Commission decision as recommended by staff and deny the appeal.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

On August 12, 2013, Costco Wholesale applied for a Conditional Use Permit and Tigard
Triangle Design Evaluation Team (DET) approval to construct a members only fuel station
on the northwest corner of 7850 SW Dartmouth Street. The Design Evaluation Team (DET)
process is an optional process that “allows applicants to propose alternative designs to the
plan district design standards that are consistent with the purpose of the standards”. A
three-person professional design team reviews the alternative design, makes a determination
on whether the design meets the intent of the Tigard Triangle Standards, and makes a
recommendation on the design adjustment to Planning Commission, who makes the final
decision.

The first public hearing on the request was held on February 10, 2014. The hearing was
continued to March 17, 2014 in order to work through the conditions relating to the
intersection improvements at Highway 99W and SW Dartmouth Street. At the March 17,
2014 public hearing, the applicant requested another continuance to April 7, 2014. At the
April 7, 2014 public hearing, the Planning Commission received testimony and written
materials from Mr. Michael Connors, representing Cain Petroleum, who is in opposition of



the project. The Planning Commission approved the DET recommendation and the hearing
was continued for the decision of the Conditional Use Permit to May 5, 2014 in order to
allow time to review the materials submitted by Mr. Connors. At the May 5, 2014 public
hearing, Planning Commission approved the conditional use permit with the proposed
changes from the April 7, 2014 hearing.

On June 5, 2014, the city received an appeal of the Planning Commission final order from
Michael Connors, representing Cain Petroleum. The following main points were raised in the
appeal: issues related to transportation and intersection improvements at 99W and Dartmouth
Street, insufficient parking, and compliance with Tigard Triangle design standards. Staff has
responded in more detail to these issues in the memo attached as Exhibit A. 

In conclusion, staff finds that the proposal meets all applicable standards and recommends
that City Council accept the edits to the findings of the Planning Commission decision as
recommended by staff and deny the appeal. The edits are outlined in the staff memo attached
as Exhibit A.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The Council may:
1. Approve the application without any changes.
2. Uphold the appeal and deny the application.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

N/A

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

N/A

Attachments
Exhibit A - Staff Memo To Council

Exhibit B - Appeal Form

Exhibit C - Costco's Response to Appeal

Exhibit D - Planning Commission Final Order
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City of  Tigard 

Memorandum 
 
 
To:  Tigard City Council 
 
From:  Agnes Kowacz, Associate Planner 
 
Re:  CUP2013-00002 Costco Fuel Station Appeal  
 
Date:  August 18, 2014 
 
I. Key Point and Summary 
 
On August 12, 2013, the City received a Conditional Use Permit application and a Design 
Evaluation Team request for a fueling station for Costco located at 7850 SW Dartmouth Street.  
The Design Evaluation Team review took place first and was resolved by November of 2013.  
Review of the Conditional Use application followed and the first public hearing on the request was 
held on February 10, 2014. The hearing was continued to March 17, 2014 in order to work 
through the conditions relating to the intersection improvements at Highway 99W and SW 
Dartmouth Street.  At the March 17, 2014 public hearing, the applicant requested another 
continuance to April 7, 2014.  On April 7, 2014, the Planning Commission received testimony and 
written materials from Mr. Michael Connors, representing Cain Petroleum, who is in opposition of 
the project.   The Planning Commission approved the Design Evaluation Team recommendations 
and continued the hearing for the decision on the Conditional Use Permit to May 5, 2014 in order 
to allow time to review the materials submitted by Mr. Connors.  On May 5, 2014, the Planning 
Commission approved the Conditional Use Permit with the proposed changes from the April 7, 
2014 hearing.   
 
The main issue that was raised during the review of this proposal was the 99W and SW Dartmouth 
intersection.  The city and the applicant met several times to discuss solutions on how Costco’s 
impacts could be addressed.   The city and the applicant reached an agreement with the applicant 
constructing a northbound and southbound designated right turn lane at that intersection.  The 
final order contains the following condition of approval: 
 

“10. Prior to final building inspection, the intersection improvements proposed by the 
applicant to the northbound and southbound right turn lanes at the SW Dartmouth/99W 
intersection shall be constructed.” 

 
On June 5, 2014, the city received an appeal of the Planning Commission final order from Mr. 
Michael Connors.  Outlined below are staff responses to Mr. Connor’s specific issues.   
II. Staff’s Response to Appeal and Recommendations  
 

1. The planning commission erred in concluding that Costco demonstrated compliance with the applicable 

transportation standards.  Tigard Community Development Code ("CDC") Sections 

18.330.030(A)(3) and 18.810.020(A) require Costco to demonstrate that the transportation 

facilities have adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed fuel station. Costco's own traffic impact 

study ("TIS") concludes that the Highway 99W/SW Dartmouth Street intersection does not meet 
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the City's operational standards and the proposed fuel station will worsen these conditions.  The 

condition of approval requiring intersection improvements is legally impermissible because there is 

insufficient right-of­ way for these improvements and Costco failed to demonstrate that these 

improvements are feasible. 

 

Staff review corroborates the conclusion of the applicant’s traffic analysis that the proposed 

northbound and southbound right-turn-lanes at the Hwy 99W / Dartmouth / 78th intersection 

would provide sufficient additional capacity to mitigate the impact of additional traffic to and from 

the proposed Costco Fuel station.  In addition, staff review corroborates the conclusion of the 

applicant’s traffic analysis that the combination of the Costco Fuel station and the proposed right-

turn-lane mitigations would result in equivalent or better traffic flow than under background 

conditions. 

 

The traffic reports submitted by the applicant show that completion of improvements already 

under construction at the intersection of 99W and SW Dartmouth Street will meet the adopted 

prevailing ODOT operational standard (i.e., volume-to-capacity ratio) even with the proposed 

fuel station in place.  The applicant's submittal also demonstrates that while the intersection as 

a whole meets the applicable standard, there are individual movements on the northbound and 

southbound approaches that are currently operating at overcapacity.  However, with 

construction of new right-tum lanes in both the northbound and southbound directions as 

proposed by the applicant in the approved decision, those overcapacity traffic movements 

would operate at equal or better conditions after the proposed fuel station is constructed.   

 

The right-of-way necessary to construct these turn lanes has yet to be acquired, however, the 

applicant provided evidence showing that the property owner at the northwest corner of the 

intersection is willing to participate in further review and possible dedication of the necessary 

right-of-way.

 

2. The planning commission erred in concluding that Costco demonstrated compliance with CDC Section 

18.620.010(B)(3). CDC Section 18.620.010(B)(3) requires all new development to "participate in 

funding future transportation and other public improvement projects in the Tigard Triangle Plan 

District , provided that the requirement to participate is directly related and roughly proportionate to the 

impact of the development." The planning commission concluded that Costco satisfied this requirement 

based on its payment of the Transportation Development Tax ("TDT"), when in fact the planning 

commission granted a full credit for the intersection improvements and determined "no TDT is 

required." The planning commission failed to impose the full amount of the proportionate share 

contribution based on the traffic impacts of the fuel station and erroneously granted Costco a complete 

TDT credit. 

 

The Transportation Development Tax (TDT) due for this proposal is $192,528. This has been 

calculated using standard Washington County TDT calculation procedures.   

 

The proposed condition #1 requires construction of dedicated northbound and southbound 

right-tum lanes at the Highway 99/SW Dartmouth intersection.  The report of the applicant's 

traffic engineer dated April 1, 2014 constitutes substantial evidence that the cost of those 

improvements is $237,833.  Improvement of the Dartmouth/99W intersection is an "eligible 

capital improvement" under Washington County TDT Code Section 3.17.070(8) and 

Appendix C thereto, and therefore the full cost of the right-tum lanes is creditable against the 
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TDT.   According to Washington County, the TDT is implemented at a level estimated to 

recover 23.3% of the cost County-wide to provide transportation system capacity sufficient to 

accommodate new development.  Thus, 100% of the transportation capacity cost resulting 

from this project would be the TDT amount ($192,528) divided by 23.3%, which equals 

$826,299.  The applicant proposes improvements costing $237,833 which is 28.8% of the full 

transportation capacity cost.   

 

The total cost of creditable improvements ($237,833) exceeds the TDT due ($192,528).  

Because the improvements are fully creditable, completion of the improvements constitutes 

payment of the TDT in full and no additional payment is due from the applicant.  The cost 

of the creditable improvements is roughly proportional to the project's impact on the 

transportation system because it equals about 28.8% of the total estimated cost to provide 

transportation capacity accommodating the development, which is consistent with the 23.3% 

recovery expected from the TDT County-wide. 

3. The planning commission erred by failing to adequately address the need for off-site shared parking 

agreements with neighboring properties.   Costco's TIS concluded that parking was currently "at capacity" 

during peak hours, and therefore the reduction of parking due to the fuel station will result in an 

inadequate parking supply during peak times and consequential congestion.  The City staff also concluded 

through field observations that the queuing of vehicles sometimes extends onto SW Dartmouth Stree t . 

Based on this evidence, the planning commission concluded:  "To mitigate for this impact, this decision 

should be conditioned so that the applicant must develop, implement, and record signed agreements for an 

access I parking management plan that includes the establishment of an agreement(s) with neighboring 

property owner(s) to use some of their off-site parking for Costco employee parking during peak seasons in 

order to replace the 84 spaces removed for the fueling station.  This standard can be met as conditioned."  

Planning Commission Decision, p.17.  However, the planning commission failed to adopt this condition of 

approval. Additionally, this problem cannot be deferred through a condition of approval since Costco 

admits it cannot obtain such off-site shared parking agreements.  The City must require Costco to provide 

the off-site shared parking agreements before it approves this application. 

 

The Planning Commission removed a condition of approval from the original staff report because 
the parking area already exceeds the required parking standard in the Development Code. In 
accordance with TDC 18.765 Off-street parking and loading requirements, sales-oriented uses require 3.0 
parking spaces per 1,000 square foot of floor area and vehicle fuel sales uses require 3.0 parking 
spaces plus 2.0 parking spaces per service bay.  The Costco warehouse is a total of 145,824 square 
feet; which required 438 parking spaces.  The vehicle fuel station required 3 parking spaces (there 
are no service bays); total required parking is 441.  The parking lot contains 730 spaces not 
counting the spaces which are proposed to be removed with the construction of the fuel station 
(84 spaces will be removed).   
 
Because Costco meets the code standard for parking there is no basis on which to require the 
condition of approval, therefore the Planning Commission removed it.  Unfortunately, in the 
write-up of the Planning Commission’s decision the findings in the report were not changed to 
match the Planning Commission decision.  Staff recommends the following change to the report 
findings in Section IV Applicable Review Criteria and Findings under TDC18.705.030.H. Access 
Management 
 

“Access to the site is from SW Dartmouth Street. The two existing driveways to the site are 
approximately 617 feet apart. No new access is proposed. The existing driveway locations are well 
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over 300 feet from the existing driveways to the south of the site. There is an existing driveway, 
approximately 50 feet, to the north of the site.  This standard is met. 

 
It has been observed that the existing north entrance, which will be utilized by fuel trucks for the 
new fuel station, does not provide adequate space for the large vehicles to make this turn within 
curb lines. Public Works Engineering has noted in their comments on the application that the 
applicant should retrofit this driveway to correct this operations/safety problem.     

 
Through field observations, the queuing of vehicles, particularly at the existing southern entrance, 
sometimes extends onto SW Dartmouth Street. This is due to pedestrian crossings as well as 
customers looking for an available parking space. The loss of parking from the proposed fuel 
station results in the likelihood of traffic queuing onto SW Dartmouth Street.  To mitigate for this 
impact, this decision should be conditioned so that the applicant must develop, implement, and 
record signed agreements for an access/parking management plan that includes the establishment 
of an agreement(s) with neighboring property owner(s) to use some of their off-site parking for 
Costco employee parking during peak seasons in order to replace the 84 spaces removed for the 
fueling station.   This standard can be met as conditioned.” 

 

4. The planning commission erred by failing to address the transportation issues and deficiencies identified by 

Greenlight Engineering.  Greenlight Engineering demonstrated in its letters, dated April 7, 2014 and 

May 5, 2014, and its testimony at the May 5, 2014 planning commission hearing, that Costco's traffic 

analysis is inadequate and failed to adequately address several issues.  The planning commission ignored 

these issues and failed to adopt findings explaining why these issues and deficiencies are not required to be 

addressed. 

 

Staff provided a response to the Planning Commission regarding the information provided by 

Greenlight Engineering at the May 5, 2014 hearing. The Planning Commission also heard 

testimony on the issue but felt that the Greenlight issues were adequately addressed or had no 

merit.  

 

5. The planning commission erred in concluding that CDC Section l 8.620.040(A)(l ) does not apply. 

CDC Section 18.620.040(A)(l ) requires all street-facing elevations along public streets to "include a 

minimum of 50% of the ground floor wall area with windows, display areas or door openings ." The 

planning commission erroneously concluded that this requirement does not apply because the "proposed 

structure is a fuel station canopy and does not contain any windows or doors." Planning Commission 

Decision, p.12. 

CDC Section 18.620.040(A)(l ) applies to all non-residential buildings and there is no exception for fuel 

stations .  It clearly requires that all non-residential buildings contain 50% windows, display areas or door 

openings on street-facing elevations. The fact that the fuel station does not contain any windows or doors is 

not a basis for concluding that this criteria does not apply, it is a basis for concluding that the proposed fuel 

station does not comply with this requirement. 

 

TDC 18.620.40.A.1 specifically states that “all street-facing elevations within the building setback 

(0 to 10 feet) along public streets shall include a minimum of 50% of the ground floor area with 

windows, display areas or doorway openings”.  The proposed canopy is setback 58 feet and 8 

inches from the public street; therefore, this standard does not apply.  

 

6. The planning commission erred in concluding that Costco demonstrated compliance with CDC Section 

18.620.090(C)(4) for purposes of the design adjustment requests to the setback and 50% building 

placement standards.  CDC Section 18.620.090(C)(4) requires Costco to demonstrate that "granting the 
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adjustment is the minimum necessary to allow the proposed use of the site."  Costco failed to provide any 

evidence that it cannot site a fuel station on the property unless these adjustments are granted. 

 

The Design Evaluation Team (DET) process is an optional process that “allows applicants to 
propose alternative designs to the plan district design standards that are consistent with the 
purpose of the standards”.  The alternative design proposed by Costco was reviewed by a three-
person professional design team who determined that the alternative design meets the intent of the 
Tigard Triangle Standards and can be approved through an adjustment of the standards.  The 
DET recommended approval of the design adjustment subject to the applicant making certain 
changes to their proposal. The applicant made the DET recommended changes to their design 
before the public hearing for the Conditional Use Permit.  With the changes, the Planning 
Commission voted to approve the design adjustment portion of the application at the April 7, 
2014 hearing because the DET concluded that the alterative design was consistent with the 
purpose of the plan district design standards.   
 
III. Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
Staff has presented the City Council with a memorandum summarizing the issues of the appeal 
and staff response.  In addition, the applicant provided recommended edits for the findings for 
City Council to consider and adopt into their decision.  These edits have been provided to you as 
Exhibit “C”.  In conclusion, staff finds that the proposal meets all applicable standards and 
recommends that City Council accept the edits to the finding of the decision as recommended by 
staff and deny the appeal. 
 
Staff recommends the following edits to the planning commission final order: 
 
Page 5- TDC18.330.030.A.3 
 
“As described in the applicant’s impact study in Section 2.0 of their submittal, there is adequate 
capacity in the public facilities that serve the site. The frontage improvements along SW 
Dartmouth Street, including bicycle facilities (on the east side only), have already been constructed.  
The proposal does not require any additional water connections. A limited amount of runoff is 
anticipated from the canopy area; this area will be hydraulically separated from the rest of the site 
and routed through an oil/water separator prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer system.  The 
proposed project will not increase stormwater runoff; however, the project will improve fifty 
percent of the overall site to comply with current water quality standards.  With the proposed 
mitigation measures and conditions, adequate streets and utilities capacity exists as analyzed in 
response to TDC18.810.  This standard is met.” 
 
Page 12- TDC 18.620.040.A.1 
 
The proposed structure is a fuel station canopy and does not contain any windows or doors.  This 
standard does not apply. 
 
This criterion applies to all street facing elevations within 10 feet of a public street.  The fuel 
station canopy will be set back from SW Dartmouth by 58 feet 8 inches.  Therefore, this 
criterion does not apply. 

 
Further, the City Council finds that there are good reasons not to apply the street­ facing 
elevation standard to the fuel station canopy.  First, the canopy must necessarily admit vehicles 
to the gas pumps underneath, which cannot occur through doors and windows.  Second, the 
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purpose of the standard is to create visual interest with windows, displays and openings, thereby 
avoiding featureless walls along pedestrian walkways.  But with the greater setback here, the risk 
of a featureless visual canyon is eliminated.  Visual interest for pedestrians will still exist with 
views of adjacent landscaping and the fuel station beyond.  Third, the open sides of the canopy 
are the functional equivalent of windows, providing visual access to activity under the canopy. 
 
Page 15- TDC 18.620.090 
 
The applicant has submitted a site plan that meets the DET recommended conditions of approval.  A 
copy of the DET report is attached as a part of this staff report, Exhibit “D”. 
 
The City Council agrees with the recommendations of the DET and the Planning Commission.  
Substantial evidence supports those recommendations as set forth in the DET report attached 
to this Order as Exhibit "D."  The City Council further finds that this standard is met because 
the applicant has submitted a site plan that meets the DET's recommended conditions. 
 
Page 17- TDC 18.705.030.H 
 
Access to the site is from SW Dartmouth Street. The two existing driveways to the site are 
approximately 617 feet apart. No new access is proposed. The existing driveway locations are well 
over 300 feet from the existing driveways to the south of the site. There is an existing driveway, 
approximately 50 feet, to the north of the site.  Because no new driveways or other access points 
are proposed, this standard is met. 
 
It has been observed that the existing north entrance, which will be utilized by fuel trucks for the 
new fuel station, does not provide adequate space for the large vehicles to make this turn within 
curb lines. Public Works Engineering has noted in their comments on the application that the 
applicant should retrofit this driveway to correct this operations/safety problem.     
 
Through field observations, the queuing of vehicles, particularly at the existing southern entrance, 
sometimes extends onto SW Dartmouth Street. This is due to pedestrian crossings as well as 
customers looking for an available parking space. The loss of parking from the proposed fuel 
station results in the likelihood of traffic queuing onto SW Dartmouth Street.  To mitigate for this 
impact, this decision should be conditioned so that the applicant must develop, implement, and 
record signed agreements for an access/parking management plan that includes the establishment 
of an agreement(s) with neighboring property owner(s) to use some of their off-site parking for 
Costco employee parking during peak seasons in order to replace the 84 spaces removed for the 
fueling station.   This standard can be met as conditioned. 
 
The staff report dated April 7, 2014 identified possible concerns about sufficient turning radius 
at the north entrance for fuel delivery trucks.  As recommended by City staff, the City Council 
finds that the applicant's redesign of the north entrance as part of this project that will address 
this concern. 
 
The applicant introduced traffic counts and video documentation of traffic operations at the 
south entrance on a busy weekend peak period that revealed no queuing spillback from the 
south entrance driveway onto SW Dartmouth Street.  In fact, the video showed very limited 
queuing at all during the peak period.  As the applicant explained, the south driveway is long 
enough to accommodate many cars, and the primary movement at the inbound end of the 
driveway is a right tum that rarely causes significant delay.  The applicant also submitted 
testimony from its warehouse manager that he had not seen inbound queuing at the south 
entrance back up onto SW Dartmouth at any time in the six years he has worked there, except 
possibly if construction or an accident blocked another entrance. 
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The City Council agrees with and adopts the Planning Commission's approval of the project 
without condition #6 as proposed in the April 7, 2014 staff report. 
 
Page 28- TDC 18.810.030.CC  
 
The applicant has submitted a traffic study prepared by Kittelson & Associates, Inc.  According to 
the traffic study “Under the 2014 Total Traffic Conditions Scenario … the intersection of OR 
99W/Dartmouth St-78th Ave … does not meet the City of Tigard standards.  Several movements 
on the northbound and southbound approaches to the intersection are projected to operate at a 
LOS [Level of Service] F and/or v/c [volume/capacity] ratio over 1.0 during both the weekday 
PM and weekend midday peak hours, as under existing and 2014 background conditions.” 
 
While the proposed fuel station is not the sole cause of the identified traffic problems at this 
intersection, as shown in the applicant’s study, it will contribute to them.  The amount of traffic 
generated at this intersection by the proposed fuel station is 110 net new trips during the afternoon 
peak hour and 135 net new trips during the weekend midday peak hour, for an average of 122.5 
net new trips during the peak hours.  As identified in the applicant’s traffic study, the City of 
Tigard Transportation System Plan (TSP) includes a project to mitigate traffic congestion at this 
intersection by construction of turn lanes and/or auxiliary through lanes.  This project is 
anticipated to increase the capacity of this intersection by about 1,400 vehicles per hour.  The 
applicant is proposing to construct a designated northbound right turn lane from SW Dartmouth 
Street onto 99W and a designated southbound right turn lane from SW 78th Avenue onto 99W, to 
mitigate their impacts.   Therefore, as a condition of approval, the applicant shall construct these 
improvements within a year of final land use approval. 
 
According to the applicant’s traffic study “Given that the site is essentially at [parking] capacity 

during the peak half hour period, the proposed reduction in on-site parking needs to be addressed 

so that adequate parking supply will still be available on-site for Costco members and shoppers.  

Costco will pursue agreements with neighboring property owners … for employee parking during 

peak periods in order to free up sufficient space for Costco members.”  , Prior to issuance of a site 

permit, these agreements need to be established and implemented as part of the access/parking 

management plan.  
 

The applicant submitted a traffic study dated August 5, 2013, as supplemented by reports dated 
April 1, April 23 and April 28, 2014.  Collectively, those reports show that the new fuel station 
will generate about 45 additional net new vehicles (or 90 net new trips) to the site during the 
critical weekday p.m. peak hour, which is less than 9% of the current traffic on SW Dartmouth 
Avenue and less than 3% of the current traffic on Highway 99W. 

 
The applicant's traffic reports show that with this small contribution of additional trips and the 
completion of improvements already under construction, the intersection of 99W and SW 
Dartmouth Street will meet the adopted prevailing ODOT operational standard (i.e., volume-to-
capacity ratio) even with the proposed fuel station in place.  The applicant's reports also show 
that while the intersection as a whole meets the applicable standard, there are individual 
movements on the northbound and southbound approaches that are currently operating at 
overcapacity.  However, with construction of new right-tum 1anes in both the northbound and 
southbound directions, those movements would operate

at equal or better conditions even with the proposed fuel station in place, as compared to 
operations without the fuel station and without mitigation . Thus, the applicant proposes to 
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mitigate the proposed project's impact on those specific movements by constructing new right-
tum lanes in both the northbound and southbound directions at the 99W/Dartmouth 
intersection. These improvements are required by condition #1. 
 
The City Council finds that substantial evidence shows that the proposed fuel station with the 
proposed mitigation measures will not worsen the operation of the 99W/SW Dartmouth 
intersection, or any other transportation facility beyond applicable criteria.  The City Council also 
finds that certain movements at the 99W/Dartmouth intersection presently operate 
overcapacity,  but with construction of dedicated northbound and southbound right-tum lanes 
as proposed by the applicant , those movements will operate at equal or better capacity with 
the fuel station and mitigation measures in place as compared to present conditions.  
Accordingly, to mitigate the impact of the proposal on those specific movements, the City 
Council agrees with the Planning Commission's adoption of condition #1 requiring 
construction of dedicated northbound and southbound right-tum lanes at the 
99W/Dartmouth intersection. 

 
The City Council further finds that construction of the right-tum lanes is feasible because 
substantial evidence in the record shows that construction of the turning lanes is possible, likely 
and reasonably certain to proceed . Specifically, the applicant has submitted construction 
drawings showing that the turning lanes can be built. In the case of the northbound right-tum 
lane, no additional right-of-way is required based on modifications to turning radius standards 
approved by the City Public Works Department. As to the southbound right-tum lane, 
evidence submitted by the applicant shows that the property owner at the northwest comer of 
the intersection is likely to agree to dedicate the necessary right-of-way after further review. A 
showing of feasibility does not require a showing of absolute certainty. 
 
Page 31- Rough Proportionality Analysis  
 
The Transportation Development Tax (TDT) after adjusting as requested by applicant (because 
this is a members only station) for higher-than-normal internal (store and gas) trips, is $192,528.  
The TDT has been implemented at a level that would recoup 23.3% of the Countywide cost 
necessary to provide the transportation system capacity necessary to accommodate new 
development.  The total impact of the proposed development on the transportation system is 
estimated at the calculated TDT ($192,528) divided by the recapture rate (23.3%), resulting in a 
calculated amount of $826,299.  The unmitigated impact totals $551,361. 
 
The driveway modifications do not count in this calculation because they solely serve the Costco 
property. 
 
Less mitigated costs and credits 
The proposal requires a proportional share contribution to mitigate traffic congestion at the 
intersection of 99W and SW Dartmouth Street.  The total cost for the proposed improvements is 
$237,833.  This amount is creditable.   
 
FINDING: Based on the analysis above, no TDT is required. 
 
The Transportation Development Tax (TDT) due for this proposal is $192,528. This has been 
calculated using standard Washington County TDT calculation procedures.  This calculation 
accounts for higher-than-normal internal trips between the Costco warehouse and fuel station, 
because the fuel station serves only Costco members. 
 
The applicant proposes, and condition #1 requires, construction of dedicated northbound and 
southbound right-tum lanes at the Highway 99/SW Dartmouth intersection.  The report of the 
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applicant's traffic engineer dated April 1, 2014 constitutes substantial evidence that the cost of 
those improvements is $237,833, and no contrary evidence has been submitted.  Improvement 
of the Dartmouth/99W intersection is an "eligible capital improvement" under Washington 
County TDT Code Section 3.17.070(8) and Appendix C thereto, and therefore the full cost of 
the right-tum lanes is creditable against the TDT.   The applicant also proposes driveway 
modifications but they are not TDT creditable because they serve only the applicant's property. 
 
According to Washington County, the TDT is implemented at a level estimated to recover 

23.3% of the cost County-wide to provide transportation system capacity sufficient to 

accommodate new development.  Thus, 100% of the transportation capacity cost resulting from 

this project would be the TDT amount ($192,528) divided by 23.3%, which equals $826,299.  

The applicant proposes improvements costing $237,833 which is 28.8% of the full 

transportation capacity cost.  

 

FINDING:  The total cost of creditable improvements ($237,833) exceeds the TDT due 

($192,528).  Because the improvements are fully creditable, completion of the improvements 

w o u l d  constitute payment of the TDT in full and no additional payment would be due from 

the applicant.  The cost of the creditable improvements is roughly proportional to the project's 

impact on the transportation system because it equals about 28.8% of the total estimated cost to 

provide transportation capacity accommodating the development, which is consistent with the 

23.3% recovery expected from the TDT County-wide.
 
 
 















TAN TORP LLP

David J. Petersen
Admitted to Practice in Oregon and California

July 1, 2014

VIA E-MAIL agnesk@tigard-or.gov

Ms. Agnes Kowacz
City of Tigard
Tigard Civic Center
13125 SW Hall Blvd.
Tigard, OR 97223

Re: Costco Fuel Station / CUP 2013-0002

Dear Ms. Kowacz:

1600 Pioneer Tower
888 SW Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204
503.221.1440

Direct Dial: 503.802.2054
Direct Fax: 503.972.3754
day id.petersen@tonkon. com

Enclosed with this letter please provide Costco's proposed edits to the findings
from the Planning Commission's Final Order 2014-03 PC in this matter dated May 22, 2014.
Costco is providing these proposed edits for consideration by staff and the City Council in
response to the pending appeal from Cain Petroleum. If you have any questions, please contact
me.

DJP/djp
Enclosure
cc (by e-mail): Mr. David H. Rogers

Ms. Sonia Hennum Daleiden
Ms. Kelly Laustsen

002641/00111/5661392v1

Best regards,

David J. Petersen



Costco's Proposed Revisions to Final Order 2014-03 PC

Page 5 
In the findings on 18.330.030.A.3, add the following sentence: "Adequate streets and utilities
capacity exists as analyzed in response to Development Code Chapter 18.810." This could be
inserted immediately before "This standard is met."

Page 12 
Replace the finding under 18.620.040.A.1 with the following:

This criterion applies to all street facing elevations within 10 feet of a public
street. The fuel station canopy will be set back from SW Dartmouth by 58 feet 8
inches. Therefore this criterion does not apply.

Further, the City Council finds that there are good reasons not to apply the street-
facing elevation standard to the fuel station canopy. First, the canopy must
necessarily admit vehicles to the gas pumps underneath, which cannot occur
through doors and windows. Second, the purpose of the standard is to create
visual interest with windows, displays and openings, thereby avoiding featureless
walls along pedestrian walkways. But with the greater setback here, the risk of a
featureless visual canyon is eliminated. Visual interest for pedestrians will still
exist with views of adjacent landscaping and the fuel station beyond. Third, the
open sides of the canopy are the functional equivalent of windows, providing
visual access to activity under the canopy.

Page 15 
Replace the finding at the very bottom of the page under 18.620.090 with the following:

,The City Council agrees with the recommendations of the DET and the Planning
Commission. Substantial evidence supports those recommendations as set forth
in the DET report attached to this Order as Exhibit "D." The City Council further
finds that this standard is met because the applicant has submitted a site plan that
meets the DET's recommended conditions.

Page 17 
Replace the findings under 17.705.030.H with the following:

Access to the site is from SW Dartmouth Street. The two existing driveways to
the site are approximately 617 feet apart. No new access is proposed. The
existing driveway locations are well over 300 feet from existing offsite driveways
to the south. There is an existing driveway about 50 feet north of the site.
Because no new driveways or other access points are proposed, this standard is
met.

The staff report dated April. 7, 2014 identified possible concerns about sufficient
turning radius at the north entrance for fuel delivery trucks. As recommended by



City staff, the City Council finds that the applicant's redesign of the north
entrance as part of this project that will eliminate this concern.

The staff report dated April 7, 2014 also identified potential queuing onto SW
Dartmouth Street of vehicles entering the Costco site at the south entrance. The
report cited unspecified field observations, but these observations were not
corroborated. The applicant introduced traffic counts and video documentation of
traffic operations at the south entrance on a busy weekend peak period that
revealed no queuing spillback from the south entrance driveway onto SW
Dartmouth Street. In fact, the video showed very limited queuing at all during the
peak period. As the applicant explained, the south driveway is long enough to
accommodate many cars, and the primary movement at the inbound end of the
driveway is a right turn that rarely causes significant delay. The applicant also
submitted testimony from its warehouse manager that he had not seen inbound
queuing at the south entrance back up onto SW Dartmouth at any time in the six
years he has worked there, except possibly if construction or an accident blocked
another entrance.

The City Council finds the applicant's evidence to be specific, corroborated and
directly on point, while the field observations cited in the staff report are general
and uncorroborated. The weight of the evidence demonstrates there is no queuing
problem at the south entrance and no mitigation is required. Consequently, no
condition of approval is needed to address this issue, and there is no need or
justification to require the applicant to enter into agreements with neighboring
property owners for off-site parking. The City Council agrees with and adopts the
Planning Commission's approval of the project without condition #6 as proposed
in the April 7, 2014 staff report.

Page 28 
Replace the findings under 18.810.030.CC with the following:

The applicant submitted a traffic study dated August 5, 2013, as supplemented by
reports dated April 1, April 23 and April 28, 2014. Collectively, those reports
show that the new fuel station will generate about 45 additional net new vehicles
(or 90 net new trips) to the site during the critical weekday p.m. peak hour, which
is less than 9% of the current traffic on SW Dartmouth Avenue and less than 3%
of the current traffic on Highway 99W.

The applicant's traffic reports show that with this small contribution of additional
trips and the completion of improvements already under construction, the
intersection of 99W and SW Dartmouth Street will meet the adopted prevailing
ODOT operational standard (i.e., volume-to-capacity ratio) even with the
proposed fuel station in place. The applicant's reports also show that while the
intersection as a whole meets the applicable standard, there are individual
movements on the northbound and southbound approaches that are currently
operating at overcapacity. However, with construction of new right-turn lanes in
both the northbound and southbound directions, those movements would operate

2



at equal or better conditions even with the proposed fuel station in place, as
compared to operations without the fuel station and without mitigation. Thus,
even though not required by any applicable approval criteria, the applicant
proposes to mitigate the proposed project's impact on those specific movements
by constructing new right-turn lanes in both the northbound and southbound
directions at the 99W/Dartmouth intersection. These improvements are required
by condition #1.

The City Council finds that substantial evidence shows that the proposed fuel
station will not cause the 99W/SW Dartmouth intersection, or any other
transportation facility, to operate in violation of any adopted and applicable
operational standard. The City Council also finds, however, that certain
movements at the 99W/Dartmouth intersection presently operate overcapacity,
but with construction of dedicated northbound and southbound right-turn lanes as
proposed by the applicant, those movements will operate at equal or better
capacity with the fuel station in place as compared to present conditions.
Accordingly, to mitigate the impact of the proposal on those specific movements,
the City Council agrees with the Planning Commission's adoption of condition #1
requiring construction of dedicated northbound and southbound right-turn lanes at
the 99W/Dartmouth intersection.

The City Council further finds that construction of the right-turn lanes is feasible
because substantial evidence in the record shows that construction of the turning
lanes is possible, likely and reasonably certain to proceed. Specifically, the
applicant has submitted construction drawings showing that the turning lanes can
be built. In the case of the northbound right-turn lane, no additional right-of-way
is required based on modifications to turning radius standards approved by the
City Public Works Department. As to the southbound right-turn lane, evidence
submitted by the applicant shows that the property owner at the northwest corner
of the intersection is likely to agree to dedicate the necessary right-of-way after
further review. A showing of feasibility does not require a showing of absolute
certainty, and the property owner's statements are substantial evidence that the
southbound right-turn lane is feasible. Further, no contrary evidence showing the
infeasibility of either of the proposed right-turn lanes has been submitted.

Page 31 
Replace the findings under "Rough Proportionality Analysis" with the following:

The Transportation Development Tax (TDT) due for this proposal is $192,528.
This has been calculated using standard Washington County TDT calculation
procedures. This calculation accounts for higher-than-normal internal trips
between the Costco warehouse and fuel station, because the fuel station serves
only Costco members.

The applicant proposes, and condition #1 requires, construction of dedicated
northbound and southbound right-turn lanes at the Highway 99/SW Dartmouth

3



intersection. The report of the applicant's traffic engineer dated April 1, 2014
constitutes substantial evidence that the cost of those improvements is $237,833,
and no contrary evidence has been submitted. Improvement of the
Dartmouth/99W intersection is an "eligible capital improvement" under
Washington County TDT Code Section 3.17.070(B) and Appendix C thereto, and
therefore the full cost of the right-turn lanes is creditable against the TDT. The
applicant also proposes driveway modifications but they are not TDT creditable
because they serve only the applicant's property.

According to Washington County, the TDT is implemented at a level estimated to
recover 23.3% of the cost County-wide to provide transportation system capacity
sufficient to accommodate new development. Thus, 100% of the transportation
capacity cost resulting from this project would be the TDT amount ($192,528)
divided by 23.3%, which equals $826,299. The applicant proposes improvements
costing $237,833 which is 28.8% of the full transportation capacity cost.

FINDINGS: The total cost of creditable improvements ($287,833) exceeds the
TDT due ($192,528). Because the improvements are fully creditable, completion
of the improvements constitutes payment of the TDT in full and no additional
payment is due from the applicant. The cost of the creditable improvements is
roughly proportional to the project's impact on the transportation system because
it equals about 28.8% of the total estimated cost to provide transportation capacity
accommodating the development, which is consistent with the 23.3% recovery
expected from the TDT County-wide.

Additional findings on appeal 
In response to appeal issue #4 alleging a failure to address the transportation issues and

deficiencies recommended by Greenlight Engineering, Costco recommends that the City Council

make a finding that the lack of specific responses to Greenlight's allegations from the Planning

Commission is understood to mean that the Planning Commission considered the issues raised

and found them to be without merit. Costco also recommends that the City Council find that it

has independently considered the issues raised by Greenlight and, after review of the evidence in

the whole record, agrees with the Planning Commission that they are without merit.

002641/00111/5658753v1
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AIS-1835       6.             

Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): 5 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Contract Award - Infrastructure Financing

Prepared For: Joseph Barrett 

Submitted By: Joseph Barrett, Financial and Information Services

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

Public Hearing 
Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: 

No 
 

Public Hearing Publication
Date in Newspaper: 

Information

ISSUE 

Shall the Local Contract Review Board award a contract for the city's infrastructure financing
projects to FCS Group for transportation and parks, sanitary sewer, and stormwater in the
amount of $179,510.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends contracts for the city's infrastructure financing projects be awarded to FCS
Group for transportation and parks, sanitary sewer, and stormwater in the amount of
$179,510 and authorize the City Manager to carryout the steps necessary to execute the
contract. 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The city currently has a number of projects that require an update to, or creation of, fees and
charges to assist in the financing of system infrastructure. These projects include: 

Updates of master plans to account for needed infrastructure in River Terrace. The
system master plan updates include: water, sewer, storm water, transportation, and parks.
It is standard practice after updating a master plan to review and update system
development charges (SDC) paid by developers when building permits are obtained.
On April 21, 2014 the City of Tigard Budget Committee instructed staff to pursue a
local revenue source for the sewer system. The Sewer Fund of the city does not have
sufficient resources to pay for operations and capital. The Budget Committee
determined that service level decreases would put Tigard in jeopardy of violating
environmental rules. To prevent the fund from running out of money, an additional



environmental rules. To prevent the fund from running out of money, an additional
local revenue such as a surcharge, will be examined and brought to Council for
consideration.
In November 2010, Council set water rates and charges intended to pay for Tigard's
share of the Lake Oswego / Tigard Water Partnership which will provide Tigard Water
customers with their own water source allowing the city to no longer depend on
Portland Water. Last year, Tigard City Council agreed to change the partnership to
increase Tigard's share in the water source by an additional 4 million gallons per day
(mgd). This will increase Tigard's share in the project costs. Prior to making the decision
to purchase the 4 mgd share, Council was advised that the purchase would most likely
result in the need to further increase water rates.

Staff has organized to address financing the five infrastructure systems, combining two into
one project, recognizing the need to hire expert consultants to assist with this work: 

Transportation and Parks
Water
Sanitary Sewer
Stormwater

Each system has a team with a team lead and staff from Public Works, Community
Development, and Finance and Information Services departments. All the teams meet in a
single larger group to coordinate resources. Staff determined that issuance of a single
qualification based solicitation for services that allow for an award of one to four separate
contracts was the preferred process to hire firms to assist the city in developing the
infrastructure financing (SDCs, water rates, sewer fees, etc.). 

This contract award covers four of the five infrastructure systems:

Transportation and Parks
Sanitary Sewer
Stormwater

The QBS packet was issued on June 30th and responses were due on July 16th. The city
received single responses for the Transportation and Parks and the Stormwater systems and
two responses for the Sanitary Sewer system. Review Teams were assembled for each system
and the responses were scored in accordance with criteria detailed in the QBS packet. After
review and scoring, staff determined the following firm to have submitted the most qualified
proposals for each system:

Transportation and Parks - FCS Group
Sanitary Sewer - FCS Group
Stormwater - FCS Group

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The LCRB can decline the contract award.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

River Terrace: 



River Terrace: 
Complete Community Plan, Zoning, Master Plans
Building Permits Issued; Development begins

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

The Local Contract Review Board discussed this scope of this work at their July 8th meeting. 

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $179,510

Budgeted (yes or no): Partially

Where budgeted?: Various Funds

Additional Fiscal Notes:

During the development of the FY 2015 Budget, portions of this effort were known and
budgeted; however, in most cases the budget estimate was too low.  In order to complete
these system infrastructure financing processes, additional budget appropriations may be
needed.  The table below shows each of the infrastructure areas, the cost of the contract, the
amount of FY 2015 Budget, and the additional appropriation that is necessary.  The
additional appropriation will be requested as part of the FY 2015 1st Quarter Supplemental
that is currently scheduled for September.  Each of the identified Funding Sources has
adequate FY 2015 Contingency to cover the amount of the Budget Supplemental.

Summary of Project Fee and Budget

Infrastructure

System

Total

Contract

Fee

Current

Budget

Budget

Supplemental
Funding Source

Sewer $48,285 $20,000 $28,285 Sewer Fund

Parks $23,385 $20,000 $3,385 Parks SDC Fund

Transportation $54,390 $42,000 $12,390 Gas Tax Fund

Stormwater $53,450 $0 $53,450 Stormwater Fund

Total $179,510 $82,000 $97,510  

Attachments
No file(s) attached.



   

AIS-1802       7.             

Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 08/12/2014

Length (in minutes): 10 Minutes  

Agenda Title: FY 2015 First Quarter Supplemental Budget
Amendment-City Center Development Agency (CCDA)

Prepared For: Toby LaFrance 

Submitted By: Carissa Collins, Financial and Information Services

Item Type: Motion Requested
Resolution
Public Hearing -
Legislative

Meeting Type: City Center
Development
Agency

Public Hearing 
Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: 

Yes 
 

Public Hearing Publication
Date in Newspaper: 

07/03/2014 

Information

ISSUE 

A first quarter supplemental amendment to the FY 2015 Adopted Budget for the City Center
Development Agency (CCDA) is requested. The purpose of the supplemental is to account
for loan proceeds and the related purchase of property located at 9110 SW Burnham Street. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends approval of the supplemental budget

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Section VIII of the City Center Urban Renewal Plan authorizes property acquisition from
willing sellers within the urban renewal district to complete public improvements and to
support development of retail, office, housing, and mixed use projects. The Miller property
(9110 SW Burnham Street) is a 1.18 acre property that is located within the urban renewal
district and has been identified as a future redevelopment opportunity.

The City Center Development Agency has negotiated a Purchase and Sale Agreement with
the owner of the property at 9110 SW Burnham Street. On May 6, 2014 CCDA approved
purchasing the property for $1.3 million and authorized staff to issue up to $1.4 million in
debt. The purchase will be financed by a bank loan. This action recognizes the loan proceeds
and increases CCDA's appropriations to allow the purchase in accordance with Oregon Local
Budget Law.



OTHER ALTERNATIVES

CCDA could choose not to increase appropriations and therefore not purchase the property.

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

Downtown Urban Renewal

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

May 6, 2014 CCDA approved moving forward with the purchase.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: 1,330,000

Budgeted (yes or no): Not Yet

Where Budgeted (department/program): CCDA

Additional Fiscal Notes:

This Agenda Item is requesting budget approval.  This action will add $1,330,000 in bond
revenues and an equal amount of capital expenditures to the CCDA Capital Improvement
Fund.  There is no impact on fund balance.

Attachments
Resolution

Exhibit A



RESOLUTION NO. 14-       
Page 1 

CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 

CITY CENTER DEVOPMENT AGENCY BOARD 

RESOLUTION NO. 14-    
 
A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AMENDMENT TO FY 2015 CITY 
CENTER DEVELOPMENT AGENCY BUDGET. 
  
 
WHEREAS, the city is acknowledging those items that were unknown at the time the FY 2015 Budget was 
prepared; and 
 
WHEREAS, the CCDA recognizes a total of $1,330,000 in loan proceeds into the existing budget; and  
 
WHEREAS, the CCDA authorizes $1,330,000 to be used purchase property at 9110 SW Burnham Street and 
pay related bond fees. 
 
WHEREAS, on May 6, 2014, the city authorized staff to issue up to $1,400,000 in debt to purchase property at 
9110 SW Burnham Street and pay related bond fees. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Center Development Agency that:   
 
SECTION 1:    The FY 2014-15 Budget is hereby amended as detailed in Exhibit A. 
 
SECTION  : This resolution is effective immediately upon passage. 
 
 
PASSED: This   day of   2014. 
 
 
 
 
    
  Chair - City Center Development Agency 
 
ATTEST:  
 
  
City Recorder - City of Tigard 
 
 



City Center Development Agency

FY 2015 First Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment
Attachment - A

1.  Property Purchase

In order to purchase the property at 9110 SW Burnham Street, debt proceeds and the related expenditure of the debt

proceeds needs to be recognized in CCDA's capital projects fund.

Q1

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Urban Renewal Capital Projects Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 220,000$              220,000$              

Property Taxes -$                      -$                      

Franchise Fees -$                      -$                      

Licenses & Permits -$                      -$                      

Intergovernmental 361,000$              361,000$              

Charges for Services -$                      -$                      

Fines & Forfeitures -$                      -$                      

Interest Earnings -$                      -$                      

Miscellaneous -$                      -$                      

Other Financing Sources -$                      1,330,000$        1,330,000$            

Transfers In from Other Funds -$                      -$                      

Total Resources 581,000$              1,330,000$       1,911,000$            

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$                      -$                      

Community Development -$                      -$                      

Community Services -$                      -$                      

Public Works -$                      -$                      

Program Expenditures Total -$                     -$                 -$                     

Loans -$                      -$                      

Work-In-Progress 361,000$              1,330,000$        1,691,000$            

Transfers to Other Funds -$                      -$                      

Contingency -$                      -$                      

Total Budget 361,000$              1,330,000$       1,691,000$           

Reserve For Future Expenditure 220,000$              -$                 220,000$              

Total Requirements 581,000$              1,330,000$       1,911,000$            
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