| Tigard Business/Workshop Meeting—Agenda

TI GARD'

TIGARD CITY COUNCIL
MEETING DATE AND TIME: October 20, 2015 - 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 Deatf).

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

i . City of Tigard
Tigard Business/Workshop Meeting —Agenda

TI GARD‘

TIGARD CITY COUNCIL
MEETING DATE AND TIME: October 20, 2015 - 6:30 p.m.

MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223
6:30 PM
1. WORKSHOP AND BUSINESS MEETING
A. Call to Order
B. Roll Call
C. Pledge of Allegiance
D. Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items
2. JOINT MEETING WITH THE TIGARD TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE -

6:35 p.m. estimated time

3. DISCUSSION ON SIDEWALK GAP PROGRAM - 7:25 p.m. estimated time

4. DISCUSSION ON A PARKS AND RECREATION CHARGE - 7:55 p.m. estimated time
BUSINESS MEETING

5. CONTINUED QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: APPEAL OF HERITAGE

CROSSING ZONE CHANGE AND SUBDIVISION (ZON2015-00002, SUB2015-00001
AND VAR 2015-00001) - 9:10 p.m. estimated time

6. NON AGENDA ITEMS

7. 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.

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



AIS-2330 2.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/20/2015

Length (in minutes): 50 Minutes

Agenda Title: Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee (TTAC) / City Council

Joint Meeting

Prepared For: Buff Brown, Community Development

Submitted By: Buff Brown, Community Development

Item Type: Joint Meeting-Board or Other Juris. Meeting Type:  Council
Workshop
Mtg.

Public Hearing: No Publication Date:

Information
ISSUE

This is the joint meeting of the Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee (TTAC) and the
Tigard City Council as described in the TTAC Bylaws Section XI, Item C.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

No action. Discussion only.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Joint meeting with Transportation Advisory Committee: The Tigard Transportation Advisory
Committee meets annually with the City Council to share information and receive
teedback regarding Council priorities for TTAC.

The TTAC has been staffed by Mike McCarthy (Engineering), Buff Brown (Community
Development), attended as needed by Carissa Collins (Finance), and is currently chaired by
Kevin Watkins, long-time Tigard resident.

TTAC members wish to discuss and seek direction on how they can be engaged in
implementing the Strategic Plan, support improvements to transit service, and participate in
identifying and solving transportation problems in Tigard. The individual perspectives of
TTAC members represent a diverse but mutually-supported range of viewpoints. The
committee plans to bring a set of policy objectives for moving forward.

In addition, the Pedestrian Bicyclist Subcommittee (PBS) will give an overview of some of
their activities, including doing trail counts, their 2016 Work Plan, and supporting the
Tigard Tour de Parks event.



OTHER ALTERNATIVES
N/A

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Strategic Vision: "to be the most walkable community in the Pacific Northwest where people
of all ages and abilities enjoy healthy and interconnected lives."

Council Resolution No 09-14 formed the TTAC in 2009, and Resolution 14-56 was the latest
modification to the bylaws. The important bylaw clauses:

SECTION I. CHARGE AND DUTIES

C. It shall be the function of the Committee to act as an advisory body to the City Council
and city staff pursuant to these bylaws.

D. The Committee shall create and maintain a project list, which designates in order of
priority, the projects for which city motor vehicle fuel tax revenue is to be used.

E. TTAC may serve in an advisory role to staff and Council on a broad range of relevant
transportation issues reflecting city priorities and work program capacity, including:

1. Project prioritization for funding in the Capital Improvement Program

2. Preparation of multimodal transportation system plans and corresponding transportation
financing/ capital investment programs

3. Developing funding mechanisms and sources to implement transportation projects

4. Traffic safety

5. Input on project development and concept design.

SECTION XI. ANNUAL REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE
C. The Annual Report may be in the form of a joint meeting with Council.

Tigard Ordinance
3.65.270 Use of Tax Revenues.

3. The Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee shall create and maintain a project list,
which designates in order of priority, the projects for which net revenue shall be used
subsequent to sufficient funds being collected to fully finance and pay for the Greenburg
Road/Highway 99/Main Street intersection improvements. If, at anytime, the Transportation
Advisory Committee has not designated a project for funding, all funds collected pursuant to
this chapter shall be maintained in the Tigard City Gas Tax Fund until such time as the



Transportation Advisory Committee designates a priority project for the use of such funds.
(Ord. 09-12; Ord. 08-20; Ord. 06-21).

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

On September 16, 2014, the Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee (TTAC) held its
annual joint meeting with the City Council.




ATIS-2320 3.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/20/2015

Length (in minutes): 30 Minutes

Agenda Title: Discussion on Sidewalk Gap Program

Prepared For: Toby LaFrance, Finance and Information Services

Submitted By: Carissa Collins, Finance and Information Services

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

Public Hearing: No Publication Date:

Information
ISSUE

Report to Council on staff progress in developing a Pedestrian System Gap Program to be
included in future Tigard Capital Improvement Program

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

City Council provide direction to staff in the development of a Pedestrian Sidewalk Gap
Program.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Based on direction received during the budget committee hearings, staff was charged with
doing an analysis of the city's sidewalk inventory and identifying gaps within that system. No
additional resources were provided by the Budget Committee. The analysis is intended to be
a high level analysis. Should the city establish and fund a sidewalk gap program, a more
detailed analysis will be performed. It is likely that the more detailed analysis would be similar
to the multi-year plans done for the Pavement Management Program.

Attached to this agenda are three documents:

1. A memo from staff outlining the process to date, the methodology used, and the
findings.

2. A map of all gaps in sidewalks, trails, and pedestrian crossings in Tigard

3. A map of identified priority gaps in sidewalks, trails, and pedestrian crossings based
upon the methodology outlined in the attached memo.

At this time, staff is seeking the following guidance from Council:

1. Taking into account that this is a high level analysis, is the staff analysis heading in the
right direction?



2. Are there other factors that Council would like staff to consider?
3. Council has a second workshop to discuss sidewalk gaps scheduled for November 17th.
a. Staff intends to bring information on potential funding sources. Are there any that
Council advises staff to include?
b. Is there additional information Council would like staff to provide that has not been
covered?

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Do not move forward with the development of a Pedestrian Sidewalk Gap Program.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Strategic Plan - To become the most walkable city in the Pacific Northwest where people of
all ages and abilities enjoy healthy and connected lives.

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
N/A

Fiscal Impact

Fiscal Information:

Based on a high level analysis presented in the attached memo, the cost of filling all sidewalk,
trail, and pedestrian connection gaps in Tigard will cost approximately $150,000,000. The
attached memo outlines a methodology for a first level prioritization that excludes certain
projects, bringing the total cost down to approximately $49,000,000.

Attachments

Memo

All Gaps
Priority Gaps




City of Tigard

#ovt| Memorandum

To: Mayor & City Councilors
From: Sidewalk Gap Analysis Group
Re: Pedestrian System Gap Analysis
Date: September 29, 2015

As an outcome of the FY 2016 Budget Hearings, staff was directed to conduct an analysis and
identify any gaps in the city’s inventory of its sidewalk system. Identifiable gaps include
sidewalks, trails, and street crossings. The following are the stages that the group took to
develop a methodology for defining citywide gaps; determining program benefits, tools, and

results.

Stage 1 was to provide definitions of what is considered to be a sidewalk, trail, or signal

crossing.

Sidewalk

An area specifically delineated and constructed for pedestrian use
located behind a curb but within the rights of way or within an
easement specifically established for that purpose.

Sidewalk Gap

Any loss of continuous sidewalk; and/or where any parcel or group of
parcels is lacking sidewalks while the adjoining parcels have
continuous sidewalks.

Walkways & Paths

Walkways can be built from the street, sidewalk or shared use path to
a building, or can be created in parks or other public spaces. They can
be hard (cement, brick, pavers, blacktop) or soft (gravel, wood muich,
sand).

Crossing Gap

A connection (street, trail, pedestrian generator, etc.) to a street with
more than 5,000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT), or a railroad, freeway,
creek, or other barrier — that is more than 300 feet from a crossing
point (marked crosswalk).




Stage 2 outlines the methodology used to determine the types of indicators that are important
in filtering the current inventory. The indicators were compiled into two segments: Benefits and
Costs. Below is the list of criteria that can be used in the development of qualified list of
potential projects from the current inventory:

Benefits of a Pedestrian System Gap Program

Near Schools | Having adequate sidewalks and trails near schools provides
significant benefit in providing a walk based travel option
for students. This analysis includes public schools (K-12) in
the Tigard Tualatin School District. Community
Development’s Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Coordinator
indicated a ¥2 mile buffer around schools is adequate in
identifying potential walk shed gaps.

Near Transit | Areas within %2 mile of a transit stop or station. This
represents a reasonable distance a person would walk to a
transit stop.

Factors Influencing Costs associated with a
Pedestrian System Gap Program

Cost Deflators

City Owned Property | Gaps located on city owned property have the potential of
having lower cost as the city does not have to acquire land
for the project

In Right of Way | Gaps located on public right of way have the potential of
having lower cost as the city does not have to acquire right
of way for the project

Cost Inflators

Wetlands | Wetlands have the potential to increase cost due to
designing structures that avoid or mitigate impacts sensitive
areas

Presence of Open | Gaps located along streets with open ditches are likely to
Drainage Ditches | have higher costs as in most cases the project will involve
having to address drainage

Presence of Steep Slopes | The presence of steep slopes has the ability to increase cost
because of additional design solutions that are typically
necessary to accommodate the sidewalk or trail (e.g., slope
stabilization, retaining walls)




There were several factors that were identified which will likely affect overall project costs. To
obtain a qualified list of potential projects the following factors were taken into consideration:

Factors for Included Gaps Factors that Excluded Gaps

Near Schools Removal of dead end-no connector streets such as cul-
de-sacs and short dead end streets.

Near Transit Removal of gaps with two or more cost inflators

Gaps with cost deflators Removal of gaps that are likely to be pursued as projects

through other funding sources (e.g., CIP)
Gaps with no, or one, cost
inflator

Stage 3 reflects the cost methodology used for developing the qualified list for improvements
within the City of Tigard.

After removing dead-ends and gaps likely to be funded through other means, the remaining
gaps were ranked for likely cost comparison based upon the presence of cost modifiers. Cost
modifiers are defined as gaps that occur in the presence of wetlands, open drainage ditches or
slopes exceeding 25%, which significantly increase the cost of a project.

Below are the rates used in estimating costs:

Sidewalks per linear foot $250
Trails per linear foot $150
Crossings, per crossing installed $20,000

Stage 4 shows the cost of the various improvement types:

Other

Total miles of existing sidewalks within Tigard = 189
Total miles of all sidewalk gaps within Tigard = 95

Total miles of sidewalk gaps identified as being located within priority benefit areas and not
containing high cost related indicators = 36




Estimated total cost to address all priority sidewalk gaps = $47,600,000

Trails

Total miles of all existing trails within Tigard = 18.2

Total miles of all trails gaps within Tigard = 6.1

Total miles of trails gaps identified as being located within priority benefit areas and not
containing high cost related indicators = 1.4

Estimated total cost to address all priority trails gaps = $1,100,000

Crossings
Total number of street crossing gaps within Tigard = 131

Total number of staff recommended street crossings = 13
Estimated total cost to address street crossing gaps = $260,000

Estimated total cost to address all gaps identified as being located within priority benefit
areas and not containing high cost inflators indicators = $49,000,000.

While it is difficult to cost out all the gaps in Tigard, in order to fund the gaps that were
excluded in this analysis is roughly estimated to cost an additional $100,000,000 due to the
additional cost inflators. This would bring the cost of filling every sidewalk, trail, and
crossing gap up to approximately $150,000,000.
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ATIS-2326 4.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/20/2015

Length (in minutes): 75 Minutes

Agenda Title: Discussion on Parks & Recreation Charge

Prepared For: Toby LaFrance Submitted By: Norma
Alley,
Central
Services

Item Type: Update, Discussion, Direct Meeting Type: Council

Staff Workshop

Mtg.

Public Hearing No

Newspaper Legal Ad Required?:

Public Hearing Publication
Date in Newspaper:

Information
ISSUE
Staff will update Council on the development of a Park and Recreation Charge.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff requests feedback from Council on policy issues in developing the Park and Recreation
Charge.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

During the Budget Committee meetings, the committee considered the course of Tigard's
General Fund and the services it supports: Police, Library, Community Building, and Parks.
The General Fund revenues grow approximately 3.5% annually, while expenses grow 4.0%
annually. Tigard has taken actions in prior years to limit cost growth and has added
incremental revenues. The Budget Committee decided to take a different direction with the
Fiscal Year 2016 budget; moving Parks to a separate fund modeled after a utility. The
Committee chose parks because of the need to develop and maintain the parks purchased
with the $17 million Park Bond that has expanded Tigard's park acreage by 30 percent. The
direction in the FY 2016 budget is to fund parks using a utility fee that will be paid as part of
the utility bill.

This workshop will update Council on:

1. The project purpose



2. A survey of other jurisdictions in Oregon that have implemented a similar fee

3. Cost layers and scenarios the study will consider

4. Issues requiring Council direction in order to calculate the Park and Recreation Charge

5. Project schedule including scheduled workshop on November 17, 2015 and Park and
Recreation Charge Hearing in January 2016.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Council can choose to seek additional information prior to providing direction. This will
extend the timeline of when Council can consider a potential Park and Recreation Charge.

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

Provide recreation opportunities for the people of Tigard.
Make Downtown Tigard a place where people want to be.

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION
Budget Committee Meetings on April 20, 27, and May 4 2015

Attachments

PARC PowerPoint Pres
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TIGARD®

Parks and

Recreation
Charge

Todd Chase AICP, LEEDAP

October 20, 2015

“»FCS GROUP

Solutions-Oriented Consulting




¥ Presentation Outline

¢ Project purpose

¢ Parks utility fee surveys

¢ Parks and Recreation Charge (PARC) modeling scenarios
¢ Potential issues

¢ Project timeline

FCS GROUP




¢
%% Purpose

+ To identify a reliable source of revenue for parks ongoing operations and
maintenance (O&M)

¢+ Reasons for a PARC

Maintenance gets more expensive the longer it is deferred.
Other financing mechanisms (e.g., system development charges) help construct capital assets, not
maintain them.
Expenditures increasing each year, the main source of funding for maintenance (General fund) is a
limited resource with many demands.
Tigard's Park Bond expanded park land by 30%. Currently there is not a means to develop and
maintain the additional parks.

Parks Department Acreage and FTE by Year

o 565 Acres
L 600
2
S 400
%]
@ 200
-] 11.67 FTE
< 9 e O O OO R P OO O O OO O OO0
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Year

FCS GROUP



” mgn
¢ Parks Utility Fee Survey
S et Tt it Joogen

Fee Name Park Utility Fee Park Utility Fee  Parks Maintenance  Police, Fire, and Parks
Fee Fee

Date Adopted  Summer, 2005 Summer, 2007 Summer, 2007 Fall, 2012

Cost Basis of  Parks O&M and Parks O&M and  Parks O&M and debt  General parks

Charge debt service on recreational service. expenditures.

major parks project. programs.
Monthly Charge $2.95 per ERU $3.00 per ERU  $13.01 per SFDand  $7.50 per unit flat rate;

(ERU =one (ERU =one $12.35 per MF unit  residential and non-
residential unitor  residential unit or (residential-only residential (approx. $0.38
one business 10 employees).  charge). to parks).
occupant).
Revenue $2,605,000 in 2015- $108,000in FY  $3,153,000 in 2015-17 Approx. $185,000 in FY
Generated for 17 biennium 2015-16 biennium 2015-16 earmarked for
Parks ($1.3 million per ($1.6 M per year) parks
year)

FCS GROUP




’ mgm
5o Parks Utility Fee Survey (cont.)
I N T N

Low-Income Thereis no low-  There is no low- A low-income discountis A low-income
Discount income program.  income program (City available, reducing the  discount assistance
works with United Way fee by one-half the program is also
and other non-profits). regular rate. available.
Vacancy Vacancy No vacancy Multifamily vacancy Multifamily accounts
Adjustments reductions only for adjustments. adjustment based on get a discount based
commercial citywide vacancy rate.  on average vacancy
businesses. rate in area.
Escalation  Can escalate per  No escalation Cannot exceed 5 No escalation
consumer price  considered. percent annual considered.
index for Portland, adjustment.

OR MSA annually.

FCS GROUP




¥ PARC Models & Scenarios

Study several cost scenarios

¢ Current parks maintenance

¢ Deferred parks maintenance

+ |dentified capital improvement projects

¢ Development of current parks land inventory
¢ Development and Maintenance of new parks
+ Introduction of a recreational program

¢+ Inclusion of special community assets

¢ Existing revenue sources to offset expenses

FCS GROUP




X 4
9 Issues

¢ Basis of Charge
— Determine which costs to include
¢ Cost Allocation Techniques
— Charge to residential, non-residential, etc.
— Charge by service unit, flat rate, park proximity, etc.
+ New expenses incurred to operate and maintain parks utility
— Billing, administration, collections, etc.
¢ Future debt repayment and reserves
— PARC as funding source for debt repayment
+ Fiscal policies
— O&M reserve requirement, etc.

FCS GROUP



N . )
¢ Timeline

Schedule

Task 1: Data Collection & Issues Analysis
1.1 Data request and Project Initiation Mtg. (1)
1.2 NW Parks Utility Fee Survey
1.3 Parks Utility Fee Issues Analysis
Task 2: Model Development & Operational Forecast
2.1- 2.9 Model Assumptions / Operational Forecast
City Council Workshop (10/20)
Task 3: Allocation Recommendations & Fee Model
3.1 Rate Design Recommendation
3.2 Prepare Fee Model
3.3 Prepare Rate Study Report Draft (11/3)
City Council Workshop (11/17)
3.3 Prepare Rate Study Report Final (11/23)

Public Hearing

KEY:  Meeting 2
Presentation =]
Draft and Final Report [

FCS GROUP



Todd Chase, AICP, LEEDA?
Principal
503.841.6543

Contact FCS GROUP:

(425) 867-1802
www.fcsgroup.com

“»FCS GROUP

Solutions-Oriented Consulting




AIS-2365 5.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 10/20/2015

Length (in minutes): 30 Minutes

Agenda Title: Heritage Crossing Continuation

Submitted By: John Floyd, Community

Development

Item Type: Public Hearing - Quasi-Judicial Meeting Type: = Council
Workshop
Mtg.

Public Hearing: Yes Publication Date:

Information
ISSUE

Shall Council accept and consider revised application materials when considering a land use
appeal regarding the Heritage Crossing Zone Change and Subdivision (ZON2015-00002,
SUB2015-00001, and VAR2015-00001).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends that Council:
1. Find that the revised application materials submitted on September 29, 2015 to
constitute a significant change to the application;
2. Reject the revised documents to comply with Tigard Development Code 18.390.080.D.4
(Changes to the application during the review period); and
3. Complete its initial decision-making process without considering the new materials, and
deny the appeal as recommended on July 14, 2015, in order to comply with ORS 227.178.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

On September 8, Council moved to re-open the record for the Heritage Crossing appeal. The
applicant requested this action to enable the submittal of a revised proposal for Council's
consideration. The timing of this request is unusual in that Council has not yet deliberated on
the documents and testimony presented on July 14 and September 14, nor has Council
provided specific direction or feedback to statf or the applicant regarding the original
proposal. Additionally, neither the Planning Commission or the community have had an
opportunity to deliberate or provide thoughtful input on the revisions for Council's
consideration.

On September 29, the applicant submitted a complete set of revised application materials,
which are attached for Council's consideration. The revised materials include the following
changes to the original application:



e The zoning map amendment (R-12 to R-7) would be reduced from 9.10 to 6.03 acres
(66% of the project site).

e The proposed density of the project would be increased from 53 to 62 units (21%
increase).

e Modifications to the internal street improvements and Hall Boulevard frontage.

e Modifications to the conclusions and recommendations of the associated technical
impact studies.

Procedures for Significant Changes to an Application under Review

When considering the revised materials, the Tigard Development Code directs Council to
determine whether or not the new material constitutes a significant change to the application
(18.390.080.D.4). Staff has reviewed the revised materials, and recommends that Council find
the alternative proposal to constitute a significant change from the original application. This is
based on the following facts:

e The revisions would result in a 21% increase in proposed dwelling unit density.

e The proposal would result in a split-zoning of the property, which was not presented to
the Planning Commission for their consideration, nor was it discussed or requested by
the Planning Commission during their deliberations.

e The change has necessitated amendments to all plan sheets, the project narrative, and the
required technical impact studies which have not been fully reviewed by all affected
agencies.

If Council believes the revisions are a significant change, then Council must take one of the

tfollowing three actions as required by the Tigard Development Code (18.390.080.D.4).

1. Reject the new documents and continue to process the existing application without
considering the new materials.

2. Continue to process the existing application, and allow the applicant to resubmit a new
application with the proposed significant changes to be processed independently.

3. Temporarily suspend the original application while processing a new application with the
significant changes.

Due to the late date of this request by the applicant, only the first option can be reasonably
expected to comply with state statute regarding the timely issuance of a final decision, as there
is insufficient time to process two independent applications. The City is obligated to provide a
tinal decision within 245 days of the application being deemed complete. With the applicant
torcing completeness on March 25, 2015, the city must take final action by November 25,
2015. Pursuant to ORS 227.178, neither the City nor the applicant can extend this date any
further.

Given this lack of time, any review of the revised application of September 29 would be
rushed, would provide insufficient due process for affected parties, and would not be
consistent with good planning practices or city values regarding public participation or



inclusion in the planning process.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

In lieu of taking final action on the original application, Council could request that the
applicant withdraw the current application and pursue the revised materials as a new
application.

Council could find the revised application materials do not constitute a significant change to
the application, and consider the revised materials in making a decision on the concurrent
zone change, subdivision, and adjustment to street standards. To approve the revised
materials, Council would have to make findings that all three approval criteria applicable to a
quasi-judicial zone change are met, in addition to approval criteria for the associated
subdivision and adjustment to street standards. In preparation for this alternative, staff has
prepared a memo that discusses how the revised application is noncompliant with the City's
approval criteria for a zone change.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

July 14, 2015
September 8, 2015

Attachments

Staff Memorandum to Council

Letter from Applicant
Revised Proposal of September 29, 2015 (Plans)
Revised Proposal of September 29, 2015




City of Tigard
TIGARD Memorandum

To: Honorable Mayor Cook and Tigard City Council

From: John Floyd, Associate Planner

Re: Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Final Order for the Heritage Crossing
Zone Change and Subdivision (ZON2015-00002/SUB2015-00001/VAR2015-
00001)

Date: October 1, 2015

Background Information and Proposed Changes

On May 18th, 2015, the Tigard Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the
Heritage Crossing Project, a quasi-judicial zoning map amendment and 53 lot residential
subdivision. The Planning Commission denied the application in a 5-1 vote. In response, the
applicant filed an appeal.

On July 14th, 2015, the Council held a public hearing to consider the appeal at that hearing, the
record was closed with a provision for final written argument by the applicant no later than July
28th, 2015.

On September 8th, 2015, the Council was scheduled to deliberate and make a decision on the
application, but at the request of the applicant, the record was re-opened to allow submittal of
new information.

On September 29t the applicant submitted a complete set of revised application materials to be
considered by Council at an October 20t hearing. Changes from the original application
include the following:

= The zoning map amendment (R-12 to R-7) was reduced from 9.10 to 6.03 acres (66% of
the project site).
The proposed density of the project was increased from 53 to 62 units (21% increase).
Modification of internal street improvements and Hall Boulevard frontage.
Modification to the urban forestry plan.
Modification to technical impact studies to account for the above changes.



Upon review of the new information, staff finds that the revised application constitutes a
significant change to the application, and recommends Council:
1. Find that the revised application materials submitted on September 29, 2015 to
constitute a significant change to the application;
2. Reject the revised documents to comply with Tigard Development Code 18.390.080.D.4
(Changes to the application during the review period); and
3. Complete its initial decision-making process without considering the new materials, and
deny the appeal as recommended on July 14, 2015, in order to comply with ORS
227.178.

Approval Criteria

If Council finds no significant change to the application, then the revised application must be
found consistent with approval criteria set forth in the Tigard Development Code.

The revised application submitted on September 29 has bypassed Planning Commission review.
However, staff finds that the reasons for Planning Commission’s denial of the original
application also apply to the revised application.

» The applicant has not demonstrated compliance with all applicable Comprehensive Plan
policies, with at least 17 specific policies identified by staff as not being met, particularly
pertaining to Chapter 2 (Land Use) and Chapter 10 (Housing);

» The applicant has not demonstrated compliance with all applicable implementing
ordinances, in particular Title 1 of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional
Plan; and

» The applicant has not provided sufficient evidence of a change in the neighborhood or a
mistake or inconsistency in the comprehensive plan or zoning map as applied to the
project site.

To assist Council, should Council wish to consider the revised application, staff has summarized
and responded to the applicant’s revised project narrative, and other applicable evidence in the
record where applicable.

Zoning Map Amendment (ZON2015-00002)

“TDC18.380.030.C.1-1. Demonstration of compliance with all applicable
comprehensive plan policies and map designations.”

Staff Response: Findings regarding noncompliance with applicable City policies are
discussed below.

“TDC18.380.030.C.2 - Demonstration of compliance with all applicable standards of



any provision of this code or other applicable implementing ordinance;”

Staff Response:

Findings regarding noncompliance with other applicable implementing
ordinances are discussed below.

“TDC18.380.030.C.3 - Evidence of change in the neighborhood or community or a

mistake or inconsistenc

in the comprehensive plan or zoning map as it relates to the

property which is the su)éject of the development application.”

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“With this evolution of zoning designations and development patterns,
this property is now an anomaly in the area with the historic R-12 zoning
designation. The Applicant believes that this site is now a ‘spot zone’ that
is no longer compatible with the surrounding community.”

The Planning Commission Final Order and associated record do not
support this conclusion for the original or revised application of
September 29th,

As detailed in Section 111 of the Final Order, the R-12 zone was properly
adopted and reaffirmed by Council in 1983 under Ordinance Nos. 83-24
and 83-52. There is no evidence of a mistake in the zoning map.

The Final Order contains substantial evidence regarding the history of the
site and adjacent properties (Pages 2-3 and 6-9). On balance there is
evidence of more continuity than change in both the neighborhood and
community goals. The site met the locational criteria and policy goals for
the R-12 zone in 1983, and on balance the site continues to meet similar
goals set forth in current Comprehensive Plan policies. These include the
placement of land-intensive densities adjacent to transit corridors and
arterials, proximity to services, and the efficient use of relatively
unconstrained land.

The application does not support a finding of “spot zoning”. The Tigard
Community Development Code does not define spot zoning, nor is it
present in the relevant approval criteria. The term is generally used to
describe the rezoning of a small lot or parcel of land to benefit a single
owner, for a use incompatible with surrounding uses, and/or for a use not
associated with the furthering of a public interest. The project site does not
meet this description in that it is a large property approximately 80 times
the size of adjacent lots, was zoned R-12 to further a public purpose, and
whose R-12 designation continues to further the policies of the Tigard
Comprehensive Plan.

Despite historical changes in zoning to adjoining sites, staff does not find a
reason that R-12 adjacent to R-7 presents an inherent conflict or



compatibility issue. Both zones are within the Comprehensive Plan
Designation of Medium Density Residential, and there are many instances
of situations where the R-12 zone abuts R-7, R-4.5, and R-3.5 zoning
districts. The application narrative states the R-12 zone is “no longer
compatible with the surrounding community,” but provides no
explanation or evidence in the narrative regarding the nature of the
compatibility issues. The Tigard Comprehensive Plan provides guidance
on this issue by defining the term:

“Compatibility — The ability of adjacent and/or dissimilar land
uses to coexist without aesthetic, environmental, and/or
operational conflicts that would prevent persons to enjoy, occupy,
or use their properties without interference. A variety of remedies
to compatibility conflicts are normally provided in a jurisdiction’s
land use program; including limited land use designation, buffering,
screening, site and building design standards, transportation facility
design, etc.”

Controls regarding height and bulk of new structures are largely governed
by setback and height limits, which are substantially the same between the
two zones, and include no change in height or setbacks for single-family
housing (attached or detached), as demonstrated in the applicant’s revised
narrative (Page 27). Moreover, the Tigard Community Development
Code has required density transition standards since at least 1983 to
facilitate orderly transition between densities and housing types. This
includes the 30 foot setback from a less restrictive zone, included in the R-
12 and R-7 setback requirements, and TDC Chapter 18.720 (Design
Compatibility Standards) which applies to all attached and multi-family
style housing.

In the applicant’s final written argument of July 28, the applicant suggests
that under the R-12 zone, multi-family style housing is likely on the project
site, and that off-site impacts could occur as a result of parking lots in
proximity to the project site boundary. The Tigard Development Code
anticipates these issues and therefore contains site and building standards
set forth in chapters such as 18.360, 18.720, 18.725, 18.745 and 18.765.
Similar concerns regarding parking lot impacts could be raised about other
allowed land uses such as schools, medical centers, religious institutions,
and community recreation uses which are allowed uses in both the existing
and proposed zones.

As demonstrated in the evidence and analysis above, this criterion is not
met and the application cannot be conditioned to meet this standard.



Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.1.2: “The City’s land use regulations, related plans, and
implementing actions shall be consistent with and implement its Comprehensive Plan.”

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“The City Council can find based on substantial evidence that that zoning
map amendment is consistent with and will implement the plan”

As detailed in this memorandum and other documents in the record, the
revised proposal to rezone a portion of the project site is inconsistent with
the Comprehensive Plan. This policy is not met.

Plan Policy 2.1.5 “The City shall promote intense urban level development in Metro
designated Centers and Corridors, and employment and industrial areas.”

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“The site is located along the designated corridor of SW Hall Boulevard,
and is also surrounded by existing low density neighborhoods. This creates
a conflict between the Comprehensive Plan goals for urban development
along corridors and the goals for neighborhood compatibility. The
proposed combination of zoning districts retains the R-12 designation
along the Hall Boulevard frontage in alignment with the goals of higher
densities along designated corridors while placing R-7 where the property
abuts existing R-7 detached homes. This compromise balances the
competing goals.”

As discussed above in findings pertaining to 18.380.030.C.3 above, the
applicant has not established clear evidence of neighborhood
compatibility concerns based on the difference in zoning districts in
either the original or revised application. As a result, this policy does
not conflict with other Comprehensive Plan policies, and need not be
balanced with neighborhood compatibility concerns.

In both the original and revised application, the City is being asked to
take affirmative action in a Metro-designated corridor that (1) would
reduce the intensity of uses, and (2) would limit or preclude housing
types. Council can find the requested zoning map amendment to be
contrary to the letter and intent of this policy, and uphold the Planning
Commission denial based in part on this policy not being met.

Plan Policy 2.1.14 Applicants shall bear the burden of proof to demonstrate that land use
applications are consistent with applicable criteria and requirements of the
Development Code, the Comprehensive Plan, and when necessary, those of the state

and other agencies.

Applicant:

“This narrative outlines how the Heritage Crossing zone change and
subdivision applications are consistent or comply with the criteria and



Staff Response:

requirements of the Tigard Development Code and Comprehensive Plan,
as well as the Metro Functional Plan.”

As discussed in the Planning Commission’s Final Order and draft minutes
of the hearing, the Planning Commission found that based on the record
before them, the applicant had not met the burden of proof. Council can
find that based upon the revised project narrative, this memorandum and
other evidence in the record, that this policy is not met by the revised
application.

Policy 2.1.15.C: The new land use designation shall fulfill a proven community need
such as provision of needed commercial goods and services, employment, housing,
public and community services, etc. in the particular location, versus other appropriately
designated and developable properties;

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“There is an overall balance of attached and detached residential land use
designations through Tigard. This area of Tigard is well served by existing
R-12 development, particularly south of Highway 99W and SW McDonald
Street as well as Bonita and SW 72nd Avenue, and there is no specific
locational need for additional attached housing in this location.”

“It should be noted that long range plans for SW Hall Boulevard have
changed over time. It was one of several alignments considered in the
Southwest Corridor Plan refinement process. It was not part of the
recommended High Capacity design options from in the June 9, 2014
report from the Steering Committee. Today, SW Hall Boulevard has
infrequent bus service with a schedule that is greater than 30 minutes
between busses.”

As documented in the Planning Commission’s Final Order and draft
minutes, the Planning Commission found insufficient evidence of a need
for housing built to R-7 standards in this particular location, at the expense
of other allowed housing types, versus other similarly zoned and
developable properties across the city.

As documented in the Final Order regarding the history of the site, the
locational criteria used to apply the R-12 designation to this site in 1983,
remain applicable in 2015. These include the placement of land intensive
densities adjacent to transit corridors and arterials, proximity to services,
and the efficient use of relatively unconstrained land. None of these
locational criteria have changed, and there is no demonstrated need in the
revised application for the removal of presently allowed housing types in
this area or need for lower density housing in the area.



It should be noted that the long range plans for Hall Boulevard have not
changed over time. In 1983 when this zone was applied, Hall Boulevard
was an arterial and state highway, and one of the few streets to contain
regular transit service. The road’s status as an arterial and state highway
continues today, along with regular transit service available at a bus stop
Immediately adjacent to the site. Tri-Met has also announced plans to
increase the frequency of service for Bus Line 76 that serves this site, from
regular to frequent service in the near future, reinforcing the same
locational characteristics that make R-12 applicable.

As discussed above, the revised application does not meet this policy.

Policy 2.1.15.D: Demonstration that there is an inadequate amount of developable,
appropriately designated, land for the land uses that would be allowed by the new

designation;

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“The land inventory and zoning maps show that there is an adequate 20
year supply of R-7 and R-12 lands, however much of that land is
constrained in the near term within the River Terrace district. The land use
plan was recently adopted, but much of that property awaits urban
infrastructure before it will be ready to develop. The need for available
buildable residential land is well established, but it is also supported by the
2014 Tigard Buildable Land Inventory which shows a need for 621 acres
of R-7 land, but in 2014 there was only 563 acres available, leaving a
shortage of 65 acres (Exhibit M). River Terrace will solve this shortage
over time, but this zone change fills the immediate need for single family
detached homes.”

This policy requires the City to determine that there is an inadequate
amount of land for the desired land uses. When interpreting this policy,
Council should consider the fact that the applicant can already develop the
property with detached, single-family homes. No change in zoning is
required to achieve this outcome.

The Final Order found the applicant’s analysis to insufficiently address the
effect of the zone change on the availability of land for all needed housing
types, and speaks only to the need for R-7 lands, without addressing the
iImpact of removing housing types allowed under the existing R-12 zoning.
If approved, the zone change would restrict or prohibit the development
of attached single-family and multifamily housing units within the City.
These are a growing form of needed housing, as discussed below.



In 2013 the Council adopted a Housing Strategies report prepared by
Angelo Planning Group and Johnson & Reid. This report illustrated that
at that time the city had about twice as much buildable land in areas zoned
R-7 (72.1 net buildable acres) than in areas zoned R-12 (36.7 net buildable
acres). The report analyzed the city’s current and future housing needs,
which included the following conclusions which are relevant to the appeal:
» “In general, there is a need for some less expensive ownership
units and rental units.”
» “Single family attached units are projected to meet nearly 20% of
future housing need.”
» “Itis projected that in coming decades a greater share of housing
will be attached types, including attached single family.”
An action to increase minimum lot sizes and restrict attached units would
not be consistent with the needs outlined above. This policy is not met by
the original or revised application.

Policy 2.1.15.F: Land uses allowed in the proposed designation would be compatible, or
capable of being made compatible, with environmental conditions and surrounding land

USEs;

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“The key consideration for this proposed zone change is neighborhood
compatibility.”

“In order to balance the competing comprehensive Plan goals for
urbanization along designated corridors and the goals for neighborhoods
compatibility, the application proposes a combination of R-12 zoning
along the SW Hall Boulevard frontage and R-7 zoning where the property
abuts the existing low density single family detached neighborhoods. This
design strikes a balance between the competing goals and creates a livable,
diverse neighborhood.

As discussed in the Planning Commission’s Final Order and broader
record, the Tigard Comprehensive Plan and Development Code both
anticipate and address potential compatibility issues where differing zones
or housing types abut one another. Absent clearly identified compatibility
concerns that are not capable of being mitigated by existing compatibility
requirements in the development code, there is no conflict that reduces the
applicability or relevance of other applicable Comprehensive Plan policies.

As discussed in the Planning Commission’s Final Order and previously in
this memorandum, the Comprehensive Plan defines the term compatibility
as follows:



“Compatibility — The ability of adjacent and/or dissimilar land
uses to coexist without aesthetic, environmental, and/or
operational conflicts that would prevent persons to enjoy, occupy,
or use their properties without interference. A variety of remedies
to compatibility conflicts are normally provided in a jurisdiction’s
land use program; including limited land use designation, buffering,
screening, site and building design standards, transportation facility
design, etc.”

Both the existing and proposed zones are intended to accommodate
medium density residential land uses. Both base zone standards and
Chapters 18.720 (Design Compatibility Standards) and 18.745
(Landscaping and Screening) exist to ensure transitions between densities
are harmonious and compatible. In addition, the code allows for lot size
averaging which would allow the applicant to develop larger lots around
the edge of the project site, further easing the transition.

The applicant also asserts that it is impossible to develop single-family
detached homes on the site. Staff disagrees as the site is flat,
unconstrained, and other developers have conformed to the R-12 standard
elsewhere in the City without the need for Planned Development Review
or variances. The most recent example being the Solera | (SUB2005-
00023) and Solera Il (SUB2011-00001) subdivisions on Greenburg Road,
where detached single-family homes were built on lots 25 feet wide, and
averaging 3,063 and 3,193 square feet in size respectively. These
dimensions were inclusive of a 30-foot rear yard setback, required because
the project abuts an R-4.5 zone to the east, which provides both buffering
and outdoor amenities to the residents.

In the applicant’s final written argument of July 28, the applicant suggests
that under the R-12 zone, multi-family housing is likely on the project site,
and that off-site impacts could occur as a result of parking lots in
proximity to the project site boundary. The Tigard Development Code
anticipates these issues and therefore contains site and building standards
set forth in chapters such as 18.360, 18.720, 18.725, 18.745 and 18.765.
Similar concerns regarding parking lot impacts could be raised about other
allowed land uses such as schools, medical centers, religious institutions,
and community recreation uses which are all allowed uses in both the
existing and proposed zones.

As demonstrated above, the applicant has not demonstrated a
compatibility issue exists in the current situation which would make the
new land uses significantly more compatible.



Policy 6.1.3: The City shall promote land use patterns which reduce dependency on the
automobile, are compatible with existing neighborhoods, and increase opportunities for
walking, biking, and/or public transit.

Applicant;

Staff Response:

“No evidence in the record demonstrates that more people will drive from
the R-7 zoning district, or that fewer people will walk, bike, or use public
transit from the R-7 zoning district... The zoning of the site will not affect
the use of automobiles, or biking, walking and transit use.”

The policy speaks to “increased opportunities” for walking, biking, and
public transit. Few sites in town have this level of proximity to such a
diversity of services. To reduce the number of people living within
proximity to these services would decrease opportunities for walking
and/or public transit.

As documented in the Planning Commission’s Final Order and record,
there are three schools within 0.3 miles of the site, and the City’s largest
park just beyond the high school. There is also a neighborhood
commercial center approximately 0.15 miles from the project site,
containing retail and restaurants. Continuous sidewalks connect the
project site to all of these facilities.

The site is also adjacent to a transit stop for the Tri-Met 76 bus line, soon
to be upgraded to frequent service (15 minute headways) as part of the
Southwest Service Enhancement Plan. As documented in the record, this
line serves a number of significant employment and town centers, and
transportation hubs.

As a result, the Planning Commission found this policy to not be met by
the original application, and the revised application does not provide new
evidence that would change this finding.

Policy 10.1.1: The City shall adopt and maintain land use policies, codes, and standards
that provide opportunities to develop a variety of housing types that meet the needs,
preferences, and financial capabilities of Tigard’s present and future residents.

Applicant;

“Comparing the overall minimum density of the site with R-12
development with the proposed street network and detached housing
versus the proposed application, there is a reduction of twelve dwelling
units. This is a minimal impact to overall housing capacity in Tigard.
Although it is a permitted use, it is not realistic to assume that this site
would accommodate multifamily development. It is not compatible and
would face enormous public opposition.”



Staff Response:

The revised proposal does not support this policy to maintain land use
standards that provide opportunities to develop a variety of housing types
that meet the needs, preferences, and financial capabilities of Tigard’s
present and future residents because applying the R-7 zone reduces the
variety of housing types available to Tigard residents from that currently
allowed. The revised project narrative speaks to general housing numbers,
but the applicant has not provided evidence that the larger lot sizes and
reduction in the variety of housing types that would result from the zone
change meets the needs, preferences, and financial capabilities of Tigard’s
present and future residents to a greater degree than that allowed in the
existing R-12 zone.

Attached single-family residential or detached single-family residential on
small lots are an important component of the city’s strategy to provide for
a range of housing types and for providing a more affordable housing type.
This is not low-income housing but a level of affordability for first time
home buyers, singles, retirees, and other groups that are having a difficult
time finding affordable single-family residential options in Tigard’s
neighborhoods.

The Housing Strategies Report indicates that “in general, there is a need
for some less expensive ownership units and rental units.” This is
precisely the type of housing that is possible in R-12 but not R-7.

In addition, whether or not a needed housing type faces public opposition
Is not an approval criterion or relevant criterion for zoning map
amendment, and risks noncompliance with fair housing requirements if
based solely on a neighborhood’s dislike of a particular housing type.

This policy is not met.

Policy 10.1.5: The city shall provide for high and medium density housing in the areas
such as town centers (Downtown), regional centers (Washington Square), and along
transit corridors where employment opportunities, commercial services, transit, and
other public services necessary to support higher population densities are either present
or planned for in the future

Applicant:

“SW Hall Boulevard is a Metro designated Corridor. This vicinity carries a
Medium Density Residential comprehensive plan designation; the zone
change from R-12 to a combination of R-12 and R-7 will not change the
plan designation. Preserving the R-12 designation along SW Hall
Boulevard while allowing the remainder of the site to change to R-7 will
provide a balance of the competing Comprehensive Plan policies of
corridor urbanization and neighborhood compatibility. The proposed zone



Staff Response:

change will retain the Medium Density Residential Comprehensive Plan
designation.”

As previously discussed, the evidence in the record does not support a
finding that there are competing policies to balance this policy against, as
issues of compatibility are not supported by evidence in the record.

As demonstrated in the record, the Tri-Met 76-line connects this property
to a north-south corridor of destinations including the Beaverton Transit
Center, Downtown Beaverton, the Washington Square Transit Center, the
Hall/Nimbus station, the Tigard Transit Center, Bridgeport Village, and
Legacy Meridian Park Hospital (Attachment “C”). These stops form a
corridor of employment opportunities, commercial services, transit
connections, and other public services necessary to support higher
population densities along this and other transit lines.

As contained in their Final Order, the Planning Commission found that
while both the existing and proposed zoning are intended to provide for
medium-density housing, the lowering of densities on this site would
diminish conformance with this policy rather than enhance it. This policy
is not met by the revised proposal.

Policy 10.2.5: The City shall encourage housing that supports sustainable development
patterns by promoting the efficient use of land, conservation of natural resources, easy
access to public transit and other efficient modes of transportation, easy access to
services and parks, resource efficient design and construction, and the use of renewable

energy resources.

Applicant:

Staff Response:

“The proposed combination zone change with R-12 along SW Hall
Boulevard and R-7 where the property abuts established low density
residential neighborhoods to the north, west, and south provides a balance
between the competing Plan policies for neighborhood compatibility and
urbanization along designated corridors.”

As previously discussed, the evidence in the record does not support a
finding that there are competing policies to balance this policy against, as
issues of compatibility are not supported by evidence in the record.

As determined in the Planning Commission’s Final Order, the proposal to
reduce dwelling unit density on this site is inconsistent with this policy in
that it would result in a less efficient use of residentially designated land,
would reduce the net benefit provided by the fill of mapped wetlands on
the property, and would reduce the number of potential households along



a transit corridor. Therefore, this policy is not met by the proposed
application.

Policy 10.2.7: The City shall ensure that residential densities are appropriately related to
locational characteristics and site conditions such as the presence of natural hazards
and natural resources, availability of public facilities and services, and existing land use

patterns.

Applicant:

Staff Response:

“The proposed combination zone change with R-12 along SW Hall
Boulevard and R-7 where the property abuts established low density
residential neighborhoods to the north, west, and south provides a balance
between the competing Plan policies for neighborhood compatibility and
urbanization along designated corridors.”

As previously discussed, the evidence in the record does not support a
finding that there are competing policies to balance this policy against, as
issues of compatibility are not supported by evidence in the record.

As determined in the Planning Commission’s Final Order, the R-12
designation was assigned to this property in 1983 due to its proximity to an
arterial, a Tri-Met bus line, and to schools and neighborhood commercial.
The property is flat with limited natural resources and no known natural
hazards, and is relatively unconstrained compared to other sites within the
City which may contain steep slopes, riparian resources, floodplain
hazards, and other limitations. All of these factors are present today and
remain relevant to the decision. Reducing density would not make full use
of the locational opportunities listed above. Therefore, this policy is not
met by either the original or proposed application.

Policy 10.2.8: The City shall require measures to mitigate the adverse impacts from
differing, or more intense, land uses on residential living environments, such as:

A. orderly transitions from one residential density to another;

B. protection of existing vegetation, natural resources and provision of open space areas;

and

C. installation of landscaping and effective buffering and screening.

Applicant;

“The proposed combination zone change with R-12 along SW Hall
Boulevard and R-7 where the property abuts established low density
residential neighborhoods to the north, west, and south provides a balance
between the competing Plan policies for neighborhood compatibility and
urbanization along designated corridors.”



Staff Response: As previously discussed, the evidence in the record does not support a
finding that there are competing policies to balance this policy against, as
issues of compatibility are not supported by evidence in the record.

As previously discussed, the Tigard Community Development Code has
standards to account for changes in density and housing types when they
abut one another. The applicant has provided no evidence that
development consistent with R-12 standards will provide for orderly
transitions with adjacent development, and that existing compatibility
standards required in Title 18 are inadequate. The proposed change in
zoning is not supported by this policy.

Policy 10.2.9: The City shall require infill development to be designed to address
compatibility with existing neighborhoods.

Applicant; “The proposed combination zone change with R-12 along SW Hall
Boulevard and R-7 where the property abuts established low density
residential neighborhoods to the north, west, and south provides a balance
between the competing Plan policies for neighborhood compatibility and
urbanization along designated corridors.”

Staff Response: As previously discussed, the evidence in the record does not support a
finding that there are competing policies to balance this policy against, as
issues of compatibility are not supported by evidence in the record.

This Plan policy is a broadly defined directive that infill development be
designed to reduce or avoid conflicts with adjoining land uses. The vehicle
of compliance is not specified, nor has the applicant established clear
compatibility issues present under existing zoning, which would justify the
zone change under this policy. As a result, the Final Order found that the
proposed change in zoning is not supported by this policy. The proposed
revisions to the zone boundaries remain nonconforming with this policy.

Policy 12.1.3. The City shall maintain and enhance transportation functionality by
emphasizing multi-modal travel options for all types of land uses.

Policy 12.1.4. The City shall promote land uses and transportation investments that
promote balanced transportation options.

Policy 12.1.6. The City shall support land use patterns that reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and preserve the function of the transportation system.

Applicant: “As shown in the Transportation Analysis in Exhibit Q, the proposed
zone change [proposes] a decrease in density, therefore the impacts to the
transportation system will be reduced as well. This meets the



Transportation Planning Rule and the transportation policies adopted by
Tigard.”

Staff Response: These policies were addressed by the applicant through a single,
consolidated finding, in an identical manner as the project narrative
submitted with the application (Project Narrative, Pages 76-77). As
discussed in the Final Order of the Planning Commission, the lowering of
density, the restriction and removal permitted housing types, and the
reduction of potential transportation system users adjacent to a state
highway, city arterial, bike route, and Tri-Met bus line is contrary to these
policies. The revised application would still remove or discourage
presently allowed housing types next to a diversity of transportation
modes. The revised application also reduces potential ridership levels that
could support enhanced services, and does promote land use patterns that
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. These policies are not met by the revised
application.

Policy 12.3.1: The City shall continue to support the existing commuter rail and bus
service in Tigard and will seek opportunities for increased service frequency and
passenger convenience.

Applicant: “The City Council must find that Plan Policy 12.3.1 is inapplicable because
it is a direction to the City to support existing commuter rail. No
substantial evidence supports the Planning Commission’s findings that the
R-7 zoning district will be less supportive of the City’s transportation
system and existing commuter rail...”

Staff Response: The policy is applicable as it calls for the City to “support the existing
commuter rail and bus service in Tigard”. The Planning Commission’s
Final Order found the proposed zone change as having the effect of
diminishing the number of potential riders near an existing bus stop,
reducing both the number of potential riders that can support enhanced
service, and reducing potential passenger convenience by reducing the
number of dwellings near a bus stop. This policy is not met by the revised
proposal as potential ridership is still diminished.

Metro Functional Plan

Title 1: Housing Capacity

3.07.120.E: A city or county may reduce the minimum zoned capacity of a single lot or
parcel so long as the reduction has a negligible effect on the city’s or county’s overall
minimum zoned residential capacity.

Applicant: “Comparing the overall minimum density of the site with R-12
development with the proposed street network and detached housing



versus the proposed application, there is a reduction of twelve dwelling
units. This is a minimal impact to overall housing capacity in Tigard.”

“Although it is a permitted use, it is not realistic to assume that this site
would accommodate multifamily development. It is not compatible and
would face enormous public opposition.”

Staff Response: As acknowledged by the applicant in their May 14 letter to the Planning
Commission, the terms “negligible” and “residential capacity” are
undefined in the Metro Functional Plan, Tigard Comprehensive Plan, or
Tigard Development Code. Council has discretion on how to apply these
terms.

The applicant’s analysis did not provide an assessment on the loss or
restriction of housing types allowed under the current code, focusing only
on the reduction of housing units generally. This represents a potential
loss of capacity for people wanting or needing to live on smaller lots, or in
multi-family or attached housing. As discussed in the Planning
Commission’s Final Order and elsewhere in the record, the change in
zoning is likely to have a more than negligible impact to housing diversity
within the city by reducing the range of allowed housing types on this site
and the city generally, as identified in the most recent housing needs
analysis.

As discussed previously in this memorandum and the Planning
Commission’s Final Order, the Tigard Development Code addresses
potential compatibility issues through existing site and building design
standards where differing housing types abut one another.

In addition, whether or not a needed housing type faces public opposition
is not an approval criterion or relevant criterion for zoning map
amendment, and risks noncompliance with Federal fair housing
requirements if based solely on a neighborhood’s dislike of a particular
housing type.

This requirement is not met by the original or revised proposal.

Subdivision (SUB2015-00001) and Adjustment to Street Standards (VAR2015-00001)

While this memorandum discusses the application in the singular, it is actually a joint request for
three separate land use approvals (zoning map amendment, subdivision, and an adjustment to
street standards). The Planning Commission focused its deliberations on the zoning map
amendment, and did not deliberate on the subdivision and adjustment application, because it is
the underlying zoning that determines the dimensional requirements of the subdivision.



Because the proposed zoning map amendment was not approved by the Planning Commission,
the other two applications were also denied for noncompliance with the underlying zone. The
revised application contains similar dependencies, and a denial of the requested zoning map
amendment would also necessitate the denial of the associated subdivision and adjustment.
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VIA EMAIL

Mr. John Floyd, Associate Planner
City of Tigard Planning Department
13125 SW Hall Blvd.

Tigard, OR 97223

Re:  Application by Venture Properties for Approval of Heritage Crossing Zoning Map
Amendment and Subdivision; City of Tigard File Nos. ZON2015-0002,
SUB2015-0001 and VAR2015-0001; Applicant’s Submittal for Reopened Public
Hearing on October 20, 2015

Dear Mr. Floyd:

This office represents the Applicant, Venture Properties, Inc. (the “Applicant™). Attached to this
letter is the Applicant’s additional argument and evidence submitted for the reopened public
hearing. The Applicant may submit additional argument and evidence prior to and at the
reopened public hearing.

Attached to this letter is a revised zoning map showing retention of the part of the present R-12
zoning district adjacent to SW Hall Boulevard and a revised subdivision map showing proposed
lots in the retained R-12 zoning district and the proposed R-7 zoning district. The Applicant
proposes to create 35 lots in the R-7 zoning district and 27 lots in the retained R-12 zoning
district for a total of 62 lots.

The Tigard City Council determined at its public meeting on September 8, 2015 to reopen the
public hearing and the record for the above-referenced applications. The purpose of the
reopened hearing and record is to allow the City Council and the public to consider changes to
the proposed zoning map amendment and land division application in order to determine if a
compromise can be reached. The primary objections by the Tigard Planning Commission and
Planning Department to the zoning map application are disagreement about the impact of the
zoning map amendment on the City’s “minimum zoned capacity” and preservation of a variety
of housing types.

The City relied upon Plan Policy 10.1.1 to conclude that the zoning map amendment reduced the
variety of housing types in the city but, as the Applicant explained in its final written argument,
this Plan policy is direction to implement through the TCDC certain land use regulations and not

a policy mandating a variety of housing types.

116543-0002/127931587.1

Perkins Coie LLP
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Additionally, the City Council can find that Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan,
Title 1, “Housing Capacity”, Section 3.07.120.E is satisfied because neither the current zoning
map amendment nor the “compromise” zoning map amendment reduces the City’s minimum
zone capacity beyond a “negligible effect”, based on the City’s acknowledged Plan finding that
the City has a minimum zoned capacity of 6,308 dwelling units through 2017. (Plan at page 10-
2).

The compromise zoning map amendment responds to the surrounding property owners’ concern
about compatibility of the new lots with their lots and the City’s concern for not removing all of
the R-12 zoning on this site. Consequently, it represents a compromise whereby some of the
present R-12 zone adjacent to SW Hall Boulevard is maintained, while the portion of the R-12
zone adjacent to the surrounding single-family lots is changed to the R-7 zone.

The City Council has the authority pursuant to TCDC 18.39.050.E.3 to issue a final order “which
either approves, denies, or approves the permit or action with conditions”. The City Council can
approve the zoning map amendment with a condition of approval, which, in this case, would
require that some of the R-12 zone be retained and the remainder of the R-12 zone be changed to
the R-7 zone. If the City Council agrees with the compromise zoning map amendment, it can
also concurrently consider the revised land division application. While the Applicant is willing
to withdraw the current land division application and resubmit through a Type II process, it
would be more efficient to condition the current subdivision application on a revised land
division map conforming to the compromise zoning map amendment. The Planning
Commission did not deny the land division application because of failure to meet the approval
criteria but denied the land division application because of its denial of the zoning map
amendment.

Venture Properties appreciates the City Council’s reopening of the record and the opportunity to
determine whether a compromise zoning map amendment is possible. We look forward to
meeting with the City Council on October 20, 2015.

Very truly yours,

) Y A /) A
WO € fol
Michael C. Robinson

MCR:rsp

cc: Mr. Kenny Asher (via email) (w/encls.)
Mr. Tom McGuire (via email) (w/encls.)
Ms. Shelby Rihala (via email) (w/encls.)
Ms. Kelly Ritz (via email) (w/encls.)
Ms. Mimi Doukas (via email) (w/encls.)
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HERITAGE CROSSING SUBDIVISION | &

CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH = DELTA | CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
T 10+00.00 38.28 S00°05'35°E
Ct 10+38.28 | 100.00° | 23.32° | 1321'41" | 23.27 S06'46'25.43'F
T 10461.60 141.72 S132716"E
c2 12403.33 | 100.00° | 23.22° | 1348'12" | 2317 S06°48'09.93F
13 12+26.55 207.67 S00°09°04°E
SW SCHMIDT LOOP
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH = DELTA | CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
T4 10+00.00 186.44’ N89'50'56"E
c3 11486.44 | 70.00° | 109.96' | 90°00°00" | 98.99 S45'09°04.00°E
15 12+96.39 170.00 S00'09'04°E
c4 14+66.39  70.00' | 109.96' 90°00°00” | 98.99 S44'50'56.00"W
6 15+76.35 325.00 $89'50'56”W
c5 19401.35 | 70.00° | 109.96' | 90°00°00" | 98.99 N4509°04.00"W
17 20+11.30 170.00' NO0'09'04”W
C6 21481.30 | 70.00° | 109.96' | 90°00°00" | 98.99 N44'50'56.00"E
18 22+91.26 138,56’ N8950'56”E
SW ASHFORD STREET
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH | DELTA | CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
19 10+00.00 118.58 N8954'25"E
SW ASHFORD LANE
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION ' RADIUS | LENGTH | DELTA | CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
T0 1400.00 168.24’ N89'39'48”E
CURVE TABLE CURVE TABLE
CURVE | RADIUS = DELTA | LENGTH CHORD CURVE | RADIUS | DELTA | LENGTH CHORD
C7 | 12500 121329" | 26.67 | S612'20°E 26.62 C27 | 4500 | 9000°00" = 70.69° | NA4509'04"W 63.64’
C8 | 2500 | 10173715" | 44.34 | S3829°23"W 38.75' C28 | 14.00° | 9000°00" | 21.99° | S44'50'56"W 19.80’
C9 | 66.00° | 1546'36" 1817 | SBI'S738"W 18.12' C29 | 77.00 | 143523 | 1961 | S61212°E 19.55
C10 | 66.000 | 215005 @ 2515 @ S6309'18"W 25.00’ C30 | 20.00°  1031812" | 36.08° | S3811'50°W 31.37
Cl1 | 66.000 | 2216’57 | 25.67 | SA105'46"W 25.51" C31  123.00°  95318" | 21.23  S830°37°F 21.20°
C12 | 66.00° | 2150°05" | 25.15 | S19°02'15"W 25.00' €32 | 123000 95318" = 21.23 | S830'37°F 21.20°
C13 | 20000 | 900329" | 3144 | S44'52'40"W 28.30 C33 | 14.00° | 9000°00" = 21.99° | S45'09°04E 19.80
Cl4 | 2000 | B8956'31" | 31.40° | S4507°20°F 28.27 C34 | 4500  833714"  65.68 | N48'0219”F 60.00°
C15 | 66.00° & 85100" | 1019 | S4'34'34°E 10.18 C35 | 4500  62246" @ 501" | N30219°E 5.01"
C16 | 66.000 @ 2150005" | 2515 | S19%55°06"E 25.00° C36 | 4500 @ 62249" | 500 | N320'25°W 5.0
C17 | 66.00° | 215116” | 2517 | SA'4547°E 25.02' C37 | 4500 | 833711" | 65.67 | N4820'29"W 60.00
C18 | 66.00° | 215005" & 2515 | S63736°28"F 25.00 C38 | 20.00°  8905'35"  31.10° | N4510'42"E 28.06'
C19 | 66.000 | 153733 | 18.00° | S82720'17E 17.94’ C39 | 14.00° = 90'11'14” | 22.04 | S45'14'41°F 19.83
C20 | 66.000 | 252213" | 29.22° | N77'09'50°F 28.99' C40 | 66.00° 42657 | 512 | N2'22'32°W 5.2
C21 | 66.00 | 543115 | 62.80° | N371305°E 60.46 CH | 66.00°  27'4000" | 31.87 | N1826'01"W 31.56
C22 | 66.00° | 1006'32" 11.64° | N45412°E 11.63 C42 | 66.00°  1042'09" | 12.33 | N37'37°05"W 12.31’
€23 1400 | 8948'46" | 21.95 | N44'4519"F 19.77 C43 | 66.00°  4620'39" | 53.38 | N660829"W 51.94'
C24 | 20000  905813" | 3175 | S44'51147E 28.52' C44 | 66.00°  05015"  0.96 | N8I4I56"W 0.96"
€25 | 20.00 | 76°41'48" | 26.77 | S51'4810°F 24.82 C45 | 26.00°  76'41°48" | 34.80° | S51'4810°F 32.26
C26  45.00° | 9000000" | 70.69' | N44'50'56°F 63.64' C46 | 141.00 | 1321°41" | 32.88°  S6'46'25'F 32.81
DENSITY CALCULATIONS
R—7 ZONE
GROSS SITE AREA: 263,667 SF (6.05 AC)
PUBLIC R.0.W. DEDICATION: 66,855 SF (1.53 AC)
NET DEVELOPABLE AREA: 196,812 SF (4.52 AC)
TRACT 'A’ AREA: 19,911 SF (0.43 AC)
MINIMUM LOT AREA: 4,000 SF
MINIMUM AVERAGE LOT AREA: 5,000 SF
MAXIMUM LOT DENSITY: (196,812/5,000) = 39.36 = 39 LOTS
MINIMUM LOT DENSITY: 39 LOTS(80%) = 31.2 = 31 LOTS
PROPOSED LOT DENSITY: 35 LOTS
PROPOSED AVERAGE LOT AREA: (176,901 SF/35 LOTS) = 5,054 SF
PROPOSED MINIMUM LOT AREA: 4,200 SF
SCALE 1” = 40 FEET R-12 ZONE
GROSS SITE AREA: 132,856 SF (3.05 AC)
! PUBLIC R.0.W. DEDICATION: 46,717 SF (1.07 AC)

| 1. TRACT A SHALL BE CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF TIGARD.

NET DEVELOPABLE AREA:

AVERAGE LOT AREA:
MAXIMUM LOT DENSITY:
MINIMUM LOT DENSITY:

PROPOSED LOT DENSITY:

PROPOSED AVERAGE LOT AREA:
PROPOSED MINIMUM LOT AREA:

86,139 SF (2.00 AC)

3,050 SF

(86,139/3,050) = 28.24 = 28 LOTS
28 LOTS(80%) = 22.4 = 22 LOTS

27 LOTS

(86,139 SF/27 LOTS) = 3,190 SF

2,616 SF
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ROOT PROTECTION ZONE NOTES: SEE SUPPLEMENTAL ARBORIST
ENCROACHMENT INTO THE ROOT PROTECTION ZONE MAY BE ALLOWED WITH PROJECT ARBORIST REPORT FOR MORE INFORMATION
APPROVAL AS DESCRIBED IN THE FOLLOWING NOTES:
1. EXCAVATION IN THE TOP 24" OF THE SOIL IN THE CRITICAL ROOT ZONE AREA SHOULD BEGIN l, BRUCE R. BALDWIN, ATTEST THAT THIS
AT THE EXCAVATION LINE THAT IS CLOSEST TO THE TREE. TREE PRESERVATION AND REMOVAL PLAN
2. THE EXCAVATION SHOULD BE DONE BY HAND/SHOVEL OR WITH A BACKHOE AND A MAN WITH MEETS ALL OF THE REQUIREMENTS IN
A SHOVEL, PRUNING SHEARS, AND A PRUNING SAW. SECTION 10, PART 1, OF THE CITY OF
. IF DONE BY HAND, ALL ROOTS 1" OR LARGER SHOULD BY PRUNED AT THE EXCAVATION LINE. TIGARD URBAN FORESTRY MANUAL. )
4. IF DONE WITH A BACKHOE (MOST LIKELY SCENARIO), THEN THE OPERATOR SHALL START THE SCALE 1° = 40 FEET
CUT AT THE EXCAVATION LINE AND CAREFULLY "FEEL” FOR ROOTS/RESISTANCE. WHEN THERE A Al
IS RESISTANCE, THE MAN WITH THE SHOVEL HAND DIGS AROUND THE ROOTS AND PRUNES THE BRUCE R. BALDWIN
BRUCE BALDWIN, CERTIFIED ARBORIST  cernricaie NuMBER:  PN—s666A 40 0 16 24 32 40

ROOTS LARGER THAN 1" DIAMETER.

PN-6666A

EXPIRATION DATE:  12/31/17

TAX LOT
3900

TAX MAP
25 112CB

TREE PROTECTION NOTES:

NO CHANGES SHALL BE MADE TO ANY ASPECT OF THE APPROVED URBAN FORESTRY PLAN WITHOUT WRITTEN CONSENT FROM THE
PROJECT ARBORIST AND CITY ARBORIST.

TREE PROTECTION SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY GROUND DISTURBANCE WORK.

NO PERSON MAY CONDUCT ANY ACTIVITY WITHIN THE PROTECTED AREA OF ANY TREE DESIGNATED TO REMAIN, INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, PARKING EQUIPMENT, PLACING SOLVENTS, STORING BUILDING MATERIAL AND SOIL DEPOSITS, DUMPING CONCRETE
WASHOUT AND LOCATING BURN HOLES.

ATTACHMENTS TO TREES DURING CONSTRUCTION — NO PERSON SHALL ATTACH ANY OBJECT TO ANY TREE DESIGNATED FOR

PRESERVATION.

PRIOR TO ANY GROUND DISTURBANCE, THE CONTRACTOR:

1. SHALL ERECT AND MAINTAIN READILY VISIBLE TREE PROTECTION FENCING ALONG THE OUTER EDGE AND COMPLETELY
SURROUNDING THE PROTECTED AREA OF ALL PROTECTED TREES OR GROUPS OF TREES AS SHOWN.

2. MAY BE REQUIRED TO COVER WITH MULCH TO A DEPTH OF AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES, OR WITH PLYWOOD OR SIMILAR MATERIAL,
OVER THE ROOT ZONE OF A TREE IN ORDER TO PROTECT ROOTS FROM DAMAGE CAUSED BY HEAVY EQUIPMENT.

3. SHALL PROHIBIT EXCAVATION OR COMPACTING OF EARTH OR OTHER POTENTIALLY DAMAGING ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE TREE
PROTECTION ZONE.

4. MAY BE REQUIRED TO MINIMIZE ROOT DAMAGE BY EXCAVATION OF A TWO (2) FEET DEEP TRENCH, AT THE EDGE OF THE TREE
PROTECTION ZONE, TO CLEANLY SEVER THE ROOTS OF TREES TO BE RETAINED.

5. MAY BE REQUIRED TO HAVE CORRECTIVE PRUNING PERFORMED ON PRESERVED TREES IN ORDER TO AVOID DAMAGE FROM
MACHINERY OR BUILDING ACTIVITY, AND MAY BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN TREES THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION PERIOD BY
WATERING AND FERTILIZING.

6. SHALL MAINTAIN THE TREE PROTECTION FENCING IN PLACE UNTIL THE PROJECT ARBORIST AND CITY ARBORIST AUTHORIZES

THEIR REMOVAL.

7. SHALL ENSURE THAT ANY LANDSCAPING DONE IN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE SUBSEQUENT TO THE REMOVAL OF THE
BARRIERS SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED WITH LIGHT MACHINERY OR HAND LABOR. USE PLANT MATERIALS WITH COMPATIBLE WATER
REQUIREMENTS TO TREE TO BE PRESERVED AND DIRECT SPRAY IRRIGATION AWAY FROM TRUNKS.

THE GRADE SHALL NOT BE ELEVATED OR REDUCED WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE WITHOUT THE PROJECT ARBORIST'S
AUTHORIZATION. THE PROJECT ARBORIST MAY ALLOW COVERAGE OF UP TO ONE HALF OF THE AREA OF THE TREE'S ROOT ZONE WITH
LIGHT SOILS (NO CLAY) TO THE MINIMUM DEPTH NECESSARY TO CARRY OUT GRADING OR LANDSCAPING PLANS, IF IT WILL NOT
IMPERIL THE SURVIVAL OF THE TREE. AERATION DEVICES MAY BE REQUIRED TO ENSURE THE TREE'S SURVIVAL.

IF THE GRADE ADJACENT TO A PRESERVED TREE IS RAISED SUCH THAT IT COULD SLOUGH OR ERODE INTO THE TREE PROTECTION
ZONE, IT SHALL BE PERMANENTLY STABILIZED TO PREVENT SUFFOCATION OF THE ROOTS.

AN IMPERVIOUS SURFACE SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE OF ANY TREE TO BE PRESERVED WITHOUT
THE AUTHORIZATION OF THE PROJECT ARBORIST. THE PROJECT ARBORIST MAY REQUIRE SPECIFIC CONSTRUCTION METHODS AND/OR
USE OF AERATION DEVICES TO ENSURE THE TREE'S SURVIVAL AND TO MINIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR ROOT INDUCED DAMAGE TO THE

IMPERVIOUS SURFACE.

TO THE GREATEST EXTENT PRACTICAL, UTILITY TRENCHES SHALL BE LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE OF TREES TO
BE PRESERVED. THE PROJECT ARBORIST MAY REQUIRE THAT UTILITIES BE TUNNELED UNDER THE ROOTS OF TREES TO BE PRESERVED
IF THE PROJECT ARBORIST DETERMINES THAT TRENCHING WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE CHANCES OF THE TREES SURVIVAL.

DIRECTIONAL FELLING OF TREES SHALL BE USED TO AVOID DAMAGE TO TREES DESIGNATED FOR PRESERVATION.

THE PROJECT ARBORIST MAY REQUIRE ADDITIONAL TREE PRESERVATION MEASURES WHICH ARE CONSISTENT WITH TREE CARE

|
|
|
' TAX LOT
‘ | TAZ;(B?AOAP INDUSTRY STANDARDS.
S ‘4‘ | 2S5 1 12CB L. STUMPS SHALL BE GROUND AS NECESSARY SO AS NOT TO CAUSE DAMAGE TO THE ROOT ZONES OF ADJACENT TREES TO BE
& PRESERVED ON THE SUBJECT PARCEL OR ABUTTING PARCELS. STUMPS NEAR PROPERTY LINES SHALL ALSO BE GROUND AS
‘ ’ NECESSARY SO AS NOT TO CAUSE DISTURBACE TO ADJACENT PARCELS.
,’ F PRESERVE PRESERVE
TREE NUMBER SPECIES DBH (IN.) | /REMOVE| | TREE NUMBER SPECIES DBH (IN.) | /REMOVE
l OFFSITE ONSITE
‘ | 10101 CRABAPPLE 10 PRESERVE 10495 OREGON WHITE OAK 59 REMOVE
' | ax LOT 10102 CRABAPPLE 9 PRESERVE 10639 SWEET CHERRY 6 PRESERVE
1400 10146 CRABAPPLE 9 PRESERVE 10946 SILKTREE 9 REMOVE
| TAX MAP 10189 CRABAPPLE 8 PRESERVE 10952 SILKTREE 17 REMOVE
2S 1 12CB 10475 QUAKING ASPEN 13 PRESERVE 11078 APPLE 16 REMOVE
' 10486 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 24 PRESERVE 11079 NORTHEN CATALPA | 10,1517 | REMOVE
§ i | 10487 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 16 PRESERVE 11080 APPLE 7,10,12 | REMOVE
oo | 10488 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 18 PRESERVE 11082 EUROPEAN WHITEBIRCH| 19 REMOVE
I 10489 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 20 PRESERVE 11087 APPLE 13 REMOVE
! 10490 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 13 PRESERVE 11096 WALNUT 17,17 | REMOVE
I 10491 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 13 PRESERVE 11135 SILKTREE 10,13 | REMOVE
10492 CALIFORNIA BLACK OAK 13 PRESERVE
: TAX LOT 10505 HAWTHORN 15 PRESERVE
T 10000 10635 PONDEROSA PINE 20 PRESERVE
TAX MAP 10636 DOUGLAS-FIR 20 | PRESERVE
‘ 25 1 12CC 10637 SWEET CHERRY 14 PRESERVE
' | 10680 EUROPEAN WHITE BIRCH| 21 PRESERVE
TRACT 'A’ | 10681 RED MAPLE 12 PRESERVE
STORMWATER FACIEHTY o ' 10682 RED MAPLE 12 PRESERVE
™ = + 10683 LODGEPOLE PINE 7 PRESERVE
™~ 10684 RED MAPLE 16 PRESERVE
| 10685 QUAKING ASPEN 15 PRESERVE
' N 10686 PAPER BIRCH 6 PRESERVE
- | - — 10687 RED MAPLE 14 PRESERVE
ffffff 1 - 10688 RED MAPLE 14 PRESERVE
/ ’ Jr 10732 WESTERN REDCEDAR 12 PRESERVE
/ | . e 10733 WESTERN REDCEDAR 14 PRESERVE
| 10908 DEODAR CEDAR 15 PRESERVE
TAX LOT / o I 10942 LODGEPOLE PINE 13 PRESERVE
1600 / Tﬁ\éégT \ - | 11046 PEAR 10 | PRESERVE LEGEND
2TSA>§ h1A1ADPD / TAX. MAP | \ H I 11047 PEAR 9 PRESERVE
/ 25 11100 B S - 11048 PEAR 11 | PRESERVE EXISTING GROUND CONTOUR (1 FT)
o A T 11049 PEAR 10 PRESERVE
/ > N ' 11071 PEAR 11 | PRESERVE EXISTING GROUND CONTOUR (5 FT) — 19— —
; ) / // | | \ ” FINISHED GRADE CONTOUR (1 FT)
METAL TREE PROTECTION FENCE FINISHED GRADE CONTOUR (5 FT) 190

TREE PRESERVATION/REMOVAL PLAN BY BRUCE BALDWIN ARBORIST, CERTIFIED
ARBORIST #PN-6666A, WITH AKS ENGINEERING & FORESTRY.

ANCHOR POSTS SHOULD BE
MINIMUM 2" STEEL U CHANNEL
QR 2 1/2” DIA. TUBING OR ~—_

8" 0.C. MAX

4'X4° T BER 8 IN LENGTH m

5-0" MIN

ANCHOR POSTS MUST BE
INSTALLED TO A DEPTH OF,
NO LESS THAN 1/3 THE
TOTAL HEIGHT OF POST

HIGHLY VISIBLE
FLAGGING ATTACHED TO
TOPS OF ANCHOR POSTS

" SQUARE, 9 GAUGE
GALVANIZED WIRE MESH

NOTES:

1. METAL FENCE FOR TREE PROTECTION DEVICE, ONLY.
2. BOUNDARIES OF PROTECTION AREA WILL BE ESTABLISHED IN

THE FIELD BY THE ARBORIST PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
3. BOUNDARIES OF PROTECTION AREA SHOULD BE STAKED AND

FLAGGED BY THE ARBORIST PRIOR TO INSTALLING DEVCES.
4. AVOID DAMAGE TO CRITICAL ROOT ZONE. DO NOT DAMAGE

OR SEVER LARGE ROOTS WHEN INSTALLING POSTS.
5. DEVICE SHOULD BE MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION.

EXISTING CONIFEROUS TREE

EXISTING DECIDUOUS TREE

TREE REMOVAL

TREE PROTECTION FENCE
TREE DRIPLINE
GRADING LIMITS

ZONE DISTRICT BOUNDARY

]
IR

NOTE: SEE COVER SHEET FOR GENERAL PLAN LEGEND

EXISTING ON-SITE TREE CANOPY AREA
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AC SAWCUT (TYP)

REMOVE AND HAUL OFF EXISTING AC

REMOVE EXISTING CURB

REMOVE AND HAUL OFF EXISTING STRUCTURES

REMOVE EXISTING OVERHEAD WIRES AND POWER POLE — CONTRACTOR TO
COORDINATE WITH UTILITY PROVIDER

REMOVE EXISTING FENCE

EXISTING ROAD SIGN TO BE RELOCATED WITHIN PROPOSED LANDSCAPE
STRIP — COORDINATE WITH ODOT AND CITY REGARDING RELOCATION

EXISTING MAILBOX TO BE REMOVED

REMOVE WATER SERVICE — CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE WITH CITY OF
TIGARD PROJECT INSPECTOR

REMOVE EXISTING SEPTIC TANK (APPROXIMATE LOCATION)
REMOVE EXISTING ROAD BARRICADE
REMOVE AND HAUL OFF EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK

REMOVE EXISTING RETAINING WALL TO ACCOMMODATE FOR PROPOSED
STREET IMPROVEMENTS

REMOVE EXISTING STORM STRUCTURE
STORM PIPE TO BE GROUTED AND ABANDONED IN PLACE — CONTRACTOR

TO COORDINATE WITH ODOT, PROJECT ENGINEER AND CITY PRIOR TO
BEGINNING WORK

"CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE THE REMOVAL OF ALL NECESSARY PRIVATE UTILITIES WITH

THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY PROVIDERS
REMOVE STRUCTURES PER APPLICABLE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODE.
CONTRACTOR TO ABANDON ANY EXISTING WELLS, SEPTIC TANKS, AND DRAIN FIELDS

FOUND DURING CONSTRUCTION PER APPLICABLE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
REQUIREMENTS.

CONTRACTOR TO POTHOLE AND VERIFY ALL UTILITY TIE IN ELEVATIONS
PRIOR TO ORDERING MANHOLES, PIPES AND ALL MATERIALS
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SW APPLEWOOD AVENUE — LANE
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH DELTA CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
L1 10+00.00 38.28’ S00°05'35"E
C1 10+38.28 | 100.00" = 23.32" | 1321'41" | 23.27 S06°46'25.43"E
L2 10+61.60 141.72° S132716"E
C2 12403.33 | 100.00° 23.22"  131812" | 2317 S06°48'09.93"E
L3 12+26.55 207.67’ S00°09'04"E
SW SCHMIDT LOOP
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH DELTA CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
L4 10+00.00 186.44’ N8950'56"E
C3 11486.44 | 70.00' | 109.96' | 90°00'00" = 98.99 S45°09'04.00"E
L5 12+96.39 170.00’ S00°09'04°E
C4 14+66.39 | 70.00° | 109.96" | 90°00°00" | 98.99 S44°50'56.00"W
Cd 194+01.35 | 70.00' | 109.96" | 90°00°00" | 98.99 N45°09'04.00"W
L7 20+11.30 170.00’ N00"09'04"W
C6 21+81.30 | 70.00" | 109.96" | 90°00°00" | 98.99 N44°50'56.00"E
L8 224+91.26 138.56’ N8950'56"E
SW ASHFORD STREET
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH @ DELTA | CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
L9 10+00.00 118.58' N89’54'25"E
SW ASHFORD LANE
CURVE/TANGENT | STATION | RADIUS | LENGTH | DELTA | CHORD | TANGENT/CHORD BEARING
L10 1400.00 168.24’ N89'39'48"E
LEGEND
23233: — CONCRETE SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTED BY CONTRACTOR.
— CONCRETE SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTED BY HOME BUILDER.
§$§$$§§ — RESIDENTIAL DRIVEWAY CONSTRUCTED BY HOME BUILDER
NN, '

RESIDENTIAL DRIVEWAY CONSTRUCTED BY CONTRACTOR.

NEW AC PAVEMENT, PER TYPICAL SECTIONS.

ADA RAMP CONSTRUCTED BY CONTRACTOR.

FIRE TRUCK TURNING TEMPLATE
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AKS DRAWING FILE: 3876 P08 STREET.DWG | LAYOUT: P10
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STREET FRONTAGE: 4,387 + LINEAR FEET/40 = 110 STREET TREES REQUIRED

PROPOSED STREET TREES: 99
11 STREET TREES ARE PROPOSED TO PAY ’IN-LIEU OF FEE

REFER TO SHEET P14 FOR EXISTING AND PROPOSED PLANTED TREE CANOPY TABLES.

4. REFER ALSO TO SUPPLEMENTAL ARBORIST REPORT.
5. INDIVIDUAL HOMEOWNERS RESPONSIBLE FOR IRRIGATING TREES FRONTING LOTS.

6. SOILS: REFER TO SECTION 12 AND APPENDIXES OF TIGARD'S URBAN FORESTRY MANUAL. REMOVAL, STORING, AND
AMENDED SOILS FOR PLANTER AREAS; BLENDED SOIL PLACEMENT AND COMPACTION; COVERED SOIL MATERIALS;
COVERED SOIL MIXING PROCEDURES; AND COVERED SOIL PLACEMENT SHALL CONFORM TO CITY OF TIGARD
STANDARDS. MINIMUM WIDTH OF CLOSED SOIL AREAS TO BE 3 FEET.

7. NUMBERED EXISTING TREES ON PLANS THAT ARE OFF-SITE ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE TREE CANOPY CALCULATIONS
AND THEIR CANOPY AREA IS NOT SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.
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GENERAL NOTES:
STREET AND SITE TREES 1. ALL TREES AND PLANTINGS TO CONFORM TO THE CITY OF TIGARD DESIGN STANDARDS. PLANT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SYMBOL QTIES. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME CONDITION  SIZE SPACING REMARKS ST'ANDARDS AD"OPTED BY THE OREGON LANDSCAPE CONTRACTORS BOARD (OLCB). ALL STREET TREES SHALL HAVE
10' LONG X 18" DEEP ROOT BARRIER INSTALLED ADJACENT TO BOTH THE CURB AND THE SIDEWALKS. CENTER ROOT
BARRIERS ON TREE TRUNK. DOUBLE STAKE ALL STREET TREES. STAKES SHALL BE PARALLEL TO STREET. REFER
79 CLADRASTIS KENTUKEA ~ YELLOWWOOD B&B 2" CAL. AS SHOWN  STREET TREE T0 CITY OF TIGARD STREET TREE STANDARDS.
2. PLANTING PLAN MAY BE CHANGED DUE TO AVAILABILITY, COST, ONSITE CONDITIONS, ETC. BY THE LANDSCAPE
, ARCHITECT PRIOR TO FINAL INSTALLATION, AS ALLOWED UNDER CITY STANDARDS.
FRAXINUS OXYCARPA  RAYW H '
<:> 20 NS OXCARPA  RATWOOD ASH - 868 27CAL AS SHOWN. - STRELT TREE 3. STREET TREES SHALL BE PLANTED NO CLOSER THAN 20 O.C. FROM ANY OTHER NEWLY PLANTED OR EXISTING TREE,
2 1/2" FROM ANY HARD SURFACE PAVING, 4 0.C. FROM ANY FIRE HYDRANT, UTILTY BOX, OR UTILITY POLE, 2’ 0.C.
. FROM ANY UNDERGROUND UTILITY, 10’ 0.C. FROM A STREE LIGHT STANDARD, AND 20’ FROM A STREET
9 QUERCUS GARRYANA  OREGON WHITE OAK Bé&B 11/27 CAL. AS SHOWN  SITE TREE RIGHT-OF~WAY CORNER. FIELD ADJUST AS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN MINIMUM DISTANCES.

7

LEGEND

QUALIFYING PLANTED MATURE CANOPY COVER

QUALIFYING EXISTING MATURE CANOPY COVER

APPROXIMATE OPEN SOIL VOLUME AREA
(REFER TO NOTE 6 THIS SHEET)

APPROXIMATE CLOSED SOIL VOLUME AREA
(REFER TO NOTE 6 THIS SHEET)

PLANTED TREE MATURE CANOPY OUTLINE

EXISTING TREE MATURE CANOPY OUTLINE

R-7 ZONE DISTRICT:

TOTAL R-7 ZONE NET DEVELOPED SITE AREA: 196,816 SF +
R-7 ZONE MINIMUM % CANOPY COVER: 40%
TOTAL R-7 QUALIFYING MATURE TREE CANOPY COVER : 80,323 SF (41%)

41% IS GREATER THAN THE MINIMUM  OF 40% TOTAL QUALIFYING MATURE

R-12 ZONE DISTRICT:

TOTAL R-12 ZONE NET DEVELOPED SITE AREA: 86,004 SF +
R-12 ZONE MINIMUM % CANOPY COVER: 33%
TOTAL R-12 QUALIFYING MATURE TREE CANOPY COVER: 32,731 SF + (38%)

38% IS GREATER THAN THE MINIMUM OF 33% TOTAL QUALIFYING MATURE

CANOPY COVER FOR THE R-7 ZONE, THEREFORE CITY REQUIREMENTS ARE MET.

CANOPY COVER FOR THE R-12 ZONE, THEREFORE CITY REQUIREMETNS ARE MET.

SN

& NOTE: SEE COVER SHEET FOR GENERAL PLAN LEGEND

J

R-7 ZONE LOT CANOPY COVERAGE

LOT# | LOTAREA (SF) |REQUIRED CANOPY COVERAGE (SF) (15%)| ACTUAL CANOPY COVERAGE (SF/%)
1 5,014 752 3848 SF / 77%
2 4,570 686 962 SF / 21%
3 4,692 704 2454 SF / 52%
4 8,012 1,202 2454 SF / 31%
5 4,952 743 2454 SF / 50%
6 4,683 702 962 SF / 21%
7 4,750 713 962 SF / 20%
8 5,218 783 3848 SF / 74%
9 5,145 772 3848 SF / 75%

10 4,750 713 1924 SF / 41%
11 4,750 713 962 SF / 20%
12 4,750 713 962 SF / 20%
13 7,523 1,128 2454 SF / 33%
25 4,841 726 962 SF / 20%
26 4,746 712 962 SF / 20%
27 4,746 712 962 SF / 20%
28 4,746 712 962 SF / 20%
29 4,746 712 962 SF / 20%
30 4,746 712 962 SF / 20%
31 4,755 713 962 SF / 20%
32 5,794 869 2454 SF / 42%
33 8,613 1,292 3284 SF / 38%
34 4,722 708 2454 SF / 52%
35 4,728 709 2454 SF / 52%
36 5,109 766 3848 SF / 75%
37 4,515 677 4810 SF / 107%
38 4,500 675 962 SF / 21%
39 4,500 675 1924 SF / 43%
40 4,290 644 4810 SF / 112%
41 4,200 630 962 SF / 23%
42 4,200 630 2454 SF / 58%
43 5,381 807 3848 SF / 72%
44 4,600 690 962 SF / 21%
45 4,600 690 962 SF / 21%
46 5,018 753 2886 SF / 58%
TRACT A 19,911 2,987 6421 SF / 32%

R—12 ZONE LOT CANOPY COVERAGE

LOT CANOPY COVERAGE IS NOT APPLICABLE IN THE R-12 ZONE
PER THE CITY OF TIGARD URBAN FORESTRY MANUAL.

l, BRUCE R. BALDWIN, ATTEST THAT THIS TREE
CANOPY PLAN MEETS ALL OF THE REQUIREMENTS
IN SECTION 10, PART 1, OF THE CITY OF TIGARD
URBAN FORESTRY MANUAL.

Em/ég/a_/

BRUCE BALDWIN, CERTIFIED ARBORIST
PN—-6666A

BRUCE R. BALDWIN

CERTIFICATE NUMBER: PN-6666A
EXPIRATION DATE: 12/31/17

SURVEYING

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

PLANNING

O]
Z>—
o
w £
< 1
(ON =
Z0
W

AKS ENGINEERING AND FORESTRY, LLC

o~ D
© 2
o
= .I.OE
M —
1M 5
o D
S8 g
L To JVo
= M
'=..C>(D
<|_|_|I.Dx
3=.. 2
S2% =
Fo L =

OREGON

WASHINGTON COUNTY ASSESSOR'S MAP 2S5 1 11DA

=Z
O
2
=
a
m
-
7
O
=
7,
7,
O
s
O
LL
O)
<
E
[
LLl
T

TIGARD

TAX LOT 400

PRELIMINARY SITE TREE
CANOPY PLAN

DESIGNED BY: KAH

DRAWN BY: KAH

CHECKED BY: BRB

SCALE: AS NOTED

DATE: 09-28-2015

REVISIONS

JOB NUMBER

3876

SHEET

P13




AKS DRAWING FILE: 3876 P13 TREE.DWG | LAYOUT: P14

PLANTED TREE CANOPY

EXISTING TREE CANOPY

TREE # SPECIES TOTAL SOIL VOLUME (500 CF MIN) | AVERAGE MATURE CANOPY (FT/SF) QUALIFYING SITE CANOPY TREE # SPECIES TOTAL SOIL VOLUME CANOPY (FT/SF) QUALIFYING SITE CANOPY
1000* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF 10639* SWEET CHERRY OVER 1,000 SF 23' SPREAD/415 SF 415SF
1001* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF R-7 ZONE EXISTING SITE CANOPY SUBTOTAL 415 SF X 2 =830 SF
1002* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF R-12 ZONE EXISTING SITE CANOPY SUBTOTAL OSFX2=0SF
1003* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1004* YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1005* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF NOTE:
1006* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF % PLANTED TREE WITHIN THE R=7 ZONE DISTRICT
1007* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF *% PLANTED TREE WITHIN THE R-12 ZONE DISTRICT
1008* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1009* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1010* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1011* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1012* YELLOWWOQOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1013* YELLOWWOQOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1014* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1015* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1016* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1017* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1018** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1019** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1020** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1021** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1022** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1023** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1024** RAYWOQOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1025** RAYWOQOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1026** RAYWOQOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1027** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1028** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1029* RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1030* RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1031* RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1032* RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1033* RAYWOQOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1034** RAYWOQOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1035** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1036** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1037** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1038** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1039** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1040** RAYWOOD ASH 500 CF+ 30' SPREAD/707 SF 707 SF
1041** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1042* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1043* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1044* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1045* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1046* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1047* YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1048* YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1049* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1050* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1051* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1052* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1053* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1054* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1055* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1056* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1057* YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1058* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1059* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1060* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1061* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1062* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1063* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1064* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1065* YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1066* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1067* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1068* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1069* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1070* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1071* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1072* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1073* YELLOWWOQOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1074* YELLOWWOQOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1075* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1076* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1077* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1078* YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1079* YELLOWWOOD 45 CF CLOSED, 500 CF+ OPEN 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1080** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1081** YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1082** YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1083** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1084** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1085** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1086** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35' SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1087** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1088** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1089** YELLOWWOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1090** YELLOWWOQOOD 500 CF+ 35'SPREAD/962 SF 962 SF
1091** YELLOWWOQOOD