
           

TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

MEETING DATE AND TIME: October 21, 2014 - 6:30 p.m.

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:

Times noted are estimated.

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).

VIEW LIVE VIDEO STREAMING ONLINE: 

http://live.tigard-or.gov 
Workshop meetings are cablecast on Tualatin Valley Community TV as follows:

Replay Schedule for Tigard City Council Workshop Meetings - Channel 28 

Every Sunday at 12 a.m. 

Every Monday at 1 p.m. 

Every Thursday at 12 p.m. 

Every Friday at 10:30 a.m.

SEE ATTACHED AGENDA 

  

 

http://live.tigard-or.gov


TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

MEETING DATE AND TIME: October 21, 2014 - 6:30 p.m.

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

             

6:30 PM
 

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.
 

1. WORKSHOP MEETING
 

1. Call to Order - City Council
 

2. Roll Call
 

3. Pledge of Allegiance
 

4. Council Communications & Liaison Reports
 

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

2. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS
 

3.
 

BUDGET COMMITTEE FIRST QUARTER REPORT - 6:35 p.m. estimated time
 

4. RECEIVE UPDATE FROM METRO COUNCILOR DIRKSEN 7:20 p.m. estimated time
 

5.
 

RECEIVE UPDATE ON PHOTO RADAR - 7:40 p.m. estimated time
 

6.
 

REPORT ON THE PROGRESS OF THE RIVER TERRACE FUNDING STRATEGY PLAN - 

8:00 p.m. estimated time
 

7. NON AGENDA ITEMS
 

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

  

 



8. 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.
 

9. ADJOURNMENT - 8:45 p.m. estimated time
 

  

 



   

AIS-1886       3.             

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/21/2014

Length (in minutes): 45 Minutes  

Agenda Title: First Quarter Budget Committee Meeting

Prepared For: Toby LaFrance 

Submitted By: Carissa Collins, Financial and Information Services

Item Type: Budget Committee Meeting Type: Council
Workshop
Mtg.

Public Hearing 
Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: 

No 
 

Public Hearing Publication
Date in Newspaper: 

Information

ISSUE 

This meeting is to inform the Budget Committee of the city's financial status for the first
quarter of FY 2015.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff will be presenting a status/progress report. Input by the Budget Committee is requested.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The FY 2015 City Budget was approved by Budget Committee on April 28, 2014. The
budget was adopted by City Council with some technical adjustments on June 10, 2014.

At this meeting, staff will provide the following: 

FY14 Audit Update1.

FY15 
Q1 Financial Reporta.

Q1 Supplemental informationb.

2.

FY16 
Calendara.

Process Changes/Improvementsb.

Issues likely to shape next budget 
River Terracei.

Infrastructure Financingii.

Strategic Planiii.

c.

3.



OTHER ALTERNATIVES

N/A

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

N/A

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

N/A



   

AIS-1859       5.             

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/21/2014

Length (in minutes): 20 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Photo Radar

Prepared For: Alan Orr, Police Submitted By: Julia
Jewett,
Police

Item Type: Update, Discussion, Direct Staff Meeting Type: Consent
Agenda -
Approve
Minutes

Public Hearing: No Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

Provide council with Photo Radar information.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends that Photo Radar is not added to the police department at this time. Photo
Radar could be considered in the future with adequate staffing, and the ability to operate the
system without the involvement in the issuance of citations by a private entity.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Tigard is one of ten cities approved to operate photo radar through ORS 810.438 with the
following fundamental requirements: 

• The photo radar equipment is operated by a uniformed officer
• The photo radar is operated out of a marked police vehicle
• The citation is mailed to the registered owner of the vehicle within six-business days of the
alleged violation
• A certificate of innocence may be sent in by the registered owner within thirty days of the
citation mailing
• The department shall, once each biennium, conduct process and outcome evaluation of the
effect of the used of photo radar on traffic safety, the degree of public acceptance of the use
of radar, and the process of photo radar administration. The department shall send this report
to the Legislative Assembly by March 1st of each odd-numbered year.

Bi-annual reports of three of the four agencies using photo radar are attached. All four
agencies use a van that contains the radar and camera system. All four agencies have operating



contracts with photo radar companies. Equipment leases are paid through the issuance of
citations. 

The procedure used in the issuance of citation companies is as follows:
• The operator tracks the violator as the system captures the radar data and photo of driver
and license plate. 
• Violations are uploaded by the operator to the company. 
• The company reviews the data received from the radar and compares the photograph of the
operator to the registered owner. Information is confirmed and the company sends the photo
radar operator an email. 
• Citation information is returned to the photo radar operator via email to verify the
information and send confirmation to the company advising to issue a citation. 
• The citation is mailed to the registered owner by the photo radar company. 
Of the four agencies who operate the photo radar programs, two are staffed with part-time
employees who are typically retired police officers. Two agencies run photo radar programs
with full-time police officers. All four agencies advise the operators of the system only spend
less than half or their time in the field. This is in part to a large portion of time which is spent
in court and/or for administrative duties. 

The agencies have reported the photo radar program does appear to reduce the average speed
in areas where photo radar is routinely deployed. The photo radar programs are impersonal
but appear to be a useful tool for traffic safety. Public perception and acceptance of the
program ranges from 64% to 74% depending on the jurisdiction. Of the agencies who use
full-time employees to operate the system, one reported that enforcement time in the field has
been reduced to fifty to fifty-five hours per month.

Our police department does not currently have the required full time staff to create or staff
this program. In order to support a photo radar program, the department would need to hire
several part-time officers and potentially a coordinator to implement the program.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

An alternative would be to add a full-time employee to department staff and increase staffing
of the traffic unit with a motor officer. 

With the agency goal to reduce traffic accidents and gain greater compliance with traffic laws,
the addition of a traffic officer (motor) would provide the department a stronger tool to
engage those that are violating laws pertaining to speed and to enforce traffic laws to reduce
traffic crashes

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

N/A

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

August 16, 2014



Attachments
Exec Summary

City of Portland

City of Beaverton

City of Milwaukie

ORS 810.439

ORS 810.438

























































































   

AIS-1943       6.             

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/21/2014

Length (in minutes): 35 Minutes  

Agenda Title: River Terrace Draft Funding Strategy Plan Follow-up

Prepared For: Debbie Smith-Wagar, Financial and Information Services 

Submitted By: Toby LaFrance, Financial and Information Services

Item Type: Update, Discussion, Direct Staff Meeting Type: Council
Workshop
Mtg.

Public Hearing: No Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

Provide follow-up to Council on the progress of the River Terrace Funding Strategy 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff will present additional information on the draft funding strategy for River Terrace. Staff
is seeking input from Council to see if additional changes are needed prior to adoption of the
plan on December 16, 2014.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

At the September 23, 2014 Council Meeting, city staff and project consultants provided
Council with information on the draft River Terrace Funding Strategy. The funding strategy
uses information from the River Terrace infrastructure master plans for water, sewer,
transportation, parks and stormwater and was developed after extensive analysis of the city's
existing fund balances and revenue sources. Key components of the draft River Terrace
Funding Strategy are as follows:

-- It includes a funding recommendation for each infrastructure system.
-- It identifies at least one and sometimes several viable funding packages for each system and
then scores them using evaluation criteria to demonstrate, for example, how equitable or
financially sustainable a particular funding package is relative to another funding package.
-- It identifies which projects are likely to be needed in the near-term (0 – 6 years) and
long-term (7 - 20 years). The near term project list was developed by staff through a series of
workshops using available information about each system and future development patterns.
This list and the assumptions upon which it was based was then vetted by developers and
other service providers.



At the conclusion of the briefing on September 23, 2014, Council requested follow-up
information on the funding strategies for park and transportation improvements. To that end,
the project team conducted some additional analysis and prepared a new transportation
funding scenario for Council's consideration, which is attached to this report.

The purpose of this briefing is to:

-- Walk Council through the new transportation funding scenario and park System
Development Charge (SDC) analysis.
-- Seek Council feedback on the new transportation funding scenario and park SDC analysis.
-- Verify that Council has no additional changes to other recommendations in the River
Terrace Funding Strategy.
-- Discuss next steps

If no additional significant changes are requested, Council will be asked on December 16,
2014 to approve a resolution adopting a final River Terrace Funding Strategy. The adopted
funding strategy will not be binding. It will be a tool that guides how needed projects will be
funded over time. It will also provide a work plan for staff to bring implementation tasks
forward for Council consideration as needed.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Council can choose not to provide direction on the River Terrace Funding Strategy. 

Council can instruct staff and consultants to make significant changes to the River Terrace
Funding Strategy. This will likely require an additional Council meeting prior to approval of
the resolution.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Successfully complete River Terrace Community Plan
Growth and Annexation

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

-The project team presented Council with the stormwater master plan and funding strategies
on July 22, 2014.
-The project team presented Council with the parks and transportation master plan addenda
and funding strategies on June 17, 2014.
-Council approved the sewer master plan addendum on June 10, 2014 and the water master
plan addendum on June 24, 2014.
-The project team presented Council with the water and sewer master plan addenda and
funding strategies on May 20, 2014.
-The project team updated Council on the project on January 21, 2014.
-Council approved the contract for the River Terrace Community Plan (which includes the
funding strategies) on June 25, 2013.
-Council considered the Draft River Terrace Funding Strategy document on September 23,
2014. 



Attachments
Funding Strategy v2

PowerPoint Presentation
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TIGARD RIVER TERRACE FUNDING STRATEGY

ADDENDUM

E. TRANSPORTATION (REVISED)1

E.1 Overall Findings 
Transportation infrastructure for River Terrace is required for new vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle 
facilities.  Traditionally, Tigard has worked in partnership with ODOT (responsible for upgrades to 
state facilities) and Washington County (responsible for county facilities).  Tigard is responsible for 
upgrades to local routes, which include neighborhood routes and collector roads.  Typically, 
developer construction/dedications are required for new neighborhood routes, and a mix of local 
funding sources are used to fund new collector routes and capacity expansion.   

The City of Tigard's existing transportation funds are generally committed and not available for 
investing in new transportation improvements in River Terrace over the next five years. Tigard is in 
the process of considering a new local city-wide and/or sub-district transportation SDC (TSDC) to 
supplement the funds it receives from the Transportation Development Tax (TDT), which was 
approved by Washington County voters in 2008 and enacted in 2009. 

The City will need to continue to work closely with Washington County to design/construct 
intersection connections with Scholls Ferry Road and Roy Rogers Road.  In addition to developer 
funding of neighborhood routes, Development Agreements could be utilized to allow private 
developers to advance financing for road segments and intersection improvements (may be eligible 
for TSDC credits and reimbursement).

E.2 Public Facility Costs
Transportation infrastructure needs and costs are significant and often contingent on when and where 
new development occurs. Total transportation capital costs (for collector and arterial improvements 
and selected local neighborhood roads and trails) are estimated at $139.1 million. Within the next 20-
years, the capital cost for city facilities are expected to be approximately $57.6 million, of which $36
million is expected to be the city cost after accounting for developer dedications and state/county 
project funding (see Exhibit 18). 

The near term project improvements include: the first phase of River Terrace Boulevard; a traffic 
signal at Roy Rogers Road/Bull Mountain road intersection; and a traffic signal at the Scholls Ferry 
Road/River Terrace Boulevard intersection.2 The long term project needs (by year 2035) are expected 
to include all other road extensions, intersection improvements, and selected multi-use trails listed in 
Exhibit 18.

                                                       
1 This funding section for transportation was revised to take into account Tigard City Council input received at a 
City Council workshop on Sept. 23, 2014; and public input received on Sept. 30, 2014.

2 It should be noted that the timing of signalized intersections on Washington County facilities and local cost sharing 
funding responsibilities are unknown at this time and will depend upon subsequent county signal warrant analysis 
and full funding agreements. 
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In addition to the projects listed in in Exhibit 18, the River Terrace Transportation System Plan 
(TSP) addendum identifies additional projects that would likely be needed beyond year 2035 or 
would likely be led by Washington County or ODOT.  The list of capital projects not reflected in 
Exhibit 18 includes:

 A portion of the north-south 3 lane collector that is planned to extend from Lorenzo Lane to 
Bull Mountain Road (ID#6B)

 Extension of 161st Ave. from Woodhue St. to Beef Bend Road (ID#11)

 Widening of Roy Rodgers Road (ID#22)

 Improving 150th Ave. from Bull Mountain Rd. to Beef Bend Road (ID#23)

 Some improvements where new streets meet existing collector streets 

 99W/Walnut Street intersection, added turn lanes (ID#24)

 99W/Bull Mountain Road intersection, added north bound turn lane (ID#25)

 99W/Durham Road intersection, added turn lanes (ID#26)

The transportation projects listed above and a portion of their capital cost may be considered as a 
component of a Tigard citywide TSDC, which has been estimated for River Terrace Funding Strategy 
purposes to be $5,000 per dwelling unit (average).

E.3 Funding Scenarios
Five scenarios have been evaluated for funding the transportation infrastructure in River Terrace, as 
shown Exhibit 19. Each scenario includes some allocation of the city’s street fund (which utilizes 
local and state fuel tax), the TDT, and developer dedications (for neighborhood streets and portions 
of new collector streets). 

Funding Scenario A is considered to be most consistent with current practices used by the City of 
Tigard and would not be adequate for generating the amount of funding necessary to construct the 
transportation improvements listed in Exhibit 18. 

Funding Scenario B adds citywide and sub-district TSDCs to the mix of funding sources. 

Funding Scenario C includes a citywide TSDC and assumes the creation of a new River Terrace 
Urban Renewal District, which would require citywide voter approval.

Funding Scenario D includes a citywide TSDC, sub-district TSDC, LIDs, and G.O. Bonds, and does 
not include a urban renewal district.

Funding Scenario E includes a citywide TSDC and River Terrace district TSDC (in addition to the 
existing TDT) and assumes a transportation street utility fee surcharge of $18/month within the River 
Terrace district.

After comparing these scenarios, using the evaluation criterial shown in Exhibit 20, Scenario E 
received the highest overall score.  



3

Exhibit 18: Transportation Infrastructure Costs

Capital Cost City Cost* Near Term
Potential  

Funding Lead Funding Options

Project ID 2 Extend Lorenzo Ln. from West UGB 
to Roy Rodgers Rd. $2,500,000 $225,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 3 Extend Lorenzo Ln. from Roshak Rd. 
to Roy Rodgers Rd.

$3,500,000 $875,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 5 3 lane N-S collector from Scholls 
Ferry to Lorenzo Ln. extension

Phase 1 $9,262,500 $6,287,500  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Phase 2 $4,987,500 $3,342,500  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 6 3 lane N-S collector from Lorenzo Ln. 
extension to Bull Mountain Rd. 
(phase 1)

$6,000,000 $2,850,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 7 3 lane N-S collector from Bull 
Mountain Rd. to the south UGB 
(phase 1)

$9,750,000 $5,200,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 8 2 lane E-W collector between Roy 
Rodgers Rd. and N-S collector

$2,500,000 $50,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID NA River Terrace Trail from Roy Rodgers 
Rd. to 150th Ave. $3,600,000 $3,600,000  City of Tigard

Local TSDC, street fund, Metro/State 
grants and/or GO bond

Project ID 13 Roy Rogers Road / E-W collector 
traffic signal

$1,000,000 $1,000,000 
WA County, 
City

Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 14 Roy Rogers Road / Bull Mountain Rd 
traffic signal $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

WA County, 
City

Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 15 Roy Rogers Road / Lorenzo Ln. 
extension traffic signal $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

WA County, 
City

Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 16 Scholls Ferry Road / N-S collector 
traffic signal

$1,000,000 $1,000,000 
WA County, 
City

Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 18 Bull Mountain Rd. / N-S collector 
intersection or roundabout $1,500,000 $1,500,000 

WA County, 
City

Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 19 E-W collector / N-S collector 
intersection or roundabout

$2,000,000 $1,300,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 20 Woodhue St. / 161st Ave. extension 
intersection or roundabout $2,000,000 $1,300,000  City of Tigard Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID 21 Improve Bull Mountain Rd. from Roy 
Rodgers Rd. to Roshak Rd. $4,000,000 $3,431,000 

WA County, 
City

Local TSDC, TDT and street fund 

Project ID NA Improvements where  new streets 
meet existing streets 
(Neighborhood) Near Term

$500,000 $500,000  City Street fund 

Project ID NA Improvements where  new streets 
meet existing streets 
(Neighborhood) Long Term

$1,500,000 $1,500,000  City Street fund 

$57,600,000 $35,961,000

* reflects estimated city cost share after adjusting for the value of developer dedications (not eligible for TDT/TSDC credits) and non-city funding contributions

Total Cost

 Transportation Facilities, Costs and Timing 
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Exhibit 19: Transportation Funding Scenarios

E.4 Evaluation
Scenario E is the recommended transportation funding scenario since it received the highest average 
rating with high marks for equity, facilitating development, reliability of funds, ease of 
implementation, and ability to address near-term and long-term costs. 

Scenario C placed second in the evaluation, but since it relies on the creation of a voter-approved 
urban renewal district, it is very complex and difficult to implement, and may not generate adequate 
funding which could delay facility construction and delay development for many years. 

Scenario D would also be difficult to implement, since it would rely upon a voter-approved GO 
Bond, and would not facilitate development, since it would rely on relatively high TSDC and LID 
costs per dwelling unit. 

Scenarios A and B are not likely to generate adequate long-term funding to implement the planned 
transportation facilities (see Exhibit 20). 



5

Exhibit 20: Transportation Funding Evaluation

E.5 Analysis of Preferred Funding Scenarios 
Funding Scenario E assumes that the City provides approximately $150,000/year in street funds 
(state or local fuel tax revenue) to projects in River Terrace, which equates to $3M over the next 20 
years.  Additionally, it is assumed that a new citywide TSDC is created (cost per dwelling unit 
assumed to be $5,000 at this time with 75% of funding allocated to RT); and a new River Terrace 
district TSDC generates an additional $3,000 per average dwelling unit (100% of funding allocated 
to RT); and 75% of the TDT revenue collected in River Terrace stays in River Terrace. A new River 
Terrace Transportation/Street Utility Fee surcharge of $18/month would also generate much needed 
funding ($5M over 20 years) for capital projects in River Terrace. Cost sharing among developers, 
Washington County and ODOT could result in additional funding for selected facilities listed above. 
See Exhibit 21 for details. 

Exhibit 21: Transportation Funding Strategy, Scenario E

Evaluation of Cost Burdens and Implementation Criteria

Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5: higher cost burden) A B C D E

Citywide Resident Cost Burden

Citizens in Subdistrict Cost Burden

Developer/Property Owner Cost Burden

Evaluation Criteria (1: worst - 5: best) 

Cost Equity *

Reliability of Funds

Facilitates Development

Ease of Implementation

Ability to Address Near-Term Costs

Ability to Address Long-Term Costs

Average Rating

Total Score (sum of Evaluation Criteria) 12.1 15.2 19.1 17.1 21.5

* denotes relative variance from "uniform" equity (whereas developers, city, future residents and existing residents would split costs 
equally)

Draft Recommended Funding Strategy (Scenario E)

Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

Fund Transfers Citizens
Avg. $150,000 a year 

contributions

Could come from local or state 

gas tax funds

SDC (Citywide) Developers (citywide)
$5,000 per dwelling 

(avg)

New citywide SDC; assumes 75% 

alloted to RT district

TDT (existing) Developers (citywide)
TDT = $6,323 per dwelling 

(avg)

Existing TDT (assumes 75% alloted 

to RT district)

SDC (RT Subdistrict) Developers (RT only)

Subdistrict Transportaion 

SDCs = $3,000 per 

dwelling (avg)

New subdistrict SDC (100% 

dedicated to RT)

Street Utility Fee Surcharge 
in RT

Property Owners (RT only) $18/month surcharge 100% dedicated to RT projects

Street Dedications Developers (RT only)
Local street and ROW 

dedications

Focus is usually for on site 

improvements

Grants State/Metro citizens $900,000 focus on trails

WA County (cost share)
County property 

owners/citizens
varies County roadway improvements

ODOT/Metro (cost share) State/Metro citizens varies  Hwy 99 improvements



Tigard River Terrace
Draft Funding Strategy 

FCS GROUP

October 21, 2014
City Council Work Session 



FCS GROUP

Community Input 
Consider.IT
 Growth should pay 

for growth

SWG Survey
 Costs should be split 

equally amongst:
 Future residents

 Tigard residents 

 Developers

 Government

Page 2

Developers       
 Learn from North 

Bethany. 
 Keep it affordable. 

WA County
 Don’t count on MSTIP 

dollars.
 Strategically refine 

transportation project 
list.



FCS GROUP

Methodology & Approach 

Page 3

 Developed Master Plans with project lists and cost 
estimates

 Identified near term projects

 Identified funding gaps and revenue sources

 Developed funding scenarios and ranked with 
evaluation criteria

 Obtained input on draft recommendations from City 
Council, Stakeholders and public at large

 Revised Funding Strategy 

 New Transportation Strategy

 New Parks Strategy 



FCS GROUP

Funding Strategy Report Outline 

Page 4

 Purpose
 Prepare a funding 

plan for major capital 
facilities in River 
Terrace for:
Six years (near-term)
Build-out (long-term)

 Contents
 Methodology
 Community Input
 Evaluation Criteria
 Potential Funding Sources
 Draft Infrastructure 

Funding Plan
 Policy Considerations



FCS GROUP

Evaluation Criteria

Page 5

 Equity
Are costs equally 
distributed?

 Reliability of Funds
Will funding generate 
predictable revenue?

 Facilitates 
Development

Will funding leverage near-
term private investment?

 Ease of 
Implementation

Voter approval required?
Precedence?
City staffing costs?

 Ability to Address 
Costs (Near-term and 
Long-term)

Revised evaluation criteria

Revised Sample

City Council input:

Focus equity on 3 (not 4) 
categories: citywide residents, 

new RT residents, and developers

Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5: higher 
cost burden) 

A (status 
quo) B C D

Citywide Resident Cost Burden

Citizens in Subdistrict Cost Burden

Developer/Property Owner Cost Burden

Evaluation Criteria (1: worst - 5: best) 

Cost Equity *

Reliability of Funds

Facilitates Development

Ease of Implementation

Ability to Address Near-Term Costs

Ability to Address Long-Term Costs

Total Score (sum of Evaluation Criteria) 12 19 17 21

Funding Scenario

* denotes relative variance from "uniform" equity (whereas developers, future residents and existing residents 

would split costs equally)



FCS GROUP

Potential Funding Sources in Urbanizing Areas  

 Fund Transfers (e.g., gen. fund, street fund, etc.)
 Utility Rates (streets, water, sewer, storm)
 Transportation Development Tax (TDT)
 Local Improvement Districts
 Reimbursement Districts
 System Development Charges (SDCs)
 Urban Renewal District
 Special Districts (e.g., drainage district)
 Bonds 
 Grants (Metro, state, federal)
 Developers (dedication of local improvements)

Page 6



FCS GROUP

Water Funding Scenario

Page 7

Near term projects: Cach reservoir, trunk lines (city), 
and 550 to 410 pressure reducing valve

Recommended Scenario (Scenario A)
Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes
Utility Fees (Water 
Fund)

Customers Avg. monthly water 
utility rates = $38 
per account*

Planned water utility rate 
increases

SDC (City wide, 
Water SDC Fund)

Developers Water SDCs = $7,580 
per SFD*

Developers pay SDCs and 
provide local water lines

* these rates/SDCs are to be adjusted as part of citywide rate/SDC analysis for water by 
Jan. 2015.



FCS GROUP

Sanitary Sewer Funding Scenario

Page 8

Near term projects: 
River Terrace north/south force mains and pump stations, 
Barrows Road trunk upsizing, and Scholls Ferry trunk 
extension

Recommended Scenario (Scenario A)
Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

Utility Fees (Sewer Fund) Customers 
(within city 
service 
district)

Avg. 
monthly 
sewer utility 
rates = $54 
per account 
(existing)

Additional citywide sewer 
rate surcharge required with 
or without River Terrace

SDC (Citywide, Sewer SDC Fund) Developers Sewer SDCs: 
$4,900 per 
SFD

Developers provide local 
lines and pay sewer SDCs

CWS Capital Fund Customers 
in CWS 

CWS (capital fund)
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Parks Funding Scenario B
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Near term projects: 
Land acquisition for future parks and trails 

Recommended Scenario (Scenario B)
Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes
City General Fund Citizens Fund Transfers

SDC (City wide) Developers
Parks SDCs = 
$6,451 per SFD 
(existing)

Developer SDCs

Utility Fee (new city wide) Customers
+/-$1.00 per 
month

New parks utility fee (with or 
without River Terrace)

G.O. Bond Citizens

Bond costs 
$47/year for 
$311,100 
median home

New city $10M G.O. bond 
funded by levy of $0.15 per 
$1,000 assessed value

Grants Other 
entities

+/- $186,000 Metro, state or federal grants

Draft funding scenario would result in under 
funded  parks improvements
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Parks Funding Scenario D
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Near term projects: 
Land acquisition for future parks and trails 

Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes
City General Fund Citizens $250,000 Fund Transfers

SDC (City wide) Developers
Parks SDCs = 
$1,800 per SFD 
(est. avg)

Developer 
SDCs; 75% 
alotted to RT

SDC (RT District) Developers
Parks SDCs = 
$4,700 per SFD 
(est. avg)

Developer 
SDCs; 100% 
alotted to RT

Utility Fee (new city wide) Customers
+/-$1.11 per 
month (est. 
avg)

New citywide 
parks utility 
fee (75% 
alloted to RT)

G.O. Bond Citizens

Bond costs 
$63/year for 
$311,100 
median home 

New city $13 
M G.O. bond; 
$0.20 per 
$1,000 AV 
(70% alotted 
to RT)

Grants Other 
entities

+/- $996,000 Metro, state 
or federal 

New funding 
scenario results in 
greater equity and 
more $ for parks 
improvements
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Stormwater Funding Scenario
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 Stormwater modeling & design standards 
 Development-Driven Facilities (as needed)
 Reimbursement District(s)

Near-term Projects:

Recommended Scenario (Scenario D)

Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

General Fund Citizens
Avg. of $42,000 per 
year to seed 
reimbursement dist.

Discretionary fund 
transfers

SDC (City wide) Developers
Current fee of $500 
per dwelling

Existing storm SDCs  
may be adjusted

Utility Fee (city wide)
Customers (city 
wide)

Avg. monthly storm 
utility rates = $8.75

Existing rates may be 
adjusted

Utility Fee (RT subdistrict)
River Terrace 
Customers

$12/month 
surcharge

New fee surcharge 
for River Terrace 
subdistrict

Reimbursement Districts

Developers or 
City advances 
financing; with 
future payments 
by builders

Assumes $1-2M per 
district (every 6 
years)

Focus may be on 
facilities involving 
multiple property 
owners with off site 
impacts

Developers Developers Developer 
dedications (on site)
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Transportation Funding Scenario C 
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 Roy Rogers Signal
 Scholls Ferry Signal
 River Terrace Blvd. (segments)
 Local traffic calming 

Near-term Projects

Recommended Scenario (Scenario C)

Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

Fund Transfers Citizens
Avg. $1 million a year 
contributions

Could come from local or 
state gas tax funds

SDC (City wide) Developers
Transportation SDCs = 
$6,000 per dwelling 
(avg)

New citywide SDC (with % 
dedicated to RT)

TDT Customers
TDT = $6,323 per 
dwelling (avg)

Existing TDT (city could 
dedicate % of funds on RT)

Urban Renewal 
District

See Note 1 Urban Renewal District in RT

Street Dedications Developers
Local street and ROW 
dedications

Focus is usually for on site 
improvements

WA County (cost 
share)

County 
Citizens

varies by project

ODOT/Metro (cost 
share)

State/Metro 
Citizens

varies by project

Note 1: tax increment finance revenue derived from new property tax payments by property 
owners within district; results in opportunity cost impact to taxing districts; and impacts how 
city collects/spends new revenues.

City Council 
input:

URD may be 
better suited 

in Tigard 
Triangle
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Transportation Funding Scenario D
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Near-term Projects
 Same as Scenario C

Draft Funding Strategy (Scenario D)

Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

Fund Transfers Citizens
Avg. $1 million a year 
contributions

Could come from local or 
state gas tax funds

SDC (Citywide)
Developers 
(citywide)

Transportaion SDCs = 
$6,000 per dwelling (avg)

New citywide SDC (with % 
dedicated to RT)

TDT (existing)
Developers 
(citywide)

TDT = $6,323 per dwelling 
(avg)

Existing TDT (city could 
dedicate % of funds on RT)

SDC (RT Subdistrict)
Developers (RT 
only)

Subdistrict Transportaion 
SDCs = $7,946 per 
dwelling (avg)

New subdistrict SDC (100% 
dedicated to RT)

LIDs (RT Subdistrict)
Property 
Owners (RT 
only)

varies by project source of gap funding

Street Dedications
Developers (RT 
only)

Local street and ROW 
dedications

Focus is usually for on site 
improvements

Local Tax Levy (citywide)
Property 
owners 
(citywide)

Bond costs $24/year for 
$311,100 median home

New city G.O. bond with 
$5M to River Terrace (levy 
$0.075 per $1,000 assessed 
value

WA County (cost share)
County 
property 
owners/citizens

varies by project

ODOT/Metro (cost share)
State/Metro 
citizens

varies by project

City Council input: 
many issues and 

concerns

Developer input: 
market not ready for 

this level of cost 
burden

But 

100% credit for 
collector/arterial costs 

is good
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Transportation Funding Scenario E (new 
recommended scenario)

Page 14

Near-term Projects
 Same as Scenario C

Long-term Projects
 Focus on projects within 

City of Tigard
 Focus on city-owned 

facilities 
 Assume longer-term 

(year 21+ ) phasing for 
projects outside city limits

Draft Funding Strategy (Scenario E)

Funding Mechanism Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

Fund Transfers Citizens
Avg. $150,000 a 

year contributions

Could come from local 

or state gas tax funds

SDC (Citywide)
Developers 

(citywide)
tbd New citywide SDC

TDT (existing)
Developers 

(citywide)

TDT = $6,323 per 

dwelling (avg)

Exist ing TDT (city could 

dedicate 75% of funds 

on RT)

SDC (RT Subdistrict)
Developers (RT 

only)

Subdistrict 

Transportaion 

SDCs = $4,300 per 

dwelling (avg)

New subdistrict SDC 

(100% dedicated to RT)

Street Utility Fee Surcharge in 
RT

Property Owners 

(RT only)

$20/month 

surcharge 

100% dedicated to RT 

projects

Street Dedications
Developers (RT 

only)

Local street and 

ROW dedications

Focus is usually for on site 

improvements

Grants
State/Metro 

cit izens
$900,000 focus on trails

WA County (cost share)
County property 

owners/citizens
varies 

County roadway 

improvements

ODOT/Metro (cost share)
State/Metro 

cit izens
varies  Hwy 99 improvements

tbd= to be determined

Other issues:

Partial credit for 
collector/arterial 

improvements assumed 
(like current TDT policy);

City policy regarding 
TDT/SDC allocations
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Policy Considerations
General
 Consider adopting an Adequate Public 

Facilities ordinance
 Continue coordination regarding cost 

sharing
 Extend CIP to six years
 Update rates and SDCs to account for 

River Terrace
 Update SDC credit policy
 Consider SDC/TDT policies that dedicate 

portion of funding collected in RT to RT 
projects
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