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TIGARD CITY COUNCIL

MEETING DATE AND TIME: April 19, 2016 - 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 503-718-2419 (voice) or
503-684-2772 (TDD - Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf).

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

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

. Qualified bilingual interpreters.

Since these services must be scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to allow as much lead

time as possible. Please notify the City of your need by 5:00 p.m. on the Thursday preceding the meeting by
calling: 503-639-4171, ext. 2410 (voice) or 503-684-2772 (TDD - Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf).

VIEW LIVE VIDEO STREAMING ONLINE:
http:/ /live.tigard-or.gov

Workshop meetings are cablecast on Tualatin Valley Community TV as follows:
Replay Schedule for Tigard City Council Workshop Meetings - Channel 28

*Every Sunday at 12 a.m.
*Every Monday at 1 p.m.
*Every Thursday at 12 p.m.
*Every Friday at 10:30 a.m.

SEE ATTACHED AGENDA


http://live.tigard-or.gov

1 Tigard Workshop Meeting—Agen
TIGARD, gard Workshop Meeting —Agenda
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL

MEETING DATE AND TIME: April 19, 2016 - 6:30 p.m.

MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223
6:30 PM
1. WORKSHOP MEETING
A. Call to Order- City Council
B. Roll Call
C. Pledge of Allegiance
D. Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items
2. JOINT MEETING WITH LIBRARY BOARD 6:35 p.m. estimated time
3. RECEIVE UPDATE ON SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROGRAM 7:05 p.m. estimated
time
4. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTIONS FORMING A TIGARD TRIANGLE CITIZEN

ADVISORY COUNCIL 7:35 p.m. estimated time

5. RECEIVE A BRIEFING ON THE METZGER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PARK PROJECT
UPDATE 7:50p.m. estimated time

6. DISCUSSION ON RIVER TERRACE AND CITY-WIDE SANITARY SEWER
SURCHARGE FEES 7:55 p.m. estimated time

¢ EXECUTIVE SESSION: The Tigard City Council will go into Executive Session to discuss property
acquisition and exempt public records, under ORS 192.660(2) (e) and (f). All discussions are confidential
and those present may disclose nothing from the Session. Representatives of the news media are allowed
to attend Executive Sessions, as provided by ORS 192.660(4), but must not disclose any information
discussed. No Executive Session may be held for the purpose of taking any final action or making any
final decision. Executive Sessions are closed to the public. 8:25 p.m. estimated time

7. NON AGENDA ITEMS

8. ADJOURNMENT 9:00 p.m. estimated time



AIS-2477 2.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 04/19/2016

Length (in minutes): 30 Minutes

Agenda Title: Joint Meeting with Library Board

Prepared For: Margaret Barnes, Library Submitted By: Norma
Alley,
Central
Services

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

Public Hearing: No Publication Date:

Information
ISSUE

This is the regularly-scheduled, annual joint meeting between City Council and the Tigard
Library Board.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

None requested.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Annual meeting with the Tigard Library Board to provide information to City Council and
update them on overall library operations.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

n/a

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

n/a

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
The Library Board last met with City Council on April 21, 2015.




AIS-2508 3.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 04/19/2016

Length (in minutes): 30 Minutes

Agenda Title: Receive Update on Safe Routes to School Program

Prepared For: Liz Hormann, Community Development

Submitted By: Liz Hormann, Community Development

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

Public Hearing: No Publication Date:

Information
ISSUE

Update on the City of Tigard Safe Routes to School Program.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST
N/A

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The Tigard Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Program has started to take hold in a number of
schools. While each school’s program is different, the SRTS coordinator is working to
develop a comprehensive program and Action Plan for each Tigard-area elementary and
middle school. The following are a few examples of how a SRTS program is being
implemented:

e More frequent Walk & Bike to School Days — Templeton has instituted a monthly Walk
& Bike to School Day and Mary Woodward has a weekly Walk & Bike to School Day to
help inspire students and parents to walk and roll to school on a more regular basis.

e Action Plans — Templeton was the first school to adopt its Action Plan in April 2016, a
tew other schools are in the initial phases of drafting Action Plans. Key project priorities
from the Templeton SRTS Action Plan are:

e Improving the safety of the crosswalk at SW 96th Ave & SW Sattler Ave. - reduce
the speed limit on SW Sattler and install enhanced crossing signs like in-street
pedestrian signs or other traffic calming devices.

e Improve the safety of crossing SW McDonald St. - install enhanced crossing signs
like Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RREB).

e Improve walking conditions on SW Murdock - pathways or sidewalks on one side
of SW Murdock from East Heritage Butte Park to Templeton.

e District-wide crossing guard program.



e Jump Start Program — Three schools (Twality Middle School, Fowler Middle School,
and Metzger Elementary) are teaching Bike Safety Education to students through the
end of the school year.

e Mapping — Integrated the TTSD Supplemental Transportation Zones into school SRTS
maps. These are the zones where TTSD provides bus transportation for students within
the one-mile walking zone and are a good initial focus area for the SRTS program.

e Projects — A few on-the-ground projects have been implemented including Leading
Pedestrian Interval (LPI) signals that improve pedestrian safety at a number of crossings
on Durham Rd.; a No Parking Zone at Mary Woodward Elementary to improve the
circulation of buses getting into and out of the driveway and improving the visibility of
those using the crosswalk in front of the school; and a LQC trail project at Metzger
Elementary set to be completed in June 2016.

In addition to these activities, the SRTS coordinator and planner liaisons are working to build
a lasting foundation for a SRTS program at each school by forming SRTS Task Forces,
working with the existing PSO groups, and others within the school. These groups of
interested parents, students, school staff, and community members are the key to creating
self-sustaining programs at each school that continue to support safe and active transportation
for students.

Finally, implementation of the school Action Plans will require additional project funding and
a re-prioritization of potential projects around schools. Shifting transportation mode rates will
take time. Therefore, the SRTS coordinator must work to find a way to create self-sustaining

programs at each school, that continue to support safe and active transportation for students.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
N/A

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Strategic Plan:
Goal 1. Facilitate walking connections to develop an identity
Goal 3. Engage the community through dynamic communication

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION
November 17, 2015

Attachments
Templeton.SRTS.ActionPlan
SRTS PowerPoint
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— INTRODUCTION —

SCHOOL INFORMATION
School Name: Templeton Elementary
School Address: 9500 SW Murdock St, Tigard, OR 97224
County: Washington County
School District: Tigard-Tualatin School District

School Website: http://www.templeton.ttsdschools.org/pages/templeton elementary

Enrollment: 597

Enrollment by Grade: K=87, 14.7%; 1°'=88, 14.7%; 2"'=107, 17.9%; 3™=110, 18.4%; 4'"=110,
18.4%; 5"'=95, 15.9%

Free/ Reduced Lunch: 50%

Action Plan Contact: Liz Hormann, lizh@tigard-or.gov, 503-718-2708

THE PROJECT TEAM

School Principal: Todd Robson
Parent Representatives: Amy Reilly and Colleen Gibb

City Staff Buff Brown
Representative:

City Police/ School Travis Doughty
Resource Officer:

School District Phil Wentz
Representative:

City Safe Routes to Liz Hormann
School Coordinator:

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School | 1
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WHAT IS SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL?

The Tigard Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Program works to promote and support the
use of safe, healthy and active transportation (like biking and walking) to school. There
are so many benefits to walking, biking and rolling to school — from increasing daily
physical activity to ensuring students are awake and ready to learn to improving the en-
vironment and air quality around the school. A generation and a half ago, nationally, over
50% of students walked or biked to school; now only 13% of students use active
transportation to get to school. There are a number of reasons for this decline, which is

why the Tigard SRTS Coordinator is working with each school to develop a compre- 1.

hensive SRTS Program specific to each school’s unique context and environment.

The Six E’s provide the foundation of our SRTS initiatives, ensuring that the safety, active
transportation and community aspects are promoted.

Equity — Reduce health and wealth disparities by providing equitable services in all
school communities.

Education — Students learn lifelong safety behaviors and skills, while parents can learn

about the benefits of active transportation and safe travel for students to school. 3.

Encouragement — Parents and students are invited to engage in biking and walking

events and activities that promote healthy and active transportation options.

Enforcement — Promote safe walking and biking through consistent enforcement of 4.

traffic laws around schools.

Engineering — Implement engineering changes such as new sidewalks, improved
crossings, and other traffic calming devices to enhance safety of the walk or bike to

school.

Evaluation — Assess the neighborhood travel routes, and drop-off and pick-up pro-
cesses at the school; as well as evaluate the success of the SRTS Program as a whole in

Tigard.

This Action Plan lists the known barriers to walking, biking or rolling to Templeton
Elementary School and identifies the potential engineering and programmatic strategies
to address those barriers. Some strategies are more geared toward engineering and in-
frastructure, while others are more programmatic — education, encouragement events,
and enforcement. The Action Plan is available for use by the city, the Templeton SRTS
Task Force, the Tigard-Tualatin School District, parents, students and community
members as a framework to guide Templeton’s work on SRTS.

SRTS Program Goals

Reduce the number
of driving trips to
schools.

Educate families
about the benefits
of active transporta-
tion.

Improve traffic
safety and circula-
tion around schools.

Identify champions
to build the program
and sustain activi-
ties.

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School
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— EXISTING CONDITIONS —

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREA

The Templeton Elementary attendance boundary is an area framed by Hall Blvd.; Durham Rd.
and Hwy 99W, minus a small portion of the southeast corner across from Durham Elemen-
tary; and including an area south of Durham Rd. to the Tualatin River between Hwy 99W and
103+ Ave. (see map on page 4).

DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION POLICY

The preferred method of travel is by school bus for students in grades kindergarten through 5t
who live more than 1 mile from school. Otherwise, students are encouraged to walk, bike,

carpool, or be driven to school.

DISTRICT SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY

The Supplemental Transportation Plan provides for buses to transport students inside Ore-
gon’s unfunded walking distances — 1 mile for elementary school students and 1.5 miles for
middle school students — because of hazardous conditions such as difficult crossings, limited
infrastructure, crossing railroad tracks, freeway crossings, and high volume and high speed
roadways. The Plan outlines areas that contain these conditions and addresses the reasoning

behind the designation (see map on page 5).

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School
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WALK AND BIKE AUDIT EVALUATION

A walk audit is a tool to identify key issues and barriers to walking and biking to school. This is

an interactive event where we go out and walk the areas and routes around the school. An on

the ground investigation during the walk to and from school time period is the best way to see

key issues, conflict areas, and behaviors of those travelling to and from school. The following

physical environment barriers were identified during the Templeton walk audit, through the

parent surveys, and other communication with parents and school officials.

Physical environment barriers

Crossing: SW Sattler at 96t Ave is difficult because many cars don’t stop for kids
crossing the street.
o0 No slowing mechanisms from Hall Blvd. — straight shot down SW Sattler
at 35+ mph.
O 35 mph seems very high for a street like SW Sattler.
O Bushes on east side of SW Sattler block view of kids trying to cross.

Crossing: 98 and Durham Rd. — cars turning left from 98t to Durham don’t
always wait for kids to cross.

Crossing: McDonald and Omara — cars don’t always stop at marked crosswalk.
When the cars do stop, they do not wait for person to get all the way or even most
of the way across. Cars start moving again as soon as the person clears the first

lane.

Crossing/ traffic circulation: Murdock and 97t — many conflict points at this
intersection — traffic flow and pedestrian use.
O At pick-up this crosswalk is difficult for students to cross. Cars
backed-up for drop-off and regular traffic flow trying to get around
creates a congested intersection.

Crossing: 98t and Sattler — this is a four-way stop, so generally protected for
students crossing, but there is no curb or standing area for students coming from
the west side (southwest corner) of 98t to cross.

Crossing: 108% and Durham Rd. — high traffic volumes and the nature of the
stoplight (no through traftic up 108t to the north, vehicles must either turn left or
right onto Durham Rd.) make this a difficult crossing. Parent indicated preference
to crossing Durham here (as opposed to 98th) because there are fewer driveways
and street access points on the north side of Durham Rd.

Crossing/ Infrastructure: Difficult crossing/ intersection at Pinebrook and
92nd Ave and no sidewalk or path on Pinebrook (the east end of Pinebrook is part
of the district Supplemental Transportation Plan, offering buses within the mile
walk radius of Templeton).

Roadway/ Infrastructure: Noncontiguous sidewalks or pathways along Mut-
dock St. from 103+ to 98th. Traffic increases on Murdock during the student
drop-off and pick-up times, which coincide with pedestrian traffic on the street.
Murdock is a very narrow street with little to no shoulder space. Steep drainage
ditches line the road in some spots, making any walking space very limited.

O Parents noted that they would feel okay with a pathway, soft-path, etc. —

Four-way stop at Sattler and 98" - no
sidewalk or curb for students crossing
98" to the sidewalk on Sattler.

Sidewalk ends on north side
of Sattler about 300ft be-
fore 96™ which leads to the
entrance to Templeton.

SW Murdock has no shoulder space
and steep drainage ditches, leaving
little walking space.

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School | 6



they indicated a full sidewalk was not necessarily needed. Expressed the
need to carve out a space for pedestrians.
O There are trails in the East Butte Heritage Park that do not connect with

any other infrastructure.

e Roadway/Infrastructure: SW 97t has a number of sidewalk gaps and very few
crossings. The speed is 25 mph and 20 in the School Zone, but there are a number
of gaps in the sidewalk network leading to Templeton.

e Roadway/Infrastructure: Sidewalk gap on the west side of 98t Ave between
Kable St. and Kimberly Dr.

e Roadway/Infrastructure: 100t Ave has no sidewalks. Traffic speeds are over

posted limits, especially going around the blind curve just north of View Terrace.

e Roadway/Infrastructure: Sidewalk gap on Pembrook from 100t Ave to Sidewalk gap on SW 97" up the

midway down the block to 97t Ave. hill to Twality Middle School
and Templeton Elementary.

e Roadway/Infrastructure: Sidewalk gap on the north side of SW Sattler leading
to 96t Ave and the entrance to Templeton.

¢ Roadway/Infrastructure: Noncontiguous sidewalks along McDonald. 35 mph
speed limit, not much of a shoulder for students to walk along.

e Access: Back field access — during the wet months, difficult to cross back field.
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Programmatic barriers

Education: No formal walking or biking safety education program taught to
students.

Education: No designated walking or biking route maps for Templeton to post

on website or give to parents.

Education: No formal education to parents about safe walking and biking, and
how to shift to more walking or biking to school.

Enforcement: Limited capacity for additional crossing guards — only a staff
person and a few students in the parking lot for enforcement.

How does the school already promote pedestrian and bicycle safety?

Templeton Elementary has taken a number of steps to promote pedestrian and bike

safety:

Formed a SRTS Task Force in Spring 2014 — the team meets monthly to plan and
implement a Templeton SRTS Program.

Students and parents participate in annual Walk & Bike to School events — twice a

year.

In February 2016 students and parents started a Monthly Walk & Bike to School
Day event on the first Wednesday of every month.

There are established Walking School Buses from at least one neighborhood —
looking to develop more.

Walk Audits were performed in November 2015.

Implemented a Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI) at the crosswalk of Durham Rd

& 98t Ave — pedestrians are given a 5 second head start to start crossing before
any vehicle gets a green light.

A monthly SRTS Newsletter Article is sent to parents — topics include pedestrian
and bicycle safety.

TEMRETON @ sty
WALK-BIKE 2 SCHOOL
ocr

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School
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— EVALUATIONS AND DATA —

STUDENT TRAVEL DATA

We conducted In-Class Student Tallies and this is how our students travel to and from school.

TO SCHOOL
School | Family Public
Travel Mode Walk Bike Bus Vehicle | Carpool | Transit | Other
% of Students 7% 1% 53% 33% 4% 0% 2%
FROM SCHOOL
School | Family Public
Travel Mode Walk Bike Bus Vehicle | Carpool | Transit | Other
% of Students 9% 1% 59% 24% 4% 0% 3%

Templeton AM Mode Split — How students get
to school

Transit Other

Carpool
4%

0%

1%

Bike
1%

Templeton PM Mode Split — How students get

Carpool
1%

home from school

Transit Other
0% 3%

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School |
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PARENT SURVEY DATA

We conducted a Parent Survey to gather information about how students get to and from

school and learn about concerns and issues surrounding the walk or bike to school.

The top five walkability and bikeability issues for Templeton parents are:

1.

Safety of intersections and crossings

Templeton SRTS Data:
Concerns of Templeton Parents o Approximately 38% of
From Parent Survey, n=94 e maEmE D A
their students to school
60 live within a % mile of
B Distance school.
B Convenience of Driving e Over 144 students
50 . walked to Templeton on
B Time .
International Walk &
m Child's Participation in After Bike to School Day!
40 School Programs
B Speed of Traffic Along Route e Templeton Car Count
(11/17/2015): A total of
B Amount of Traffic Along 127 cars were counted
30 Route ] in the car drop-off line in
B Adults to Bike/Walk With the Templeton parking
m Sidewalks or Pathways lot.
20 m Safety of Intersections and e  24% of parents surveyed
Crossings said 5" grade was the
B Crossing Guards earliest grade where
ol . they would let their
10 - " Violence or Crime student walk to school
= Weather or climate without an adult.
0 .
Total

2. Amount of traffic along route
3. Speed of traffic along route
4. Sidewalks or pathways

5. Distance

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School | 10



— RECOMMENDATIONS AND
PLAN IMPLEMENTATION —

A comprehensive SRTS Program includes engineering/ infrastructure and programmatic
strategies. The following sections outline the possible strategies that directly address the
identified barriers and hazards. At this time this is simply a list of potential strategies. The
Templeton SRTS Task Force, parents, City of Tigard, and others will work to refine the
strategies for implementation.

ENGINEERING AND INFRASTRUCTURE STRATEGIES

Improve safety of the crosswalk at 96t & Sattler:
e Reduce the speed limit on SW Sattler. ARRFB is an active warning

e Install enhanced crossing signs like Rectangle Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB) device used to alert motorists of

and/ or in-street pedestrian signs. crossing pedestrians. They re-
main dark until activated by

e Investigate the use of traffic calming devices, such as a raised crosswalk. I

Improve drop-off and pick-up circulation and safety — Murdock & 97th:
e Develop a school drop-off and pick-up circulation plan.
e Implement recommendations from the circulation plan.
e Include a designated walking/ biking route through the Templeton pick-up and
drop-off driveway for pedestrians entering from 97t and Murdock.

Crossing McDonald:
e Install enhanced crossing signs like RRFB at crossing on McDonald.

Raised pedestrian crosswalks
. serve as a traffic calming meas-
Sidewalks on McDonald: S
o ) ure that draws more attention
e  DPrioritize key sidewalk gaps on McDonald. to the pedestrian crossing.

e  Fill sidewalk gaps on McDonald.

Sidewalks on 97th;
e Till sidewalk gaps on both sides of 97t from McDonald up to Templeton.
e In particular, build sidewalks on the east side of SW 97t in front of Twality z
Middle School.

: ‘P"I"\';Y

4 ) ;

s C|METZgeR|
StHooL |, A B2

Improve walking conditions on SW Murdock:

e  Pathways or sidewalks on one side of SW Murdock from East Heritage Butte
Park to Templeton.

e Traffic calming devices to slow traffic and bring attention to pedestrians. Pathways can connect neigh-
borhoods directly with schools.

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School | 11



Access across the back field:
e Create a soft-path (gravel or bark chips) around the grass field to provide dry,
designated path for students entering from the pathways on 92nd and Home St.

Fill additional neighborhood sidewalk gaps:
e Prioritize and fill key sidewalk gaps/ pathways on the following roads:
o 98t Ave between Kable St. and Kimberly Dr.
0 Pembrook from 100t Ave to midway down the block to 97t Ave.
O North side of SW Sattler leader to 96t Ave.

Improve walking conditions on SW 100th Ave:
e DPrioritize key sidewalk gaps on 100t with a focus on the blind S curve just north
of View Terrace.

e Traffic calming devices to slow traffic and bring attention to pedestrians.

Improve walking conditions on Pinebrook and 920d Ave:
e Given that the east end of Pinebrook is on TTSD’s Supplemental Transportation
Plan, the first step is to work with the District to devise a potential plan for
improving walking conditions in this area.

Crossing Durham Rd.:
e Implement Leading Pedestrian Interval signals at crossings along Durham Rd. —
a signal timing change where pedestrians are given a 5 second head start to cross

before any vehicle traffic gets a green light.

* The engineering recommendations in this plan are considered “planning level” and may
require further engineering analysis, design, or public input to determine if they are ap-

propriate solutions before implementation.

Sidewalks are an important
component of the walking route
to school. In some cases, a
pathway (or designated walk-
way) can be implemented in-
stead of a full sidewalk.

Driver feedback signs provide
real-time information of a
driver’s speed and reminds
drivers of the posted speed
limit.

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School | 12



PROGRAMMATIC STRATEGIES

Education:

Develop walking and biking route maps.
Develop pedestrian education for all 20d graders.

Pass out pedestrian and bicycle safety brochures to parents in the vehicles
waiting to pick up their kids.
Develop and distribute yard signs. Messages geared toward reminding drivers to

slow down, watch for students, and designate walking routes.

Work with the Summer Lunch Program at Templeton for outreach and educa-
tion opportunities.

Encouragement:

Monthly Walk & Bike to School Day — making walking and biking to school a
more regular habit (create themes for every month).

Form Walking School Buses — groups of students who walk to school together.

SchoolPool (Drive Less Connect) — help parents connect to form walking school
buses or carpools.

All schools Youth Bike Fair — learn bike safety and practice skills.

Fire Up Your Feet Program — opportunity to increase physical activity and raise

money for school.

Templeton SRTS Task Force parent representative recruitment — develop a
process to continually recruit parents because kids will eventually age out of
Templeton.

Enforcement:

District-wide crossing guard program:
0 McDonald & Omara/ 97th
o Sattler & 96th
0  Murdock & 97t

Work with Tigard Police Department and School Resource Officer on traffic
enforcement around Templeton.

Implement Police enforcement in concert with the installation of traffic calming
devices and infrastructure.

Evaluation:

Annual Parent Survey.
Annual Student Tally Survey.

Traftic Counts — install a traffic counter in driveway to provide a daily count of
drivers. The counter will also be part of a parent education campaign.

A walking school bus/bike train is
a group of children walking/ biking
to school together.

Wwwtigard-or.gov/srts

SafeRoutes
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Make walking and biking to
school a regular activity by set-
ting a recurring date for a Walk
& Bike to School Day.

Crossing guards aid students
crossing the street at the school
and at intersections in the sur-
rounding neighborhood.

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School | 13
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STRATEGY PRIORITIZATION

All of the strategies outlined in this Action Plan will play an important role in Temple-
ton’s SRTS Program. However, the SRTS Task Force has identified a few priorities to
guide the work over the next year or so. Since this is the first Action Plan the Task Force
recognizes that these priorities may shift and as these projects and programs are imple-

mented new priorities will develop.
1. District-wide crossing guard program.
2. Improve safety of the crosswalk at 96t & Sattler.
3. Improve safety of crossing McDonald.
4. Improve the drop-off and pick-up circulation and safety.
5. Access across the back field.
6. Improve walking conditions on SW Murdock.

7. Develop Walking & Biking route maps.

FINAL THOUGHTS

Thank you for taking the time to read the Templeton SRTS Action Plan. A successful
SRTS Program will require students, parents, school staff, the City of Tigard,
Tigard-Tualatin School District, and the community to work together to ensure students

are able to walk, bike or roll to school safely.

If you would like to be more involved in the Templeton SRTS Program, please reach out
to Principal Robson or the SRTS Coordinator, we would love to have you involved!

Templeton Elementary Safe Routes to School
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A more integrated SRTS Program
» Bike Safety Education

» Recurring Encouragement Events

» Action Plans
» SRTS Projects



City of Tigard

Bike Safety Education — Jump Start
Grant

» Teacher training

» Three schools:
» Metzger Elementary
» Fowler Middle School
» Twality Middle School




Recurring Encouragement Events

» Templeton Monthly Walk & Bike to School Day
» Mary Woodward Weekly Walk & Bike to School Day




AC tion Plans ; SafeRoutes

=& ToSchool
1 [AHEE

» Templeton SRTS Action Plan Fempleton Elementary
— Completed Safe Routes to School Action Plan

» Durham SRTS Action Plan
— Draft

» Mary Woodward SRTS Action
Plan — Draft




SRTS Projects

» Leading Pedestrian Interval Signals:

» Pedestrians get 5 second head start when crossing

» Enhance safety and visibility of pedestrians
» No Parking Zone at Mary Woodward:

» Improve traffic flow

» Enhance safety and visibility of crosswalk in front of school
» LQC: Lincoln Street Trail:

» Provide an important connection from SW Oak to Metzger
Elementary



Concerns of Elementary Parents

160 B Distance
B Convenience of Driving
140
ETime
120 - T
M Child's Participation in After School
Programs
B Speed of Traffic Along Route
100
B Amount of Traffic Along Route
80
m Adults to Bike/Walk With
60 m Sidewalks or Pathways
m Safety of Intersections and
20 Crossings
B Crossing Guards
20 H Violence or Crime
1 Weather or climate
0 .

Total
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(Planmer Liaison: Liz Hormanm)

Twality Middle School
(Plarmer Liaison: Susan Shanks)
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City of Tigard

Questions?

Tigard Safe Routes to School Coordinator:
Liz Hormann
lizh@tigard-or.gov
503-718-2708
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AIS-2565 4.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 04/19/2016

Length (in minutes): 20 Minutes

Agenda Title: Consideration Resolutions Forming a Tigard Triangle Citizen
Advisory Council

Submitted By: Cheryl Caines, Community
Development

Item Type: Resolution Meeting Type:  Council
Update, Discussion, Direct Staff Workshop

Mtg.
Public Hearing: No Publication Date:
Information
ISSUE

Should the city establish a Citizen Advisory Council to guide the development of the Tigard
Triangle Urban Renewal Plan?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends that Council establish the Tigard Triangle Citizen Advisory Council per the
attached Resolution and appoint its members by consent at an upcoming meeting. A second
Resolution appointing members to the Citizen Advisory Council is attached for Council’s
preview.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The city desires to convene a Citizen Advisory Council (CAC) to guide the urban renewal
planning effort in the Tigard Triangle and provide meaningtul public input into the plan, as
well as to meet its Metro funding obligation. In the interest of creating a group with broad
representation, staff publicized this volunteer opportunity in Cityscape and on the Tigard
Triangle webpage. Staff also requested that each of the city’s citizen boards, committees,
commissions, and councils that meet on a regular basis send one representative to serve on
the CAC. With the exception of the Park and Recreation Advisory Board, each of the city’s
citizen groups is represented on the CAC. The second attached Resolution includes a list of
CAC members and their group affiliations, if any.

In addition to the CAC, the city will also be forming a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
to provide input into the Urban Renewal Plan. The following agencies and organizations have
confirmed interest in serving on this committee:

e Clean Water Services



e Community Partners for Affordable Housing
e Metro

e Oregon Department of Transportation

e Portland Community College

e REACH Community Development

e Tigard Chamber of Commerce

e Tigard Tualatin School District

o TriMet

e Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue

e Tualatin Valley Water District

Staff reached out to the Lake Oswego business community and city staff but, as of the writing
of this report, has not gotten a response.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The city needs to convene a CAC to meet its Metro funding obligation; however, Council
may direct staff to seck additional and/or different individuals to serve on the CAC and TAC.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Council Goal 3: Adopt and Begin Implementation of Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan
Approved Plan: Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan completed March 2015

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

March 2015: Staff completed the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan (T'TSP)

June 2015: Council directed staff to submit a CPDG application to Metro for funds to
implement the TTSP

February 2016: Council directed staff to enter into an IGA with Metro for CPDG funds
March 2016: Council awarded a contract to MIG Inc. to implement the TTSP

Attachments
Establish Tigard Triangle CAC
Appoint Tigard Triangle CAC Members




CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION NO. 16-

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A CITIZEN ADVISORY COUNCIL TO ADVISE STAFF
DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE TIGARD TRIANGLE URBAN RENEWAL PLAN

WHEREAS, the city completed the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan in March 2015 and one of City Council’s
goals for 2016 includes its adoption and implementation; and

WHEREAS, the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan recommends a number of implementation strategies, including
development of an Urban Renewal Plan; and

WHEREAS, the city was awarded a Community Planning and Development Grant (CPDG) from Metro to
develop an Urban Renewal Plan for the Tigard Triangle; and

WHEREAS, the city is required to develop a public involvement strategy that facilitates public input into the
Urban Renewal Plan, including the creation of a Citizen Advisory Council (CAC), per the city’s CPDG
intergovernmental agreement with Metro; and

WHEREAS, the city desires broad citizen representation on the CAC since creation of an urban renewal district
that utilizes tax increment financing requires a citywide public vote.

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

SECTION 1: The Tigard Triangle Urban Renewal Plan CAC is hereby established to review and comment on
draft materials and ensure that the final plan builds upon and implements the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan. Its
membership shall include up to 4 citizen-at-large members and one representative from each of the following
citizen boards, committees, commissions, and councils:

e Metzger Citizen Participation Organization (CPO 4M)

e Tigard Triangle Stakeholder Working Group

e City of Tigard City Council

e City of Tigard City Center Advisory Commission

e City of Tigard Library Board

e City of Tigard Neighborhood Involvement Committee

e City of Tigard Planning Commission

e City of Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee

e City of Tigard Youth Advisory Council

SECTION 2: The mission of the CAC is to:
e Create an environment conducive to multiple and diverse opinions and ideas;
e Review and comment on draft materials prepared by staff and consultants;

e Ensure the Urban Renewal Plan is consistent with the vision in the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan and
the applicable goals, policies, and actions measures in the Comprehensive Plan; and

e Promote public understanding of the Urban Renewal Plan.

RESOLUTION NO. 16-
Page 1



SECTION 3: The CAC shall:
e Attend at least four CAC meetings;
e Consider all written and oral comments submitted by the public;

e Secek to achieve general consensus on the Urban Renewal Plan by the CAC membership (decisions will
be made by majority vote if consensus cannot be reached );

e Assure respect and consideration of others’ opinion and ideas; and

¢ Recommend City Council remove and replace members unwilling or unable to adhere to the protocol
described above.

SECTION 4: The city’s Urban Renewal Plan project manager is assigned as staff liaison to the CAC. Other city
staff will be called upon to support the CAC’s mission as deemed necessary throughout the Urban Renewal

Plan process.

SECTION 5: The term of service for CAC members shall expire after a public vote on the Urban Renewal Plan
at a general election. The CAC shall be disbanded at that point.

SECTION 6: This resolution is effective immediately upon passage.

PASSED: This day of 2016.

Mayor - City of Tigard

ATTEST:

City Recorder - City of Tigard

RESOLUTION NO. 16-
Page 2



CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION NO. 16-

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING MEMBERS TO THE TIGARD TRIANGLE URBAN RENEWAL
PLAN CITIZEN ADVISORY COUNCIL

WHEREAS, the city completed the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan in March 2015 and one of City Council’s
goals for 2016 includes its adoption and implementation; and

WHEREAS, the Tigard Triangle Strategic Plan recommends a number of implementation strategies, including
development of an Urban Renewal Plan; and

WHEREAS, the city was awarded a Community Planning and Development Grant (CPDG) from Metro to
develop an Urban Renewal Plan for the Tigard Triangle; and

WHEREAS, the city is required to develop a public involvement strategy that facilitates public input into the
Urban Renewal Plan, including the creation of a Citizen Advisory Council (CAC), per the city’s CPDG
intergovernmental agreement with Metro; and

WHEREAS, the city desires broad citizen representation on the CAC since creation of an urban renewal district
that utilizes tax increment financing requires a citywide public vote; and

WHEREAS, the city advertised for CAC members through its Cityscape publication and Tigard Triangle
webpage and also requested that each of the following citizen boards, committees, commissions, and councils
send one representative from their group to serve on the Urban Renewal Plan CAC:

e Metzger Citizen Participation Organization (CPO 4M)

e Tigard Triangle Stakeholder Working Group (SWG)

e City of Tigard City Council (CC)

e City of Tigard City Center Advisory Commission (CCAC)

e City of Tigard Library Board (LB)

e City of Tigard Neighborhood Involvement Committee (NIC)
e City of Tigard Park and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB)
e City of Tigard Planning Commission (PC)

e City of Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee (TTAC)
e City of Tigard Youth Advisory Council (YAC)

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

SECTION 1: As established in Resolution 16-___, the membership of the Tigard Triangle Urban Renewal Plan
CAC shall include representatives from the following groups:

e Metzger Citizen Participation Organization (1 member)
Tigard Triangle Stakeholder Working Group (1 member)
City of Tigard Boards, Committees, Commissions, and Councils (7 members)

Citizens at Large (up to 4 members)

RESOLUTION NO. 16-
Page 1



SECTION 2: The membership of the Tigard Triangle Urban Renewal Plan CAC shall consist of the following
individuals:

e Jim Long (CPO 4M)

e Flise Shearer SWG & TTAC)

¢ John Goodhouse (CC)

e David Walsh (CCAC)

e Scott Hancock (LB)

e (Cathy Olson (NIC)

e  Gary Jelinek (PC)

e Zack Dean (YAC)

¢ John Boren (Citizen-at-Large, city planner)

e Katen Patel (Citizen-at-Large, Triangle property owner)
e Veronica Smith (Citizen-at-Large, housing advocate)
e Dustin White (Citizen-at-Large, architect)

SECTION 3: The term of service for CAC members shall expire after a public vote on the Urban Renewal Plan
at a general election. The CAC shall be disbanded at that point.

SECTION 4: This resolution is effective immediately upon passage

PASSED: This day of 2016.

Mayor - City of Tigard

ATTEST:

City Recorder - City of Tigard

RESOLUTION NO. 16-
Page 2



AIS-2660 5.

Workshop Meeting

Meeting Date: 04/19/2016

Length (in minutes): 10 Minutes

Agenda Title: Receive a Briefing on the Metzger Elementary School Park Project

Update

Prepared For: Kenny Asher, Community Development

Submitted By: Lina Smith, Community Development

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

Public Hearing: No Publication Date:

Information
ISSUE

Receive a briefing on the Metzger Elementary School Park Project.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Receive a briefing on the Metzger Elementary School Park Project, and next steps for
implementation.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Metzger Elementary School’s athletic fields will be transforming into a public park, open to
City of Tigard residents outside of school hours. A joint-use intergovernmental agreement
(IGA) between the City of Tigard and Tigard-Tualatin School District was unanimously
approved by Tigard City Council on September 22, 2015. Through this IGA, the city will
initiate site improvements and provide higher levels of maintenance, so the athletic fields can
be utilized as an open park when the area is not needed for school functions.

Now that the IGA has been finalized, The City of Tigard Public Works and Community
Development Departments are working together to redevelop this space into a public park
and outdoor destination spot, which will provide much-needed recreation in north Tigard.

In February 2016, the city selected Verde, teamed up with the Multicultural Collaborative and
ESA Vigil-Agrimis, as the consultant team to lead this exciting project. The team’s approach
to neighborhood park design focuses on inclusivity, social enterprise, and advocacy for
community members. The team has valuable experience working in multicultural
communities, and encourages community empowerment through public space design. A
successful example of the team’s previous work is the “Let Us Build Cully Park” project in



notrtheast Portland.

The city aims to make Metzger Elementary School Park’s design process an empowering
experience for local residents. Accordingly, community engagement will play a key role
throughout Metzger Elementary School Park’s planning. City staff will continually work to
reach out to a variety of populations and age groups, build relationships with local
stakeholders and neighbors, and provide a platform for diverse public participation. The
future park should create a safe space for the community to come together, engage in
opportunities for exploration and discovery, and share an organic, unpredictable experience.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
N/A

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

Tigard Strategic Plan Goals:
e GOAL 1: Walking and Connecting
e GOAL 2: Growing and Planning
e GOAL 3: Engaging and Communicating

Tigard Comprehensive Plan Goals:

e GOAL 1: Citizen Involvement
e GOAL 8: Parks, Recreation, Trails and Open Space

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

The joint-use IGA for Metzger Elementary School Park was approved by City Council on
September 22, 2015. This is the first time city staff will be briefing City Council on this project.




AIS-2589 6.

Workshop Meeting
Meeting Date: 04/19/2016
Length (in minutes): 30 Minutes
Agenda Title: DISCUSSION ON RIVER TERRACE AND
CITY-WIDE SANITARY SEWER SURCHARGE
FEES
Prepared For: Toby LaFrance Submitted By: Carol
Krager,
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

Discussion on River Terrace utility fees and city-wide sanitary sewer surcharge.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

The upcoming budget process presents Council with an opportunity to implement fees they
have discussed in previously. Staff would like direction from Council on implementing the
fees in the Master Fees and Charges during the budget hearings in June, or if Council would
prefer to schedule additional meetings to discuss implementation of the fees.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Citywide Sewer Surcharge

On October 19, 2014, staff presented Council with the results of a Sewer Surcharge
calculation report. That report is attached to this Agenda Item Summary (AIS). The reasons
tor conducting the report included:

e On April 21, 2014 the City of Tigard Budget Committee instructed staff to pursue a
local revenue source for the sewer system. The Sewer Fund of the city does not have
sufficient resources to pay for operations and capital. The Budget Committee
determined that service level decreases would put Tigard in jeopardy of violating
environmental rules and negatively impacting public health and safety. To prevent the



fund from running out of money, additional local revenue such as a surcharge, will be
examined and brought to Council for consideration.

e Sewer rates and the city’s share of the revenues are set by the region’s sewer provider,
Clean Water Services (CWS). Tigard has set a 5% franchise fee on sewer services. For
every dollar that a customer pays, $0.84 goes to CWS and $0.16 goes to Tigard. Of the
Tigard $0.16, $0.05 goes to the General Fund as the Franchise Fee, and $0.11 goes to
the Sewer Fund. Therefore, for every $1.00 that our customers pay in sewer rates, only
$0.11 goes toward operational/maintenance costs of Tigard's sewer system and any
sewer system capital improvement projects.

® Recent case law has confirmed that home rule cities such as Tigard, can charge utility
districts a franchise fee. This presents the opportunity for an equitable split of the
tranchise fee. In this second option, the franchise fee is paid first and the remaining is
shared via the 84/16% split. This would result in for each $1 paid, $0.05 goes to the
Franchise Fee approximately $§0.80 goes to CWS, and approximately $0.15 goes to the
Sewer Fund.

e The City of Tigard is the only city inside of CWS’s service area that hasn’t implemented a
sewer surcharge.

e In August 2014, Tigard contracted with FCS Group to perform a Sewer rate analysis to
determine the additional revenue required that will permit Tigard to adequately fund
Sewer services and capital.

The results of the study recommended the following:

e Tigard maintain reserves of:
¢ 60 Days operations
e Approximately $1 million for emergency repairs
e Tigard fully funds depreciation related system reinvestment of $611,000 to $§726,000 per
year.
e Tigard fully funds a modest Capital Improvement Plan, including River Terrace projects
and system master plan.
e HDR examined two funding scenarios:
o Scenario #1: Tigard pays 5% franchise fee out of the 16% share it receives from CWS.
This results in a deficit of $5.1 million over the next five fiscal years.
e Scenario #2: Tigard and CWS share the franchise fee equitably based on the 84/16%
split set by CWS. With the decreased franchise fee, this results in a deficit of $2.5 million.
e Under funding Scenario #1: Tigard sewer customers pay $3.55 per dwelling unit
equivalent (DUE) per month.
e Under funding Scenario #2: Tigard sewer customers pay $1.95 per DUE per month.
e HDR recommends that Tigard adopt one of the following local sewer charge scenarios:
e HDR recommends that Tigard’s new sewer charge be adjusted annually based on the
Engineering News Record (ENR) City of Seattle index with a minimum floor set at 2.00
percent.
Since the recommended fees were for FY2015 and the upcoming Master Fees and Charges
are for FY2017, the recommended fees would be $3.77 in Scenario #1 or $2.07 in Scenario
#2. These amounts can be found in Tables 4.2 & 4.3 in the attached reports.



At the October 19, 2014 workshop, Council instructed staff to work with CWS so that
Scenario #2 could be implemented. Over the last year and a half, Staff has worked with CWS
on this issue. Concurrently, staff has been working with the other six larger cities served by
CWS. Both Beaverton and Hilsboro are in the process of implementing new Right-of-Way
ordinances and are interested in working collaboratively with CWS to bring them into
compliance. Staff from all seven cities have agreed to guiding principles to work
collaboratively with CWS to implement equitable franchise fees. It is anticipated that CWS
and the cities will work toward a solution that will result in CWS paying their share of the
franchise fee; however, it may need to be phased in over a multi-year period. Tigard's Sewer
Fund is not able to wait that long and a surcharge is needed.

River Terrace Funding Strategy

Council adopted the River Terrace Funding Strategy Report (attached to this AIS) in
Resolution 14-66 on December 16, 2014. The Funding strategy has been the guiding
document on funding the infrastructure needed in the River Terrace area. Council has
already adopted the System Development Charges (SDCs) charged to developers.

The funding strategy includes utility fees for several of the infrastructure needs.

The following table outlines the different recommended fees. For each infrastructure area,
the recommendation is identified, where the recommendation can be found in the report,
how the fee would be used, and implementation alternatives that Council could consider.

Infrastructure RecommendationR?po.rt Use Alternative
Area Citation
Underfund city sewer
service. The need for
the surcharge existed
Citvwide Pg 14-16|Extension of prior to River Terrace.
Sewer S ZY\E . Exhibit |local sewer lines |River Terrace will add
ureharge 10 & 11 |to developments [local sewer assets that
will require O&M and
turther dilute existing
resources.
Funding Strategy also
Contribute to has a future $13M GO
“ Bond ($9.1M to River
Land purchase .
Terrace Community
and
P development of Parks land and
Citywide Park 5 veop . |development) which
e 16-19  |two Community
Parks Utility Fee of " . would cost the average
Exhibits [Parks and Linear ;
$1.11/month . household $63/yr in
15 & 16 |Parks / Trails.
Citvwide I taxes. The GO Bond
N EYW1 _(? N f i“ . |could be increased by




E;%ﬁ::%;;)jcle $3M and the average
" |household would pay
$77/yr.
Phase in
implementation. O&M
is a need after 3-year
o developer warranty
&M or ) -
By  nbursement expires on new facﬂltes.
Utility Surcharge P retm! City has been working
) o 19-23|district debt ) )
Stormwater Of $12/mo in Exhibits [payment. Fee with developers without
River Terrace the use of LID’s or
only. 20 & 21 |Generates Developer
$6.5M over 20 i
Reimbursement
years. Districts thus far. Tigard
will undertake a citywide
Stormwater Master Plan
next year.
Fund from other
source. O&M could
1. O&M of right of |come from diverting
gg%?;if?:arge §3g_3 | |wayor capital Gas Tax from other
‘Transportation River Terrace  |Exhibits expenditures.  lareas of Tigard. City
only 26 & 27 Generates Gas Tax could be used
$1.4M. for capital expenditures
after retiring debt in
FY2020.
OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Council could direct staff that they do not wish to schedule implementation of any of the fees.
This would create some significant deficits in the city's future infrastructure financing.

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS
DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

Council discussed the Sewer Surcharge as the Council and Budget Committee three times
between April 2014 and November 2014, with the most recent meeting being on November

18, 2014.

Council discussed the River Terrace Financing Strategy in nine separate meetings between

June 2013 and December 2014, with the report being adopted on December 16, 2014.




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

Additional Fiscal Notes:

Tigard has various infrastructure funding needs. Council has previously provided direction
on the utility fees. The fees discussed in this AIS are one important tool to address those
needs, generating several million dollars for the infrastructure areas over the next 20 years.
Staff is seeking guidance in implementing the fees.

Attachments
Tigard Sewer Surcharge Draft Report

River Terrace Funding Strategy Resolution and Report
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SECTION |: INTRODUCTION

The City of Tigard (City) Sanitary Sewer Division maintains and operates a safe and reliable
wastewater collection system that protects public health, protects the environment, and meets or
exceeds all regulatory standards. In addition to managing and operating 167 miles of pipe, the
Sanitary Sewer Division provides a wide range of services such as line repairs and replacements,
twenty four hour seven days per week emergency response, line cleaning, video inspection of
sanitary lines and utility locates.

The City operates and maintains the public sanitary sewer system in accordance with an
intergovernmental agreement with Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS acts as the overall permit
holder with the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and sets the performance standards for
operation and maintenance best management practices. The cities within CWS boundaries are
expected to meet or exceed those performance standards and provide periodic reports to CWS to keep
them updated and to fulfill their individual obligations as a co-implementer of the permit. The City
participates with CWS and the other cities through a variety of periodic meetings to ensure ongoing
cooperation and collaboration as to any necessary changes in performance standards.

CWS provides sanitary sewer treatment and sets all fees related to these services contracting with the
City for billing and collection of sanitary sewer charges within the city’s limits. The city currently
retains approximately 16 percent of these revenues and sends the remaining 84 percent to CWS each
month. Approximately 5 percent of the retained revenues are related to franchise fees, which are
transferred to the General Fund. There are currently no local charges assessed by the city.

This report evaluates the sufficiency of the City’s share of CWS revenues to meet its ongoing
operating and capital expenses and evaluates an option of establishing a local charge to assist in
funding any revenue deficiencies. In addition, this report provides a sensitivity analysis of the local
sewer surcharge rate under the current CWS franchise fee allocation, and under a potential revised
franchise fee allocation.

| -

ifids Overview
*Sanitary sewer utility service currently

fundedthrough ashare of Clean Water
Services (CWS) fees

sExisting sources are inadequate

— Maintenance deferrals increasing

— Fleet and replacement projects are increasing
— Depletion of reserve funds for utility

— City must defer needed capital investment

sTigard is the only city in CWS district
withoutlocal sewer rate surcharge

<> FCS GROUP
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SECTION Il: RATE STUDY METHODOLOGY

A. RATE SETTING PRINCIPLES AND METHODOLOGY

The methods used to establish user rates are based on principles that are generally accepted and
widely followed throughout the industry. These principles are designed to produce rates that
equitably recover costs from each class of customer by setting the appropriate level of revenue to be
collected from ratepayers, and establishing a rate structure to equitably collect those revenues.

Exhibit 2.1 illustrates the primary tasks of the rate study process.

Exhibit 2.1: Overview of the Rate Study Process

— ECONOMIC
ASSUMPTIONS

OPERATING

CAPITAL FUNDING
BUDGETS

PLAN

A

CUSTOMER
— STATISTICS

VARIABLE

FIXED CHARGES CHARGES

|

B. FISCAL POLICIES

The stewardship of public funds is one of the greatest responsibilities given to the officials and the
managers of the City. Therefore, the establishment and maintenance of wise fiscal policies enables
the City officials to protect public interest and ensure public trust.

This study incorporates formal and informal fiscal policies of the City to ensure that current policies
are maintained, including reserve levels, capital/ system replacement funding and debt service
coverage.

C. REVENUE REQUIREMENT

A revenue requirement analysis forms the basis for a long-range financial plan and multi-year rate
management strategy for the sanitary sewer system. It also enables the City to set utility rate
structures which fully recover the total cost of operating the sanitary sewer system: capital
improvement and replacement, operations, maintenance, general administration, fiscal policy
attainment, cash reserve management, and debt repayment. Linking rate levels to a financial plan
such as this helps to enable not only sound financial performance for the City’s sanitary sewer fund,
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but also a clear and reasonable relationship between the costs imposed on utility customers and the
costs incurred to provide service.

A revenue requirement analysis includes the following core elements to form a complete portrayal of
the sanitary sewer utility’s financial obligations.

¢ Operating Forecast. ldentifies future annual non-capital costs associated with the operation,
maintenance, and administration of the system.

¢ Capital Funding Plan. Defines a strategy for funding the City’s capital improvement/equipment
replacement program, including an analysis of available resources from rate revenues, debt
financing, and any special resources that may be readily available (e.g. grants, outside
contributions, etc.). Identifies if additional funding sources are needed.

¢ Revenue Sufficiency Testing. Evaluates the sufficiency of revenues in meeting all financial
obligations, including any coverage requirements associated with long-term debt.

¢ Rate Strategy Development. Designs a forward-looking strategy for adjusting rates to fully
fund all financial obligations on an annual basis over the projection period.

D. RATE DESIGN

The principal consideration of rate design is for the rate structure to generate sufficient revenues for
the system which are reasonably commensurate with the cost of providing service. The pricing
structure is largely dictated by the objectives of the system. Most rate structures consist of a
combination of fixed and variable charges. Fixed charges typically attempt to cover system costs that
do not vary with usage, but in practice only recover a portion of those costs (as the majority of utility
costs are fixed in nature). Variable charges typically serve two functions, equitably recovering
variable costs such as chemicals and electricity and encouraging customers to use the system
efficiently (e.g. conservation).
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SECTION lll: REVENUE REQUIREMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

A revenue requirement analysis forms the basis for a long-range financial plan and multi-year rate
management strategy. The analysis is developed by completing an operating forecast that identifies
future annual operating costs and a capital funding plan that defines a strategy for funding the capital
improvement needs of the City.

B. OPERATING FORECAST

The purpose of the operating forecast is to determine whether the existing rates and charges are
sufficient to recover the costs the City incurs to operate and maintain the sanitary sewer system. The
fiscal year (FY) 2015 Budget provided the primary basis for developing a multi-year forecast for FY
2016 through FY 2034 expenses. The main focus of the report is on the first five (5) year projection
period FY 2015 through FY 2019. The complete forecast can be found in the technical appendix. The
ensuing discussion highlights the key assumptions used to develop the sanitary sewer operating
forecast.

Reserves

¢ Operating Reserves. A minimum of 60 days of operating and maintenance (O&M) expenses
($353,000 to $427,000, per industry standards and discussion with City staff).

¢ Capital Contingency Reserves. A target of $1.00 million for emergency repairs and
unanticipated capital (per discussion with City staff).

Operating Non Rate Revenue

¢ Non-Rate Revenue. Non-rate revenue consists primarily of the City’s share of CWS revenue,
bad debt, interest earnings and recovered expenditures.

®  CWS revenue projections were derived by applying the FY2015 rate structure to detailed
customer statistics (dwelling units and billed usage) from the City’s billing system, adjusting
for expected growth. Based on the previous four years of increases, it was assumed that CWS
will raise rates at 3.00 percent per year. This increases the share the City receives from CWS
annually.

¢ Customer Growth. All existing customer accounts, dwelling units and consumption were
escalated with 0.45 percent annual growth rate based on the assumptions from the Tigard River
Terrace analysis.

® |n addition to growth in the existing system, the medium growth option of the Tigard River
Terrace analysis was incorporated starting in FY2017 with 80 to 120 new dwelling units per
year through FY2035.
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¢ Interest Earnings. 0.50 percent per year through 2034 (based on latest trends and discussion with
City staff).

O&M Expenses

¢ General Cost Inflation. 3.00 percent per year (based on discussion with City staff).

¢ Construction Cost Inflation. 4.00 to 4.50 percent per year (based on discussion with City staff).

¢ Labor Cost Inflation. 3.40 to 4.00 percent per year (based on City internal analysis).

¢ Medical Benefit Cost Inflation. 5.67 to 6.67 percent per year (based on City internal analysis).

¢ Contractual Services Inflation. 4.00 percent per year (based on discussion with City staff).

¢ Franchise Fees. City franchise fees are calculated based on projected revenue and the prevailing
fee of 5.00 percent. The fee is collected in the sanitary sewer fund and transferred out to the
general fund.

Debt Service

¢ Existing Debt. The City’s sanitary sewer utility does not have any existing debt service.

¢+ New Debt. No new debt is anticipated within the projection period.

System Reinvestment

¢ System reinvestment funding policies aim to ensure system integrity through reinvestment in
capital infrastructure. There are a variety of funding benchmarks — at a minimum most utilities
use annual depreciation expense to establish an annual funding provision.

¢ This study assumed the sanitary sewer is funding full depreciation at $611,000 to $726,000 per
year for FY2015 through FY20109.

C. CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN

The sewer utility’s capital plan includes $21.32 million in capital costs in the 20-year projection
period. There is approximately $8.70 million in the first five year period FY2015 through FY2019.
Costs represented in this plan are based on inflated dollars to the year of construction. The projects
include:

¢ Citywide Sanitary Sewer Extension Program

¢ Derry Dell Creek Sewer Interceptor Relocation

¢ East Tigard Sewer Replacement

¢ Krueger Creek Slope Stabilization

¢ Sewer Rehabilitation Program; and

¢ Various renewal and replacement projects.

In addition to the existing system, the CIP also include two projects related to Tigard River Terrace:
¢ Scholls Ferry Trunk Extension Phase 1; and

¢ Beef Bend Road Line Upsizing.

The capital funding strategy envisions funding these project through a mix of available cash balances
(including interest), rate funded system reinvestment, City’s share of CWS System Development
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Charges (SDCs) and transfers from other funds. Exhibit 3.1 provides a summary of the funding
sources for the capital funding expenditures. A detailed capital plan can be found in the Technical
Appendix.

Table 3.1: Sanitary Sewer Capital Funding Summary

Year Capital Costs Transfers In SDCs Cash/Bate Total Funding
Funding

FY2015 $ 2912500|$ 1,622,400 $ 74506 | $ 1,215594] $ 2,912,500
FY2016 2,864,832 262,853 23,547 2,578,433 2,864,832
FY2017 634,562 273,892 40,997 319,673 634,562
FY2018 1,114,395 285,670 46,623 782,101 1,114,395
FY2019 1,163,428 298,239 52,551 812,638 1,163,428
Subtotal $ 8,689,717 | $ 2,743,054 | $ 238,224 | $ 5,708,439 | $ 8,689,717

FY2020+ 12,628,012 - 1,026,360 11,601,652 12,628,012
Total $ 21,317,729 | $ 2,743,054 1 $ 1,264,584 { $ 17,310,092 | $ 21,317,729

D. SUMMARY OF REVENUE REQUIREMENT

The operating forecast components of O&M expenses, debt service and rate-funded system
reinvestment come together to form the multi-year revenue requirement. The revenue requirement
compares the overall revenue available to the sanitary sewer system to the expenses and evaluates the
sufficiency of rates on an annual basis.

Two scenarios were developed to evaluate the sanitary sewer’s revenue requirement based on the
collection of Franchise Fees.:

1. Scenario 1: existing franchise fee collection — this scenario evaluates “business as usual”,
where the City pays the 5.00 percent franchise fee out of its 16.00 percent share of CWS
revenue leaving 11.00 percent to be used towards meeting ongoing sanitary sewer expense.

2. Scenario 2: proportional franchise fee collection between the City and CWS — this scenario
evaluates the impact of collecting the franchise fees from CWS and the City proportionally.
Instead of taking out the full 5.00 percent franchise fees from the City’s revenue share, it
would be proportionally deducted from the City and CWS share. Based on this distribution,
the City would retain 15.20 percent of revenue instead of 11.00 percent to be used towards
meeting ongoing sanitary sewer expenses. Implementation of this scenario will require close
coordination with CWS.

Table 3.2 provides the cost sharing differences between the two scenarios.

Table 3.2: Franchise Fee Cost Sharing

S1: EXISTING S2: PROPORTIONAL

Revenue

84.00% 16.00%
4.20% 0.80%
79.80% 15.20%

84.00% 16.00%
0.00% 5.00%
84.00% 11.00%

Revenue Share
less: Franchise Fee
Net Revenue Share
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D.1 Scenario 1 Summary Existing Franchise Fee Collection
Key findings of the sanitary sewer revenue requirement scenario 1 analysis include:

+ Current rate revenue levels are not sufficient to meet the sanitary sewer utility’s existing financial
obligations; the annual deficiency is $853,000 in FY2015, increasing to $1.24 million by
FY2019.

+ Deficiencies are due to:

®  Capital infrastructure needs to maintain the system and associated rate funded system
reinvestment

®  Cost increases that are greater than growth in the system

The City currently does not set sanitary sewer utility rates; therefore, in order to cover the forecasted
needs it is proposed that a local sanitary sewer utility charge be established. The level of the charge
will be discussed in Section IV Rate Design.

Exhibit 3.1 and Table 3.3 provide a summary of the sanitary sewer system revenue requirement
forecast for scenario 1.

Exhibit 3.1: Sanitary Sewer Utility Revenue Requirement Summary

- Scenario 1
$3,500,000
$3,000,000
$2,500,000 —
$2,000,000 -
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
3
FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019
mmm Cash Operating Expenses i Rate Funded System Reinvestment
= Franchise Fees - xisting Revenue
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Table 3.3: Sanitary Sewer Utility Revenue Requirement Summary
- Scenario 1

Revenue Requirement Summary FY2015

FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

Revenues
Share of CWS Revenue $ 1,783,834 $ 1,845787 $ 1,915687 $ 1,989,697 $ 2,068,048
Non-Rate Revenues 120,670 22,101 22,089 22,223 22,338
Total Revenue $ 1,904504 $ 1,867,889 $ 1,937,777 $ 2,011,920 $ 2,090,386
Expenses
Cash Operating Expenses $ 1,575,168 $ 1,513,713 $ 1,654,501 $ 1,770,987 $ 1,912,474
Franchise Fees 571,560 618,249 639,983 663,013 687,410
Rate Funded System Reinvestment 610,716 668,013 680,704 702,992 726,260
Total Expenses $ 2,757,444 $ 2,799,975 $ 2,975,187 $ 3,136,992 $ 3,326,145
Surplus (Deficiency) (852,940) (932,086) (1,037,411) (1,125,072) (1,235,759)

D.2 Scenario 2 Summary Proportional Franchise Fee Collection

Key findings of the sanitary sewer revenue requirement scenario 2 analysis include:

+ Current rate revenue levels are not sufficient to meet the sanitary sewer utility’s existing financial
obligations; the annual deficiency is $386,000 in FY2015, increasing to $689,000 by FY2019.

+ Deficiencies are due to:

®  Capital infrastructure needs to maintain the system
®  Cost increases that are greater than growth in the system

+ Similarly to scenario 1, the City currently does not set sanitary sewer utility rates; therefore, in
order to cover the forecasted needs it is proposed to establish a local sanitary sewer utility
charge. The level of the charge will be discussed in Section IV Rate Design.

Exhibit 3.2 and Table 3.4 provide a summary of the sanitary sewer system revenue requirement

forecast for scenario 2.
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Exhibit 3.2: Sanitary Sewer Utility Revenue Requirement Summary

— Scenario 2
$3,500,000
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
e i
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$-
FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019
mmm Cash Operating Expenses = Rate Funded System Reinvestment
== Franchise Fees - xjsting Revenue

Table 3.4: Sanitary Sewer Utility Revenue Requirement Summary
— Scenario 2

Revenue Requirement Summary FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

Revenues
Share of CWS Revenue $ 1,783,834 $ 1,845787 $ 1,915687 $ 1,989,697 $ 2,068,048
Non-Rate Revenues 120,670 21,717 21,682 21,802 21,903

Total Revenue $ 1,904,504 $ 1,867,505 $ 1,937,369 $ 2,011,499 $ 2,089,951

Expenses
Cash Operating Expenses $ 1,575,168 $ 1,513,713 $ 1,654,501 $ 1,770,987 $ 1,912,474
Franchise Fees 104,354 122,751 127,999 133,960 140,685
Rate Funded System Reinvestment 610,716 668,013 680,704 702,992 726,260
Total Expenses $ 2,290,238 $ 2,304,477 $ 2,463,204 $ 2,607,939 $ 2,779,420

Surplus (Deficiency) (385,735) (436,972) (525,835) (596,440) (689,469)
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SECTION IV: RATE DESIGN

A. INTRODUCTION

The principal objective of the rate design stage is to develop sanitary sewer rate structures that
collect the appropriate level of revenue. The City currently does not assess local charges for sanitary
sewer service. In order to fund the ongoing deficiencies identified in the revenue requirement section
above, it is recommended that a local charge be formed.

B. EXISTING SANITARY SEWER RATES CHARGED BY CWS

The existing sanitary sewer rates charges by CWS are composed of a fixed monthly charge and a
variable consumption charge per one hundred (100) cubic feet (CCF) for individual customer’s
average winter usage. The City currently does not assess a local service fee. Exhibit 4.1 provides a
summary of the existing CWS monthly sanitary sewer rates.

Table 4.1: Existing CWS Monthly Sanitary Sewer Rates

FY2015

Monthly Base Charge (per DU or DUE) $25.85

Use Charge (per ccf) $1.72

Notes:
DU = Dwelling units
DUE = Dwelling unit equiv alents

C. PROPOSED LOCAL SANITARY SEWER RATES

The primary driver behind the projected annual revenue deficiencies in both scenarios are tied to
ongoing capital renewal and replacement needs. These expenses are fixed in nature; therefore, the
local service fee is proposed to be collected through a monthly fixed fee per dwelling unit or
dwelling unit equivalent consistent with the monthly base charge methodology currently in the CWS
rate structure. Table 4.2 and Table 4.3 provide a summary of the proposed rates for the five-year
period for scenarios 1 and 2. Consistent with existing City practices, the charge would be escalated
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annually with the Engineering News Record (ENR) City of Seattle index with a minimum floor set at
2.00 percent annually.

Table 4.2: Proposed Local Rates — Scenario 1 Existing Franchise
Fee Collection

CWS Fees FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

Monthly Base Charge (per DU or DUE) $25.85 $26.63 $27.42 $28.25 $29.09

Use Charge (per ccf) $1.72 $1.77 $1.82 $1.88 $1.94

Local Fees FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

Monthly Base Charge (per DU or DUE) $3.55 $3.66

Notes:
DU = Dwelling units
DUE = Dwelling unit equiv alents

Assumes a 3.00% increase in CWS charges starting in FY2016

Table 4.3: Proposed Local Rates — Scenario 2 Proportional
Franchise Fee Collection

CWS Fees FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

$25.85 $27.42 $28.25

Monthly Base Charge (per DU or DUE)

$1.82 $1.88

Use Charge (per ccf) $1.72

Local Fees FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

Monthly Base Charge (per DU or DUE) $1.95

Notes:

DU = Dwelling units

DUE = Dwelling unit equiv alents

Assumes a 3.00% increase in CWS charges starting in FY2016
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SECTION V: SUMMARY

Sanitary sewer revenues at current levels are not sufficient to fund ongoing sanitary sewer system
obligations. Two scenarios were evaluated for the sanitary sewer system based on the method of
collection of Franchise Fees. The revenue deficiencies identified in Scenario 1 Existing Franchise
Fee Collection range from $853,000 in FY2015 increasing to $1.24 million in FY2019. Scenario 2
Proportional Franchise Fee Collection deficiencies identified range from $386,000 in FY2015
increasing to $689,000 in FY2019. The main difference between the two scenarios is that Scenario 1
collects 11.00 percent of revenue versus 15.20 percent in scenario 2 to be used towards ongoing
sanitary sewer requirements.

The City sanitary sewer utility’s current source of revenue to cover expenses in either scenario are
tied the amount of revenue CWS collects on an annual basis, with the City having no control of the
level of revenue the sanitary sewer utility generates. In order to meet future revenue needs it is
proposed that the sanitary sewer utility establish a local fee based on dwelling units or dwelling unit
equivalents. The fee would be escalated on an annual basis using the Seattle ENR construction cost
index with a minimum of 2.00 percent per year consistent with other utility rate practices within the
City.

We recommend that the City revisit the study findings during the budget cycle to check that the
assumptions used are still appropriate and no significant changes have occurred that would alter the
results of the study. The City should continue to monitor the financial status of the sanitary sewer
utility, adjusting the sanitary sewer rate strategy as needed.

The detailed technical exhibits developed as part of the sanitary sewer study can be found in the
Technical Appendix.
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CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION NO. 14-44

A RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE RIVER TERRACE FUNDING STRATEGY, a4 4 sy ,M

WHEREAS, the City of Tigard annexed the River Terrace area west of Bull Mountain in 2011 and 2012; and

WHEREAS, the City of Tigard has adopted an amendment to the Tigard Comprehensive Plan to include the
River Terrace Community Plan, and

WHEREAS, the City of Tigard has amended the Tigard Comprehensive Plan Designations Map to include the
River Terrace Community Plan, and

WHEREAS, the City of Tigard has completed planning for the public facilities necessary for the
implementation of these amendments related to River Terrace, and

WHEREAS, the City of Tigard has adopted the master plan addenda for the water, sewer, stormwater, parks
and transportation systems, and

WHEREAS, these projects are appropriate to be added to the City of Tigard Master Plans,
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Council that:

SECTION 1: The River Terrace Funding Strategy (Exhibit A) is hereby approved as the master funding
strategy for River Terrace.

SECTION 2: The projects on this master lists shall be funded based on the funding strategy unless changes are
made to this resolution by Council.

SECTION 3: Staff will bring forward all financing mechanisms contained in the strategy for Council
consideration in a public hearing.

SECTION 4: This resolution is effective immediately upon passage.

PASSED: This__ /6™ day of Decermfer 2014

[
MM‘BH@M

ATTEST:

222
City Recorder - City of Tigard

RESOLUTION NO. 14-6 &
Page 1
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2012, the City of Tigard (“city”) annexed more than 500 acres of territory known as River Terrace. At
build-out, up to 2,587 dwellings, a commercial center of 40,000 gross square feet, and at least one new
public school are expected to be located in River Terrace. As the long-term owner of public facilities
(including local roads, water reservoirs, pump stations, local transmission lines for water and sewer, parks,
trails and stormwater facilities), the city must consider how to fund the capital and operating costs of these
facilities.

FCS GROUP worked with the city to develop and analyze funding options for water, sewer, parks,
stormwater, and transportation. The output of our analysis is a recommended funding strategy for these
five systems. The subsections below briefly describe the recommended funding strategy. A detailed
analysis of the funding options for each system—including the criteria by which they were evaluated—can
be found in the body of this report.

This Funding Strategy provides a course of action as of the date of its adoption. Given its long-term
nature, however, elements of it could change as the development of River Terrace moves forward.
Potential changes include the rate of development absorption, number and scope of projects, and the cost
of those projects. In addition, new funding sources could become available and/or existing funding sources
could become limited. The city should re-evaluate and revise this Funding Strategy every five years in
order to ensure that it remains relevant and useful in guiding public investment in River Terrace over the
next two decades.

Water

The recommended funding strategy for water infrastructure shown in Exhibit i is generally consistent with
the city’s existing funding sources. This includes utility fees, citywide system development charges
(SDCs), and developer dedications of local transmission lines. Both the utility fee and SDCs will likely be
adjusted in January of 2015 because of a new study.

Exhibit i: Water Funding Strateg

Near Term Long Term ; It existing tee, does it
Payment Base  Rate Funding Funding Total Revenue  New? increase?
- Avg. monthly water . Yes. through planned utility
Utility Fees Customers rites = $38 per et it $ 5295000 % $ 5295000 0O el
- Water SDCs = $7.580 per Yes, through planned utility
sbC Developers StD 2,000,000 10,278,500 12278500 0O st
Total $ 7.295000 $ 10278500 % 17.573.500

Source: FCS GROUP.
Sewer

The recommended funding strategy for sanitary sewer infrastructure shown in Exhibit ii utilizes funding
sources already used by the city and Clean Water Services (CWS). This includes CWS capital funds,
SDCs, developer dedications of local gravity feeds, and a new citywide utility fee surcharge. The city is
enacting the surcharge regardless of River Terrace development.
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Exhibit ii: Sewer Funding Strate

Near Term Long Term It existing fee, does it
increase?

Payment Base Rate Funding Funding Total Revenue  New?
CWs ; Customers $ 10,130,300 $% - $ 10,130,300 O N/A
Utility Fee Surcharge Customers 609,150 494,000 1103150 ©
soc Developers g?g er SDCs = $4.900 per 609,150 . 609150 O No
Total $ 113484600 $ 494,000 $ 11,842,600

Source: FCS GROUP.
Parks

The recommended funding strategy for parks shown in Exhibit iii includes several new funding sources
for River Terrace infrastructure, such as an SDC overlay for River Terrace and a citywide utility fee
surcharge. In addition, this strategy relies on General Fund monies, existing citywide SDCs, a new general
obligation bond, and grants.

Exhibit iii: Parks Funding Strategy

Payment

Near Term Long Term If existing fee, does it
Funding Mechanism Base : .

Rate Funding funding  TofalRevenue  New?  increase?

Citizens $ 250000 $ - % 250,000 O N/A

e Parks SDCs = $4,451
SDC- Citywide Developers 2/ 20:" 3646 2000000 §$ 9263400 $ 11263400 [J  No
C s Parks SDCs = $1,200
SDC -RT Developers SarSID fesk ug) $ - % 2,794,000 $ 2,794,000 M

+- 3111 month "
Utility Fee Customers teﬂ_mgfl"" $ - % 3000000 $ 3,000,000 |

Bond costs $63/year
G.O. Bond Citizens for $311,000 median ¢ - % 9,100,000 $ 9,100,000 M

home (est.)
Grants Other entities $ - 3 1,024,000 $ 1,024,000 M

Total $ 2250000 $ 25181400 $ 27.431.400

Source: FCS GROUP.
Stormwater

The recommended funding strategy for stormwater shown in Exhibit iv includes existing General Fund
monies, utility fees, SDC revenue from across the city, and developer contributions. The General Fund is
not a new source of funding for the city; however, it is a new source of monies for stormwater capital
projects. New funding mechanisms include a River Terrace utility fee surcharge and a River Terrace
reimbursement district.

Exhibit iv: Stormwater Fu ndlng Straiegy
Near Term Long Term If existing fee, does it
Payment Base  Rate Funding Funding Total Revenue New? increase?

General Fund Citizens Avg. of $42.000 peryear $ 250,000 % 832,500 $ 1082500 O N/A
Cument tee of $500 per Existing SDCs may be
Utility Fees Customers dwelling 250,000 832,500 1082500 0O adisten
Avg. monthly storm . Existing rates may be
sDC Developers utility rates = $8.75 200,000 200.000 = adjusfed
Utlity Fee Surcharge heirerace  $12/month surcharge 750,000 5,750,000 6500000 M
i, Assumes $1-2M per
Reimbursement Districts Developers district {every & years) 500.000 1,665,000 2165000 ©
Developers Developers - - 11,022000° O N/A
Tatal $ 1,950,000 % 9.080,000 % 22,052,000

* Developer funded stormwater improvements are unceriain timing.
Source: FCS GROUP.

Transportation

#»FCS GROUP v fesgroup.com
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The recommended funding strategy for transportation shown in Exhibit v includes the following existing
funding sources:

¢ Fund transfers,

e Transportation Development Tax (TDT) revenue,
e Developer dedications,

e Washington County cost sharing, and

e ODOT/Metro grants.

The new funding mechanisms for transportation include a citywide SDC, an SDC overlay for River
Terrace, and a River Terrace utility fee surcharge.

Exhibit v: Transportation Funding Strategy

Funding Mechanism

A 1
Ciliars vg. $150,000 ayear

contributions
10T = $6,323 per
Developess sl (o $ -8 3040000 $ 3,040,000 O No
000 per dwell
Developers l’;m peraweling ¢ 2025000 § 6705000 $ 8,730,000 [}
Subdistrie!
Traraportaion SDCs =
Developers 0 aweling 3 252000 835000 $ 1,087,000 =
(avg)
B Gitizans withi
- g MW gs/monthsucharge  § 100,000 $ 1,300,000 § 1,400,000 [}
Developers $ 3700000 § 13820000 % 17,520,000 O N/A
Developers $ 4000000 % 4000000 $ 8,000,000 O N/A
L
County
property to be determined tbd tbd tbd a N/A

owners/citizens

State/Melro

** Net after credits.

*** Non-credit eligible; excludes Roy Rogers Road improvements.
**** Includes TDT credits for Roy Rogers Road improvements.
Source: FCS GROUP.
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Infrastructure Totals

River Terrace Funding Strategy

Overall, the infrastructure funding strategy in River Terrace addresses revenue requirements of $
$33,920,600 in the near term and $77,633,900 in the long term, as shown in Exhibit vi.

Exhibit vi: Funding Strategy Summary

Funding Mechanism

Water
Parks

Stormw ater
Transportation

Total

Source: FCS GROUP.
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Near Term  Long Term
Funding Revenue
$ 7.295,000

11,348,600

2,250,000

11,077,000

Total

$10,278,500 $ 17,573,500
494,000 11,842,600
25,181,400 27,431,400
2,080,000 22,052,000
32,600,000 43,677,000

$33,920,600

$77,633,900 $122,576,500
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|. INTRODUCTION

The City of Tigard (population 49,135) is currently the 12" largest city in Oregon (third largest in
Washington County). In 2002, the Metro Council approved a 500+ acre urban growth boundary
(UGB) expansion and authorized conceptual planning for the area now named River Terrace (RT)
along with adjacent rural lands. The West Bull Mountain Concept Plan was developed from about
2005 to 2010 by Washington County in partnership with Metro. In 2011, the Metro Council voted to
add the 49-acre “Roy Rogers West” area into the UGB.

In 2012, the City of Tigard (“city”) annexed these areas and initiated development of the River
Terrace Community Plan to implement the West Bull Mountain Concept Plan. At build-out, the River
Terrace area will be zoned to accommodate up to 2,587 dwellings, a commercial center of 40,000
gross square feet, and at least one new public school. As part of the Community Plan, the city has
responsibility for:

* Establishing land-use designations, regulations and design standards.

* Applying natural resource protections and abiding by the environmental standards of Clean
Water Services, Washington County, Metro, state government, and federal government. These
include new standards for stormwater quantity and quality.

* Ensuring that the city’s master plans and regulatory maps are updated to address River Terrace
infrastructure requirements including:

®  Parks, recreation and trails
Storm/surface water quality
Water

Sanitary sewer

Transportation

* Preparing a River Terrace funding strategy to comply with Metro Title 11 Functional Plan that

requires areas added to the UGB to include “provision(s) for financing of local and state public
facilities and services.”

The City of Tigard selected FCS GROUP in 2013 (as subcontractor to Otak, Inc.) to prepare the
River Terrace Funding Strategy. This effort included coordinating with city staff, SWG and TAC
members, and the Tigard City Council to evaluate and select a preferred funding strategy for the
required public facilities. This report is a plan for funding major capital facilities in the River Terrace
Community Plan area over defined periods of six years (near-term) and build-out (long-term).

This plan provides a course of action as of the date of this document. Given its long term nature,
however, elements of this plan could change as the development of River Terrace moves forward.
Some things that could change include the rate of development absorption, number and scope of
projects, and the cost of those projects. In addition, new funding sources could become available
and/or existing funding sources could become limited.
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Il. METHODOLOGY

A collaborative approach was used to identify and evaluate funding sources for the major capital
facility improvements required to serve future development within River Terrace. As the long-term
owner of public facilities (including local roads, water reservoirs, pump stations, local transmission
lines for water and sewer, parks, trails and stormwater facilities), the city must consider how to fund
capital costs (including design, permitting, land acquisition and facility construction) and
operating/maintenance (O&M) costs in all areas of the city. While this Funding Strategy is primarily
focused on funding for capital improvements, FCS GROUP also worked with city finance staff to
prepare 10-year forecasts for related O&M costs, and included the findings in the recommendations
(see the Appendix).

A. PROCESS AND APPROACH

The process used to develop this Funding Strategy involved consultants, city staff, regional and state
service providers, private property owners, and developers. The city formed a Stakeholder Working
Group (SWG), a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), conducted open public community
meetings, and held on-line forums to obtain feedback on interim findings for the funding strategy and
public facility master plan updates.

As part of this process, FCS GROUP initially prepared a series of technical memoranda to discuss
and identify funding options related to key facilities and issues of importance. These memoranda
were provided in November and December 2013 and were made available on the River Terrace
website:

* Funding Considerations for River Terrace in Comparison with North Bethany
¢ Parks, Trails, and Open Space Funding Options for River Terrace

+ Stormwater Funding Options for River Terrace

¢ Transportation Funding Options for River Terrace

¢ Wastewater Funding Options for River Terrace

*  Water Funding Options for River Terrace

In addition to these technical memoranda, city staff prepared informational documents regarding
funding strategy policy options to inform the community about how various groups (i.e., existing city
residents, future residents in River Terrace, developers, and property owners in River Terrace) could
help pay for essential public infrastructure.

In the spring and summer of 2014 FCS GROUP, city staff, and other consultant team members
presented draft public facility master plan addenda and preliminary funding strategies to the Tigard
City Council during work sessions open to the public. Input received at these meetings and
subsequent meetings with the TAC and SWG was used to finalize the master plan addenda for
adoption by the Tigard City Council and to provide feedback regarding the assumptions contained in
the funding strategy. Additional public and stakeholder meetings were conducted in fall 2014 to
discuss and refine the recommended funding strategies that are contained in this document.

#»FCS GROUP
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Underlying the alternatives and recommendations in this report is the assumption that the city desires
and intends to develop River Terrace in the manner that it has planned. This report is not a cost-
benefit analysis and it provides no evaluation of the city’s net fiscal impacts from development in
River Terrace.

B. FUNDING SOURCES

There is a hierarchy of public facilities needed to serve new developing areas. Local infrastructure
facilities such as: neighborhood streets, sidewalks, water and sewer line connections to the trunk
system, and storm drainage systems may be required as a condition of development approval,
included in a development agreement or funded as part of adopted system development charges
(SDCs) that must be paid by developers in lieu of constructing a facility.

Development agreements between developers and local service providers are often used to advance
or expedite the financing for specific public facility improvements. In addition to specifying the
capital projects to be constructed, development agreements help clarify project delivery timelines,
funding responsibilities, and developer investment reimbursement levels.

If the required public facilities are included as a “qualified public improvement” per Oregon Revised
Statute (ORS) 223.309, then the local government must have an ordinance or resolution that
establishes or modifies an improvement fee to provide credit against such fee for the construction of
a qualified public improvement.

Capital improvements to major public facilities are often constructed by local governments or utility
service providers through some form of debt financing or “pay-as-you-go™ fund allocations for
capital projects that are included in the city’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).

When capital improvements are funded or financed by the local jurisdiction(s), service provider(s) or
through development agreement(s), the funding options that are used in Washington County include:

* System Development Charges (SDC)

* Transportation Development Tax (TDT)

* Local Improvement Districts (LID)

* Reimbursement Districts

* Utility Rates

* Urban Renewal Districts (Tax Increment Financing)
* Special Taxing Districts

* Bonds

* Loans and Grants

* General Funds (with a mix of funding sources)
* Developer Dedications

A summary of these local options techniques is provided below.

B.1 System Development Charges

ORS 223.297 — 223.314 provides “a uniform framework for the imposition of system development
charges by governmental units” and establishes “that the charges may be used only for capital
improvements.” An SDC can be formulated to include one or both of the following components: (I)a
reimbursement fee, intended to recover an equitable share of the cost of facilities already constructed
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]

or under construction; and (2) an improvement fee, intended to recover a fair share of future,
planned, capital improvements needed to increase the capacity of the system. SDCs may include an
improvement fee for new facilities and a reimbursement fee associated with capital improvements
already constructed. SDCs cannot be used for operation or routine maintenance. ORS 223.299
defines “capital improvements™ as facilities or assets used for:

*  Water supply, treatment and distribution;

¢ Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and disposal;
* Drainage and flood control;

* Transportation; and

+ Parks and recreation.

The city currently collects SDCs for sanitary sewer, stormwater, and parks facilities and is updating
these SDCs. The city is also considering a new local SDC for transportation.

In addition to the SDCs that can be imposed by local governments, school districts can impose local
construction taxes under the provisions of ORS 320.170 to 320.189. These taxes play no role in the
funding of city facilities and are not addressed further in this report.

B.2 Local Transportation System Development Charges

The city is in the process of considering a local Transportation SDC for transportation facilities
(including streets, transit facilities, pedestrian and bicycle facilities) that would be in addition to the
existing Washington County TDT. The local transportation SDC would represent an impact fee on
new development and could be considered citywide or within defined sub-districts within the city.

B.3 Transportation Development Tax (TDT)

Approved by Washington County voters on November 4, 2008 (Measure No. 34-164), the TDT
replaced the previous tax, known as the Traffic Impact Fee. The TDT went into effect on July 1,
2009 and is levied countywide in all cities.

Since River Terrace is located within Washington County, the city may decide to use Washington
County Transportation Development Tax (TDT) revenues for roadway improvements that add
capacity, such as improvements to Roy Rogers Road, Bull Mountain Road, and other eligible
collector and arterial facilities.

B.4 Local Improvement Districts (LID)

Cities in Oregon have the statutory authority to establish local improvement districts and levy special
assessments on the benefited property to pay for improvements. These are payable in annual
installments for up to 30 years. LIDs are generally used for capital improvement projects that benefit
numerous large tenants and/or private property owners.

The primary advantage of LIDs from the city’s perspective is the ability to attain a consistent level of
revenue generation early in the development process. Financial intermediaries such as banks now
view LIDs as a more reliable funding source than others (such as SDCs) and are more apt to provide
loans based on future LID revenue streams. However, the financing terms for “raw land™ LIDs have
become far more stringent since the 2007 financial crisis and are now far less favorable than
financing terms given to municipal bond issues or state infrastructure loans.
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B.5 Reimbursement Districts

Similar to LIDs, cities can negotiate public/private advance financing arrangements with developers
where a developer agrees to front capital improvements/investment within a desi gnated zone of
benefit. The developer is then partially reimbursed as new land use development approvals are
granted within the reimbursement district over a period that usually extends 10-15 years. While
reimbursement districts have been success fully utilized in the city in the past, there is no guarantee
that future revenues will be steady and reliable as with the LID or property tax assessments.

B.6 Utility Rates

Utility rates are a common way to raise local revenues to pay for required infrastructure facilities and
operations. However, they require approval and adoption by the city or service district and must meet
state and local regulations. Utility fees are paid for by customers within the service area and typically
are included in monthly or bi-monthly utility bills for streets, water, sewer, stormwater, and parks.
Tigard currently charges utility fees for water, sewer, transportation, and stormwater.,

B.7 Urban Renewal District (URD)

The city currently has a Downtown urban renewal district (URD) in place, and there may be an
opportunity for to utilize funding from the creation of a new River Terrace URD. In many cases,
URD funds are combined with other local funding sources, (e.g., SDCs) to leverage non-local grants
or loans.

B.7.a URD Requirements

The requirements for preparing an urban renewal plan and establishing an URD are contained in ORS
457. In general, the most pertinent elements of the legal requirements of ORS 457 include:

* Does the area within the proposed boundary contain blighting conditions as defined in ORS 4572
(this includes “inadequate streets and other rights of way, open space and utilities” among other
factors that seem to exist in River Terrace)

* Does the area (along with other URDs in the city) constitute less than 25% of the city’s acreage
and assessed valuation level? (this seems to be the case when considering River Terrace and the
current Downtown URD area)

* Do the proposed urban renewal plan and project activities address and help treat blighting
conditions?

* Are the proposed project activities eligible as urban renewal activities?

* Have urban renewal project costs and revenues been estimated?

B.7.b Maximum Indebtedness Requirements

After the passage of House Bill 3056 (passed by the Oregon Legislature in 2009), urban renewal
agencies have new limits on the amounts of maximum indebtedness (MI) allowed in urban renewal
plans adopted after January 1, 2010.

* If the total “frozen tax base” is $50 million or less (as is the case in River Terrace), the total MI
may not exceed $50 million.
B.7.c Revenue Sharing Possibilities

There are also new possibilities for revenue sharing with overlapping districts for plans adopted or
substantially amended to increase MI after January 1, 2010.
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* Revenue sharing among overlapping tax districts begins in the 11" year after the initial plan was

adopted, or when Tax Increment Financing (TIF) collections equal or exceed 10% of the initial
ML

* For any year when TIF collections equal or exceed 10% of the initial MI, but are less than 12.5%
of the initial MI, the urban renewal agency receives the 10%, plus 25% of the tax increment
between 10% and 12.5%. Overlapping tax districts receive 75% of the tax increment between
10% and 12.5%.

* For any year when TIF collections equal or exceed 12.5% of the initial MI, the UR agency
receives the 12.5% tax increment, and any tax increment collections greater than 12.5% are
distributed to overlapping taxing districts.

B.7.d Concurrence Waivers

Variations in the MI requirements and the revenue sharing provisions can occur if the municipality
obtains the written concurrence of the overlapping tax districts that impose at least 75% of the taxes
imposed under the permanent rate limits in the URD.

In light of these and other URD provisions, the city may consider the creation of a new district.
Revenue generation potential from urban renewal tax increment collections within a district that
coincides with River Terrace is further analyzed in the next section.

B.8 Special Taxing Districts

Special districts with taxing authority may be formed by voters within the district for specific
purposes, such as providing sanitary service, water improvements, or surface water control.> For
example, a Water Control District (ORS Chapter 553) may be formed to construct, improve, operate,
and maintain surface water control works that improve public health, welfare, and safety as well as
enhance pollution control and increase water quality. The district would have a separate board of
directors and may levy taxes, fees, and assessments. If the district levies a property tax, the tax rate is
limited to a portion of the real market value of all taxable property in the district.

B.2 Bonds

Cities may finance public facilities using several types of debt known as bonds or certificates of
participation.

B.9.a General Obligation Bonds

In Oregon, general obligation (G.O.) bonds must be approved by voters. G.O. bonds provide their
own debt service in the form of a property tax levy that is exempt from the Measure 5 (compression)
limits. G.O. bonds offer slightly lower interest rates than revenue bonds, being backed by the city’s
tax base. From the investor’s perspective, tax backed debt is more secure. These bonds also carry no
additional coverage requirement, allowing the city to collect revenues necessary to meet annual debt
service with no additional financial consequences. G.O. bonds can be politically unpalatable if the
municipality’s constituency doesn’t support the intended purpose of the bond funds.

' Special districts in Oregon may be formed by local governments without a vote if the district foregoes the ability to
levy a property tax.
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B.2.b Revenue Bonds

Revenue Bonds are, by definition, backed by the revenue of a utility or enterprise fund, or some other
dedicated revenue source. Because the payment stream is less secured than tax backed bonds,
revenue bonds carry higher interest rates than G.O. bonds. This differential, however, may be
minimal.

Revenue bonds are perhaps the most common source of funding for construction of major public
facility or utility projects. To issue revenue bonds the city must commit to certain security conditions
related to repayment, specifically reserve and coverage requirements for annual rate revenues. These
conditions are included in the bond resolution to be adopted by the city and essentially impose
certain conservative financial practices on the city as a way of making the bonds more secure.

Revenue bond coverage is a contractual requirement binding a utility to demonstrate that annual
revenues exceed expenses by a multiple of the debt service payment. This factor is usually at least
1.25 and is higher for agencies with unrated bonds or low bond ratings. Revenue bond coverage
requirements can result in higher utility rates than would otherwise be necessary to meet the cash
needs of the utility.

B.9.c Full Faith and Credit Obligations (FFCOs)

This last type is a hybrid of the first two. Like revenue bonds, FFCOs require no vote, and they
trigger no property tax levy. Like general obligation bonds, FFCO’s do not figure into debt coverage
ratio calculations for municipalities that have outstanding revenue bonds. Like G.O. bonds, which
are issued against the taxing authority of the city, these bonds may be repaid by other dedicated
revenues. This arrangement takes advantage of the more favorable terms, while still requiring system
users to repay the debt. The General Fund would ultimately remain responsible for debt repayment
should rate revenues prove insufficient. Debt limits for public borrowing through the use of FFCOs
and G.O. Bonds is described in ORS chapter 287.A.

B.10 Loans and Grants

Federal and state grant programs, once readily available for financial assistance, have been mostly
eliminated or replaced by low-cost loan programs. Remaining grant programs are generally limited in
application, lightly funded, and heavily subscribed. Nonetheless, the economic benefit of grants and
low-interest loans can make the effort of applying worthwhile.

B.10.a Bank and State Loans

The city may utilize private bank loans or state loans to make strategic capital facility upgrades. State
loan funds available from Business Oregon currently include the Special Public Works Fund and the
Oregon Bond Bank. Special Public Works funds are available on a competitive basis to public
jurisdictions and can fund projects up to $3 million in size, but require well-secured loan guarantees
from the applicants. Oregon Bond Bank or Oregon Infrastructure Finance Authority loan funds may
be available if the project is well secured and other funding alternatives are not available.

B.10.b Grants and Low-Interest Financing

Grants offer some potential for the capital improvement projects and initiatives that the city is
considering. The city may be able to leverage non-local dollars using dedicated local funding. There
are several regional, state and federal grant and loan programs that may be available for
transportation, water, sewer, and stormwater improvements. Please refer to Metro and Business
Oregon contacts for current grant and loan funding opportunities.
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B.11 General Fund

The General Fund includes revenues (primarily property tax revenues and franchise fee revenues) the
city receives that are not associated with enterprise funds and can be used to fund activities or
projects associated with local governance. As part of the annual budgeting process, Tigard City
Council has the discretion to allocate a portion of General Funds to enterprise activities or other
dedicated purposes. Since General Funds are relied upon to fund essential city administrative
services (including police services), they do not represent a very reliable funding source for funding
public infrastructure. However, General Funds can serve as an important credit mechanism for
issuing bonds, as noted above.

B.12 Developer Dedications

Jurisdictions can require developers to dedicate rights-of-way and/or build public improvements as a
condition of development approval if those public facilities are identified in an adopted subarea
development plan, transportation system plan or public facility plan, and the value of the real estate
and improvements is commensurate with the level of impact generated by the proposed development.
In cases where dedicated public facilities are eligible for SDC or TDT credits, the developer may be
entitled to an amount of credit based on the amount of the improvement charge and the value of the
land and/or capital facility provided based on the credit terms/methods adopted per local ordinance.

C. FUNDING SOURCE EVALUATION CRITERIA

An evaluation of funding options for each public facility type was conducted to ascertain the relative
potential for implementing the potential funding measures identified above. FCS GROUP worked
with city staff to identify potential “bundles” of funding based on the status quo (existing practice
within the City of Tigard) and scenarios that would entail new funding sources. Each funding
“bundle” or scenario was then evaluated using the evaluation criteria below.

C.1 Equity

Equity is defined herein as the equitable distribution of cost/risk among three categories: existing city
residents, new residents within River Terrace, and River Terrace developers/property owners.

A score was assigned to each funding scenario ranging from low cost/risk (1) to high cost/risk (5).
The overall equity score for each funding scenario was determined based upon the relative standard
deviation from uniform equity (which represents a case where each group shares costs/risks equally).
A relatively low equity score depicts a large standard deviation, and a relatively high score depicts a
small standard deviation from uniform equity.

C.2 Reliability of Funds

Reliability of funds is an important consideration, especially if debt is used to advance funding for
improvements. Funding sources, such as SDCs, Reimbursement Districts, and General Fund
allocations do not generate revenue in a predictable manner, and have poor reliability. In
comparison, G.O. Bonds, special districts, and LIDs tend to be far more reliable and less risky to the
agency that takes on debt. A score of 1 (low) to 5 (high) was assigned to each funding scenario based
on how reliable the funds were in each scenario.

C.3 Facilitates Development

Adequate public facilities must be provided (and funded) before major private development can
occur in River Terrace. The ability for the public or private sector to fund necessary infrastructure to
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accommodate new private development is an important consideration and should be viewed from
each of their perspectives. If there is an over reliance on private developers/property owners within
River Terrace to fund all necessary public infrastructure, the development costs per unit of net
development (housing units or commercial floor area) may drive up costs to a level that exceeds
supportable market prices (e.g. lot or home sales prices). On the other hand, if new public facilities
are to be funded primarily using SDCs or General Funds, then it is likely that the city would not
invest in these facilities until adequate capital reserves are established which could take many years.
A score of 1 (low) to 5 (high) was assigned to each funding scenario, based on the relative potential it
would have to facility development within the near-term (next six years).

C.4 Ease of Implementation

Ease of Implementation refers to the process that is required to adopt or implement the funding
sources identified within each funding scenario. Some funding sources, such as utility rates and
SDCs do not require public votes to enact and therefore are relatively easier to implement (these are
not without inherent political or market risks) than funding sources that require a public vote or legal
formation steps (such as Urban Renewal Districts, Local Improvement Districts, Reimbursement
Districts, and Special Taxing Districts). A score of 1 (low) to 5 (high) was assigned to each funding
scenario, based on the relative ease of implementation to enact the relevant funding options.

C.5 Ability to Address Near-Term Costs

Using the adopted facility master plans and CIP, city staff was able to identify a preliminary list of
facility improvements necessary to get development underway in River Terrace. Each improvement
entails additional capital costs that are to be incurred by the city, other major service providers (e.g.
CWS, Washington County, etc.), or developers. A score of 1 (low) to 5 (high) was assigned to each
funding scenario, based on the anticipated level of funds it would generate in comparison to the
expected near-term capital cost requirements.

C.6 Ability to Address Long-Term Costs

The adopted public facility plans for River Terrace were used to identify specific facility
improvements necessary to serve River Terrace (and the surrounding area) at build-out. Each
improvement entails additional capital costs that are to be incurred by the city, or other major service
providers (e.g. CWS, Washington County, etc.), or developers. A score of 1 (low) to 5 (high) was
assigned to each funding scenario, based on the anticipated level of funds it would generate in
comparison to the expected long-term capital cost requirements.

C.7 Total Evaluation Score

A total score was computed for each funding scenario using the overall equity score, and the scores
assigned for the ability to: facilitate development; implement the funding scenario; address near-term
cost; and address long-term cost. The total score was then used to rank each funding scenario. The
scenarios with the highest scores are identified as the preferred funding scenario for each public
facility type.

D. DEVELOPMENT ABSORPTION FORECAST

City staff and consultants worked with SWG/TAC members to estimate available public facility
infrastructure capacity and the timing of near-term improvements and developments within River
Terrace. The development absorption forecast takes into account land uses planned as part of the
adopted River Terrace Community Plan. To keep the funding revenue forecasts conservative, it is
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assumed that the fees generated will occur approximately one year after development approvals are
granted by the city. It is also assumed that the amount of total net new development realized in River
Terrace will be 10% less than the zoned capacity and no commercial or school development is
counted in the city’s revenue forecast. The near-term and long-term development absorption
assumptions are provided in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: River Terrace Development Absorption Forecast (Dwelling Units

Absorption Years Until
Scenario Near Term* Build-out
Low 440 1,888 2,328 24
Medium 540 1,788 2,328 20
_High 640 1,688 2,328 18

* Near term is assumed to extend from FYE 2015 to FYE 2021. FYE = fiscal year ending.

Note: this assumes 10% under-build factor.
Excludes: 40,000 sg. commercial and school developments.
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lll. FUNDING STRATEGY

FCS GROUP relied upon the River Terrace master plan addenda and the current adopted Tigard five-
year CIP to identify specific improvements and their associated capital costs for public facilities
related to River Terrace. This section highlights the overall findings, public facility capital costs,
near-term project assumptions, funding scenario evaluation, and preliminary preferred scenarios for
each infrastructure type if River Terrace develops as planned. Funding revenue forecasts are based on
the medium absorption forecast depicted in the preceding table.

A. WATER

A.l1  Overall Findings
The service provider for water in River Terrace is the City of Tigard.

The City of Tigard's Water Fund is being programmed to make major investments per the Lake
Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership. Prior and planned rate increases should adequately address local
revenue requirements and enable the city to proactively construct capital projects that benefit existing
and future customers, including those in River Terrace. Development Agreements could be utilized
to allow private (developer) construction of water lines eligible for SDC credits.

There are three zones in River Terrace with different water pressures in the water system: a 410 zone,
a 550 zone, and a 713 zone. Adequate water capacity is currently available to serve future River
Terrace development within the 410 and 713 zones. However, there is a city-wide need for additional
water storage capacity in the 550 zone. City staff estimates that only 72 additional homes can be
built in River Terrace within the 550 zone before the new 3.0 million gallon per day (gpd) Cach
Reservoir is constructed.

A.2 Public Facility Costs

Near-term water facility improvements include capacity-related facilities in the 410 and 550 zones.
The 410 zone will require two transmission mains and a water pressure reducing valve (PRV), the
only upgrade required in the near term. The new Cach Reservoir and a new pump station and
transmission main are planned in the near-term to serve city-wide needs within the 550 zone. See
Exhibit 2 for details.
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Exhibit 2: Water Infrastructure Needs

Near

Facilities by Pressure Zone Capital Cost Term Potential Funding Source
410 Zone:

18-inch Transmission Mains $1.398.500 [0 Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs (credit eligible)
20-inch Transmission Mains $6.080.000 D Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs (credit eligible)
550 Zone to 410 Zone PRV $200,000 B  Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs

None =

1é-inch Transmission Mains through River $2,800,000 O Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs (credit eligible)
T;.g?':;d Cach Reservor $5,400,000 m Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs

1é-inch Transmission from Reservor to 5508 $595,000 E Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs

1,400 gpm (firm capacity) Pump Station $1,100,000 M Funding primarily through water rates and SDCs

Source: River Terace Water System Master Plan Addendum June 2014, compled by FCS Group

A.3 Funding Scenarios

There is one funding scenario for water infrastructure, and it is generally consistent with the existing
funding sources utilized by the City of Tigard. This includes utility fees, citywide SDCs, and
developer dedications of local transmission lines (Exhibit 3).

Exhibit 3: Water Funding

Scenario

Scenario

Funding Source A (status quo)

Utility Fee (existing) E Existing city-wide water rates may be increased to
address costs

SDC (City wide) E Existing city-wide water SDCs should be sufficient to
address costs

Developer E Developers to provide/construct local water system
connections

Preliminary Ranking 1

A.4 Evaluation

Overall, the water funding scenario received a total score of 26 points (out of a possible 30 points).
The scenario has good marks for equity, reliability, ability to facilitate development, and can be
implemented without the need to establish new revenue sources (Exhibit 4).
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Exhibit 4: Water Funding Evaluation Criteria
Evaluation of Cost Burdens and Implementation Criteria
Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5: higher cost burden) A (status quo)
Citywide Resident Cost Burden
Citzens in Subdistrict Cost Burden
Developer/Property Owner Cost Burden
Evaluation Criteria (1: worst - 5: best)
Cost Equity *

Reliability of Funds

Facilitates Development

Ease of Implementation

Ability to Address Near-Term Costs
Ability to Address Long-Term Costs
Total Score (sum of Evaluation Criteria) T
* denotes relative variance from "uniform" equity (wherein
developers, future residents, and existing residents would split costs
equally)

A.5 Analysis of Preferred Funding Scenario

Total water system infrastructure costs, excluding local connections to main transmission lines, are
estimated at $17.6 million. Estimated near-term costs for water infrastructure total $7,295,000 (FYE
2014 dollars), most of which will be paid for using rate revenues from the water fund. The rest of the
near term and long term funding will be paid through SDC and water rate revenue (see Exhibit 5).
Developers will be responsible for constructing local connections, the cost of which is not listed.

The recommended funding strategy for water systems (see Exhibit 6) relies upon existing funding
mechanisms already being used by the City of Tigard, including utility fees (water rates) and SDCs.

Exhibit 5: Water Funding Strategy, Scenario A

Scenario A
New Funding Near Term Long Term

Funding Mechanism Source? Funding Funding
Utility Fees (Water Fund) a $5,295,000 - Reflects portion of Water Fund Balance by FYE 2021
SDC (City wide, Water SDC Fund) O $2,000,000 $10.278,500 Existing SDCs (after inflation adjustment), $7,580 per SFD
Total Revenue §7,295,000 $10,278,500
Total Capital Cost $7,295,000 510,278,500
Exhibit é: Recommended Water Funding Strategy, Scenario A
Utility Fees (Water Customers  Avg. monthly Planned water
Fund) O water utility  utility rate
rates = $38 increases
SDC (City wide, Developers Water SDCs = Developers pay
Water SDC Fund) O $7.580 per SDCs and provide
SFD* local water lines

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

B.1 Overall Findings

Clean Water Services (CWS) is the sanitary sewer service provider for the River Terrace area and the
city has responsibility for maintaining gravity lines below 12 inches in diameter.

The city’s Sanitary Sewer Fund is financially challenged regardless of River Terrace and a local city-
wide sewer surcharge is recommended. Most areas within River Terrace will require new pump
stations before development can occur unless CWS allows for interim facilities for sewer. The North
Pump Station is scheduled for construction in summer 2015 and completion in January 2016. The
South Pump Station is scheduled for construction in summer 2018 and completion in January 2019.

The city will need to coordinate with CWS to ensure that planned pump stations and force mains
serving River Terrace are constructed in a timely manner. The city's limited financial resources may
be focused on coordination with CWS and review of developer engineering designs of gravity main
lines. Development Agreements can be utilized to allow private (developer) construction of gravity
lines, eligible for SDC credits.

B.2 Public Facility Costs

Sewer infrastructure upgrades for River Terrace are estimated to cost just under $12 million.
Facilities in the River Terrace North (RTN) area include a new pump station, a force main, a Scholls
Ferry trunk pipe extension, and upsizing the Barrows Road trunk line. River Terrace South (RTS)
facilities include a force main, a pump stations, and a pipe upsizing on Beef Bend Road. See Exhibit
7 for details.

Exhibit 7: Sewer Infrastructure Costs

Potential Funding Potential Funding
North River Terrace Facilities Capital Cost Near Term Lead Source Notes

RTN Force Main $650,000 E Cws CWSs Sewer Fund
RTN Pump Station $5,666,400 M cws CWs Sewer Fund
Scholls Femry Trunk Extension, Phase |
(city share) $942,000 E Tigard Tigard Sewer Fund
Barrows Rd. Trunk Upsizing (city
share) $276,300 Tigard Tigard Sewer Fund
Total Cost (north) $7,534,700

Potential Funding Potential Funding

South River Temace Facilities Capital Cost Near Term Lead Source Notes

RTS Force Main $2.461,900 | Cws CWs Sewer Fund
RTS Pump Station $1,352,000 | cws CWs Sewer Fund
Beef Bend Rd. 8" line upsizing to 10"
(city share) $494,000 D Tigard Tigard Sewer Fund
Total Cost (south) $4,307,900
Grand Total Cost $11,842,600

Source: River Terrace Sanitary Sewer System Master Plan Addendum, June 2014: Tigard Capital Improvement
Program; compied by FCS Group
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B.3 Funding Scenario

The preferred funding scenario for sanitary sewer infrastructure is generally consistent with the
existing funding sources utilized by the City of Tigard and CWS. This includes CWS capital funds,
SDCs, and developer dedications of local gravity feeds (Exhibit 8). As mentioned above, the city is
also in the process of enacting a new local sewer rate surcharge that is needed with or without River
Terrace development.

Exhibit 8: Sewer Funding Scenario
Potential Funding Options Scenario
Funding Source A Notes

New local surcharge needed with
Utility Fees (Citywide surcharge) or without River Terrace

SDC (Citywide) Existing sewer SDCs

- KRR

CWS (Capital Fund) CWS funds

Developer Developers to prov idg/construc‘r
local system connections

Preliminary Ranking

B.4 Evaluation

The preferred funding scenario received a total score of 25 (out of a possible 30 points). The
preferred scenario for sanitary sewer funding received a relatively favorable equity score and is
expected to facilitate development and not entail overly complicated new funding sources, other than
the planned citywide sewer rate surcharge (Exhibit 9).

Exhibit 9: Sewer Funding Evaluation Criteria
Evaluation of Cost Burdens and Implementation Criteria
Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5: higher cost burden)
Citywide Resident Cost Burden
Citizens in Subdistrict Cost Burden
Developer/Property Owner Cost Burden
Evaluation Criteria (1: worst - 5: best)
Cost Equity *
Reliability of Funds

Facilitates Development

Ease of Implementation

Ability to Address Near-Term Costs
Ability to Address Long-Term Costs
Average Rating

Total Score (sum of Evaluation Criteria)
* denotes relative variance from "uniform" equity (wherein

developers, future residents, and existing residents would split costs
equally)

A
|
| .
| .

TR

B.5 Analysis of Preferred Funding Scenario

Most of the sewer infrastructure required to serve River Terrace requires major near-term
investments (primarily by CWS). In addition to funding provided by CWS, the planned new
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citywide sewer utility fee surcharge is expected to generate about $1 million in long-term funding,
based on a fixed monthly rate. Local sewer SDCs are expected to generate an additional $610,000 in
near-term funding (see Exhibit 10). Developers will be responsible for constructing local gravity
feeds into sewer mainlines, the cost of which is not listed.

Exhibit 10: Sewer Funding Strategy, Scenario A

Scenario A

New Funding Near Term Long Term
Funding Mechanism Source? Funding Funding
CWS (capital fund) O $10,130,300 $10,130,300 CWS Capital Imp. Progam funds
Utility Fee (City surcharge) M $609,150 $494,000  $1,103,150 City surcharge on fixed monthly rate
SDC (City wide) O $609,150 $609.150 Sewer connection fees
Total Revenue $11,348,600  $494,000 $11,842,600
Total Cost $11,348,600  $494,000 $11,842,600

The recommended funding strategy for sanitary sewer systems (see Exhibit 11) relies upon existing
funding mechanisms already being used by Clean Water Services (CWS) and the City of Tigard,
including utility fees (sewer rates) and SDCs.

Exhibit 11: Recommended Sewer Funding Strategy, Scenario A

New Funding

Funding Mechanism Sonce) Who Pays? How Much $7 Notes
Utility Fees (Sewer Fund) Customers Avg. monthly Additional citywide
(within city sewer utility rates = sewer rate surcharge
a service district) $54 per account  required with or
(existing) without River Terrace
SDC (Citywide, Sewer Developers Sewer SDCs: $4,900 Developers provide
SDC Fund) M per SFD local lines and pay
sewer SDCs
CWS Capital Fund 0 Customers in CWS (capital fund)

CWS district

C. PARKS
C.1 Overall Findings

The City of Tigard is the parks service provider for River Terrace.

City of Tigard residents voted to support a Parks G.O. Bond in recent years, but the existing parks
capital funds are mostly committed. The city must now rely upon SDC funds, user fees, General
Funds, and grants to pay for its parks.

In addition to updating the citywide parks SDC, it is recommended that the city consider ways to
enhance parks operating revenues, such as through a citywide parks utility fee, and consider a future
G.O. Bond to help bridge parks funding gaps. Development Agreements could also be utilized to
allow private developers to construct neighborhood parks or dedicate land or easements for future
parks and trails (eligible for SDC credits and reimbursement).
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C.2 Public Facility Costs

The total cost for parks and trails in River Terrace is over $27 million. Community and neighborhood
parks are expected to make up the vast majority of the costs, while trails and linear parks cost $4.9
million combined (see Exhibit 12).

Exhibit 12: Parks Infrastructure Costs

Potential Funding

Facility Capital Cost Sources
Community parks $15,894,000 Parks SDCs, General Fund, grants, and voter approved GO bonds
Neighborhood parks $6,727,000 Parks SDCs, General Fund, grants
Linear parks $3.356,000 Parks SDCs, General Fund, grants
Trails §I ,454,000 Parks SDCs, General Fund, grants, and voter approved GO bonds

Total Costs  $27,431,000
Source: Tigard Park System Master Plan Addendum, Table 5.
* Near-term investment primarily includes land acqusition.

Land acquisition is a near term funding priority because the city does not have a mechanism for
exacting park land aside from the voluntary Planned Development process. Early land acquisition is
likely critical to ensure land availability for park use in the future.

C.3 Funding Scenarios

Four funding scenarios were evaluated for funding parks in River Terrace. All involve the General
Fund, SDC revenues, grants, and developer dedications that would be eligible for SDC credits (see
Exhibit 13).

Exhibit 13: Parks Funding Scenarios

Funding Scenario

Funding Source A [status quo B C D Notes

City General Fund ] 7} %) ] City cumently allocates General Funds to parks

Utility Fee (new) a %] O ] City can consider a new monthly parks utility fee

SDC (City wide) | | M %] Existing citywide Parks SDCs to be updated

$DC (Subdistrict) O O O Bl Ditrict S0C could focus on neighborhood parks & s

Urban Renewal District D D m D Urban Renewal District may be formed with voter approval

G.O.Bond D E D a G.0. Bonds may be issued with voter approval

Grants %] %} (| %} Grants from state or Metro may be available

Developer V] %] M M Developers can receive SDC credits for constructing eligible
public facility improvements.

Preliminary Ranking 4 2 3 1

C.4 Evaluation

The rankings for the four scenarios indicate that scenario D has the highest score and is the preferred
funding scenario. While scenario D maybe somewhat difficult to implement because it relies on a
future G.O. Bond, it would generate reliable future revenues that could be used to construct attractive
parks and recreation amenities that would help facilitate development.

Scenario A does not have very reliable funding sources since the city would have to leverage far
more grant funding. Scenario C has a very high equity score, but the funding sources are not as
reliable as scenario C or D. And Scenario C is most difficult to implement since it would require a
favorable public vote for the formation of a new Urban Renewal District as well as a G.O. Bond (see
Exhibit 14).
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Exhibit 14: Parks Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation of Cost Burdens and Implementation Criteria Scenarios
Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5: higher cost burden) A (status quo) | o4 D
Citywide Resident Cost Burden -:]
Citizens in Subdistrict Cost Burden B
Developer/Property Owner Cost Burden

Cost Equity *

Reliabiity of Funds

Facilitates Development

Ease of Implementation

Ability to Address Near-Term Costs
Abiity fo Address Long-Term Costs E E
Total Score (sum of Evaluation Criteria) B ol | vEE ]2

* denotes relative variance from "uniform” equity (wherein developers, future residents, and existing residents would split costs
equaly)

T
)
H

C.5 Analysis of Preferred Funding Scenario

Parks and trails in River Terrace are estimated to cost approximately $27.4 million, as indicated in
Exhibit 15. For the preferred parks funding scenario (Scenario D), it is estimated that the city would
fund approximately $2.25 million in near-term land acquisition for parks in River Terrace. This
assumes $250,000 in General Funds and about $2 million in parks SDC funds in the near-term.

The long-term funding requirements of $25.2 million can be funded through the parks SDC, a
potential new G.O. Bond, a potential new citywide parks utility fee, and grants from such entities as
Metro, the State, and non-profit foundations (such as the Meyer Memorial Trust). The potential new
G.0O. Bond would require voter approval. It could be part of a larger citywide parks and trails
construction program. It is estimated that for every $13 million in bonds, the levy amount would
equate to $0.20 per $1,000 in assessed valuation (AV), which would cost the average homeowner
about $63 per year.

Exhibit 15: Parks Funding Strategy, Scenario D

Recommended Scenario D

New Funding Near Term Long Term
Funding Mechanism Source? Funding Funding Total Notes
. Includes portion of unallocated
City General Fund O $250,000 = §250.000 existing parks GO bond
o itywid 000 92 i Assumes $6.451 per dwelling unit
SDC (Citywide) O $2000.000  $9.263,400 $11.263.400 ;54 qiotted to RT)
o~ Assumes $1,200 per dwelling unit
SDC (RT District) M $2.794,000 $2,794,000 (100% allotted to RT)
~ - &= o New monthly parks utility fee of +/-
Utiatyes (s cifyyide) ) 33,000, $3.000.000 ¢, 1} / month (75% allotted to RT)
T Assumes Voter Approved $13 M
G.0. Bond (citywide] M $9,100.000 $9.100,000 | . (70% allotted to RY)
Grants (Metro, State, Foundations,
Grants M $1.024,000 $1,024,000 _, )
Total Revenue $2,250,000  $25,181,400 $27,431,400
Total Cost $2,250,000 525,181,400 $27,431,400

* assumes voter-approved levy of $0.20 per $1,000 AV;results in average cost to $311,100 median home of $43/year.

The recommended funding strategy for parks (see Exhibit 16) relies upon existing funding
mechanisms already being used by the City of Tigard including the General Fund and parks SDCs.

#»FCS GROUP



City of Tigard River Terrace Funding Strategy
December, 2014 page 19

The recommended strategy also relies on new sources of funding through a local River Terrace parks
SDC, citywide parks utility fee, and non-local grants. If public support for a new G.O. bond for parks
is not forthcoming, the city may opt to delay implementation of planned parks capital projects, or
may need to increase the local parks SDC that is charged on new development.

Exhibit 16: Recommended Parks Funding Strategy, Scenario D

New Funding

?
Funding Mechanism Source? Who Pays? How Much $? Notes

City General Fund O Citizens $250,000 Fund Transfers
Parks SDCs = Developer SDCs;

SDC (City wide) O Developers $6,451 per SFD 75% alotted to
(est. avg) RT
Parks SDCs = Developer SDCs:

SDC (RT District) (7] Developers $1,200 per SFD 100% alotted to
(est. avg) RT

Utility Fee (new city wide) M Customers month (est. (75% alloted fo
avg) RT)
Bond costs Newichywide
$63/year for $13MG.O.

G.0. Bond ™M Citizens $311.100 bond; $0.20 per

' $1,000 AV (70%

medianhome . otted fo RN

Metro, state or

titi -
Grants ™M Other entities +/- $996,000 federal grants

D. STORMWATER
D.1  Overall Findings

The city is focused on ensuring that development is environmentally sustainable through low impact
stormwater design standards and construction of new stormwater water quality and quantity facilities.
Recent federal water quality regulations mandate local investments in stormwater facilities and
maintenance activities. While planned rate increases by CWS will increase Stormwater Funds for the
city, additional local funding sources should be considered to finance, construct, and maintain
stormwater facilities in River Terrace.

Stormwater systems within River Terrace are expected to be primarily funded by developers and
maintained by the City of Tigard. The city may also consider dedicating funds to form stormwater
facility reimbursement districts which could function as a bank used to advance funding for regional
facilities, with payments provided to the city (by developers, builders or homeowners) after
development occurs. Development Agreements could be utilized to allow private developer
construction of regional (drainage basin) facilities, with similar reimbursement payback provisions.
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D.2 Public Facility Costs

Total permitting, land and capital cost for stormwater facility improvements and planning/modeling
work is estimated at $22 million.’ Near-term stormwater infrastructure requirements include
development of a new stormwater model, high-flow conveyance alternatives analysis, and new
design standards for River Terrace. Future stormwater system improvements include 11 water
quality/detention ponds, two detention ponds, and potentially two high-flow conveyance facilities
(Exhibit 17).

Exhibit 17: Stormwater Infrastructure Costs
Potential Funding

Facility Needs Capital Cost Near Term lead Potential Funding Source Notes
Stormwater Modeling
Analysis $50,000 E City City Stormwater Fund
River Terrace Stormwater -
Design Standards $150,000 City City Stormwater Fund
Water Quality and Deveopers and reimbursement
Detention Ponds (11) $12,349,000 O Developers  districts

Deveopers and SWQQ
Detention Ponds (2) $4,265,000 D Developers reimbursement districts
High Flow Conveyance Deveopers and SWQQ
Faciities (3) $5,238,000 D Developers reimbursement districts
Total Cost $22,052,000

Source: River Terrace Stormwater Master Plan, July 2014 Attachment B; and city staff input; compiled by FCS Group

D.3 Funding Scenarios

Four scenarios were evaluated for funding the stormwater infrastructure systems to serve River
Terrace. All scenarios include some level of General Fund commitment, utility fees, citywide SDCs,
and developer on-site improvements to address stormwater discharge. Scenario A reflects current
practices used by the city. Scenario B relies upon reimbursement districts or LIDs within River
Terrace. Scenario C includes the formation of a new stormwater taxing district and reimbursement
districts within River Terrace. Scenario D includes a new River Terrace district utility fee and
reimbursement districts in River Terrace (see Exhibit 18 for details).

? These draft cost estimates were prepared by Otak, Inc. as part of the draft Tigard River Terrace Stormwater Master
Plan (August 2014). These costs are considered to be on the high-end of what may be realized if developers
construct stormwater facilities on-site and avoid public contracting and related prevailing wage requirements.
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Exhibit 18: Stormwater Funding Scenarios

Funding Scenario

] L D
- City to allocate portion of General Fund to
City General Fund ™ M %} M stormwater needs
Utility Fee (existing it de 1
citywide fee) E E E E Existing Citywide fee may be increased
Utility Fee (new RT New RT subditrict fee s needed under
subdistrict fee) O O O () Scenario D
SDC (existing citywide) E m E B Existing Citywide SDC may be increased
Special Taxing District RT voters may establsh special dktrict for
(New RT subdistrict) O O ] O their needs
. - City or Developers may advance financing
Re:j’;)b..prsement Distacts D B E E and recoup investment using LID or
or LIDs (new) Reimbursement Districts
Devel E B E E Developers to construct faciities to handle
= veop_er runoff from new development
Preliminary Ranking 4 3 2 1

D.4 Evaluation

As indicated in Exhibit 19, Scenario D received the highest total score of 19 points (out of a possible
30 points). Scenario D received the highest equity score and, while it will be difficult to implement
(because of the administrative cost to create and manage reimbursement districts or LIDs), it would
result in fairly reliable funding that could help facilitate development.

Scenario C placed second since it would be harder to implement because of the public vote
requirement (from affected voters in River Terrace). It would also entail administrative costs
associated with managing LIDs or reimbursement districts. While Scenario A is the easiest to
implement, it would be completely dependent upon the private development community to construct
both on and off-site stormwater infrastructure, which would likely delay development for many
years. Scenario B, which would rely upon formation of several reimbursement districts or LIDs
would be very complicated and expensive for the city to administer, and would not likely generate
enough near-term funding to facilitate development in River Terrace.

Exhibit 19: Stormwater Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation of Cost Burdens and Implementation
Criteria Funding Scenario

Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5: higher cost burden) A (stofus quo)
Citywide Resident Cost Burden

Citzens in Subdistrict Cost Burden
Developer/Property Owner Cost Burden
Evaluation Criteria (1: worst - 5: best)
Cost Equity *

Reliability of Funds

Facilitates Development

Ease of Implementation

Ability to Address Near-Term Costs
Ability to Address Long-Term Costs 3
Average Rating : .
Total Score (sum of Evaluation Criteria) , il ] | 19
* denotes relafive variance from "uniform” equity (whereas developers, future residents, and existing residents would split costs

equally)

D.5 Analysis of Preferred Funding Scenario

Stormwater system improvements within River Terrace are estimated to cost $22 million. For the
preferred stormwater funding scenario (Scenario D), the city would pay for stormwater modeling,
high-flow conveyance alternatives analysis, and stormwater design standards in the near-term using
available stormwater funds. Most of the funding for stormwater facilities would need to come from
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developer construction of on-site facilities required to address the stormwater runoff attributed to
their planned developments.

To help facilitate development to the extent possible, it is recommended that the city work with
affected property owners and developers to implement a new River Terrace district stormwater utility
fee surcharge (equates to +/- $12 per household per month) and dedicate up to $250,000 in General
Funds every 6 years to form new reimbursement districts in River Terrace. New reimbursement
districts could fund approximately $9.7 million in regional stormwater facilities over the long-term
and could be focused on facilities that benefit or involve multiple property owners (see Exhibit 20).
The city or developers that participate in the advance financing used to form reimbursement districts
would be compensated (paid back) over time though special assessments on benefiting property
owners that opt to participate in new development over time.

Exhibit 20: Stormwater Funding Analysis, Scenario D

Developer
New Funding Funding
Source? Near Term City Tolal City (Miming

Funding Mechanism Funding Unceriain
General Fund ] $250,000 $832,500 51,082,500 - $1.082.500 Assumes $250,000 every & years
Utiity Fee (city wide) (] $250,000 $832.500 $1.082.500 - $1.082.500 f;“:a%:mw“'“'me (adpsted
SDC (City wide) ] $200,000 $200,000 - $200.000 Existing SDC
" e _ Assumes $12/month rate
Utility Fee (RT subdistrict) 1| $750,000 $5,750,000 $6.500,000 $6.500,000 sirchorne 10 B housetolds
. City contributes funds or “credit” o
Reimbursement Districts ) $500,000 51,665,000 $2,165.000 - $2.165.000 raimburerment dificts
Developer to provide on-site
Developers O - P ~ $11,022000 $11.022000 o o0 taciifies
Total Revenue 1950000 59,080,000 511,030,000 $11,022,000 $22,052,000
Total Cost $imﬂ0 $9.080.000 $11.030,000 $11,022.000 $22,052,
Reimbursement District Funding 51.500.000 58.247.500 §9.747.500

Note: potential stormwater reimbursement district contributiors shown in bold italics.
* development costs would incur as development proceeds over the bulldout of River Terrace.

The recommended funding strategy for stormwater facilities (see Exhibit 21) relies upon existing
funding mechanisms already being used by the City of Tigard including the General Fund,
stormwater SDCs, and developer dedications of on-site facilities. Potential new sources of funding
include a River Terrace subdistrict stormwater utility fee and city or developer-established
reimbursement districts.
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Exhibit 21: Recommended Stormwater Funding Strategy, Scenario D
New
Funding

Funding Mechanism Source? Who Pays? How Much $7 Notes
Avg. of $42,000
per year to seed  Discretionary fund

GensiEd O Citizeis reimbursement  transfers
district(s)
. . Current fee of Existing storm SDCs
SDC (City wide) O Developers $500 per dwelling may be adjusted
. Avg. monthly -
Utility Fee (city wide) O Cgstomers (city storm utility rates Ensfhng rates may be
wide) - $8.75 adjusted
New fee surcharge for
River Terace RT subdistrict, could
toh
Utility Fee (RT subdistrict) Bl Customers (new :lg:;?;;h g‘z:fz? fc‘; “ip pay
et} reimbursement district
debt payment
Developers or City Focus may be on
advances Assumes $1-2M facilities involving
Reimbursement Districts [} financing; with per district {(every multiple property
future payments by 6 years) owners with off site
builders impacts
Developers O Developers Developer

dedications (on site)

E. TRANSPORTATION
E.1 Overall Findings

Transportation infrastructure for River Terrace is required for new vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle
facilities. Traditionally, the city has worked in partnership with ODOT (responsible for state
facilities) and Washington County (responsible for county facilities). The city is responsible for
upgrades to local routes within the city’s municipal service area, which include neighborhood routes
and collector roads. Typically, developer construction/dedications are required for new
neighborhood routes, and a mix of local funding sources are used to fund new collector routes and
capacity expansion.

The city’s existing transportation funds are generally committed and not available for investing in
new transportation improvements in River Terrace over the next five years. The city is in the process
of considering a new local city-wide and/or sub-district transportation SDC (TSDC) to supplement
the funds it receives from the Washington County TDT. In addition to developer funding of
neighborhood routes, Development Agreements could be utilized to allow private developers to
advance financing for road segments and intersection improvements (may be eligible for SDC credits
and reimbursement).

E.2 Public Facility Costs

Transportation infrastructure needs and costs are significant and often contingent on when and where
new development occurs. Total transportation capital costs (for collector improvements, arterial
improvements, and selected trails) are estimated at $149.6 million (see Exhibit 22).

The location of the recommended transportation projects included in the River Terrace
Transportation System Plan (TSP) Addendum is depicted by the map in Exhibit 23.
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Within the next 20-years, the recommended transportation facilities are expected to cost
approximately $42.68 million. $25.15 million of this amount is considered to be public cost,
including $8 million in Roy Rogers Road improvements. The remaining $17.5 million represents the
estimated value of public improvements that development will be required to build that are not credit
eligible.

Near-term transportation needs include: the first phase of River Terrace Boulevard; a traffic signal at
Roy Rogers Road/Bull Mountain Road intersection; a roundabout at the Bull Mountain Road/River
Terrace Boulevard intersection; and upgrades to various Washington County facilities.* The long
term needs include all other road extensions, intersection improvements, and selected multi-use
trails.

While River Terrace has many transportation infrastructure needs, the larger region has far more
needs and very limited funding. The city needs to negotiate a cost sharing scenario with the County
for the planned improvements, especially those impacting County facilities such as Roy Rogers
Road, Scholls Ferry Road, and Bull Mountain Road.

Exhibit 22: Transportation Infrastructure Costs

Not in Funding Strategy
Non- Outside
: Near | River Planning
Project |l | Tem | Terrace | Area or
c | | Private | Public Horizon
Cost Cost? (20+ yrs)*
v
$3,500,000 v
$4,000,000 v
$9,000,000
7% ($6.030,000) | $2,613,000 v
e Phase 2: South o
_ (33% ($2.970,000)
Project ID | (Lorenzo Ln to Bull Min
' Rd) : $6,500,000
e Phase 1: South 7
(75%) ($4.875,000) $2,325,000
my - /
(25%) ($1,625,000)
hu"';t (Bull Mtn Rd to South
UGB) $12,500,000

* The timing of signalized intersections on Washington County facilities and local cost sharing funding
responsibilities are unknown at this time and will depend upon subsequent county signal warrant analysis and full
funding agreements.
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Not in Funding Strategy
Non- Outside
River | Planning
[ Terace | Area or
yis. | Private | Public Horizon
-2( Cost Cost? | (20+ yrs)*
($4.125,000) $1,881,000 ‘/
($6.250,000) | $2.850,000 v
($2.125,000) /
$2,500,000 $120,000 ‘/
$2,500,000 ‘/
$5,000,000 ‘/
$3,500,000 v v
$6,000,000 ‘/
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 ’/
$1,000,000 $1,000,000
$1,000,000 v
$1,000,000 | $1,000,000 ‘/
$1,500,000 ‘/
$1,500,000 $1,500,000
$2,000,000 ‘/
$4,000,000
($1,200,000) $350,000
($2.800,000) v v
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Not in Funding Strategy
Non- Outside
River Planning
Terrace | Area or
Total Capit ublic | (yrs yrs Private | Public | Horizon
l’r:-u.‘\l !l\'mnp.ln.-u Cost Est - ap 4 _ 1-6 Cost Cost? [20"’ yrs]"
$35,000,000
($4,000,000) $4,000,000 ‘/
($4,000,000) $4,000,000 ‘/
($27.,000,000) / J
$4,000,000
($400,000) $94,000 /
($3.600,000) v v
$10,000,000 v/ /
$5.000,000 ‘/ ‘/
$10,000,000 ‘/ ‘/
$3,600,000
($1,800,000) $1,800,000 v
($1.,800,000) ‘/
$2,500,000
($500,000) $500,000 ‘/
o ($2,000,000) \/
| $149,600,000 | $25,153,000

Notes:
! Capital cost estimates and projects derived from River Terrace Transportation System Plan Addendum, Nov. 2014.
Costs are in 2014 dollars.

2 Public capital cost includes only the “oversized” portion of the project. This “oversized” portion reflects those costs
for which a developer could expect reimbursement in the form of SDC credits. Assumes non-creditable value of
dedications equals $1,700 per LF (new collector projects); and $567/LF for street retrofits.

3 Potential non-River Terrace funding sources include base TSDC and TDT collected outside River Terrace, WA County
TDT for projects on County roads in unincorporated areas, County MSTIP for regional capacity and safety projects on
County roads, and ODOT STIP funding for state highways.

* Includes projects outside the River Terrace planning area either elsewhere in the city or in unincorporated county areas;
or projects needed beyond year 20. Of those projects in unincorporated areas, some are located outside the urban

growth boundary.
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Exhibit 23: Recommended Transportation Projects in River Terrace Area

Street Functional Classification

= Arterial Street
Collector Street
=— Neighborhood Route
— LOCal Street

----- Future Collector Street
(Conceptual Alignment)

===« Future Neighborhood Route
(Conceptual Alignment)

®  [ntersection Improvement

“l"" 2 -i i I (.
o =
oy \ =
i 2, 50
- .
L Sk
2] 5‘ 4
ll'l -_ Read
» * 218
1|
' '.. " = n’- - -.' a8
' &

eusn?

'--.-
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LE B N NN - =
]
B
]

@ Project ID (see Table 5 or 6)

Final street alignments may change and
are subject to final design, engineering,
and permitting.

« Future Connection to Existing
or Future Street

« Future Pedestrian and
Bicycle Connection

River Terrace Community Plan Area

Urban Growth Boundary
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E.3 Funding Scenarios

Five scenarios were evaluated for funding the transportation infrastructure in River Terrace, as
shown in Exhibit 24. Each scenario includes some allocation of the city’s street fund (which utilizes
local and state fuel tax), the Washington County TDT, and developer dedications (for neighborhood
streets and portions of new collector streets). Scenario B adds citywide and sub-district transportation
system development charges (TSDCs) to the mix of funding sources. Scenario C includes a citywide
TSDC and a new River Terrace Urban Renewal District. Scenario D includes a citywide TSDC, sub-
district TSDC, LIDs, and G.O. Bonds, but does not include an urban renewal district.

After reviewing these scenarios, the Tigard City Council requested that an additional scenario,
Scenario E, be developed and evaluated. This new scenario includes a new sub-district transportation
utility fee along with a citywide TSDC, and a sub-district TSDC, street funds, grants, and developer
dedications.

Exhibit 24: Transportation Funding

Funding Scenarios

Scenarios

Capllal Funding Source A (Status Quo) Cc

City may transfer local or state fuel tax

i
Fund Transfers B E E B %) revenue fo fransportation projects
Transportation Utility Fee Funds are dedicated to street maintenance
(existing city wide) D D O a a not capital construction
Transportation Utility Fee City may establish new utiity fee surcharge
Surcharge (new RT with funds to be dedicated to capital
subdistrict) D D O O %] construction within River Terrace
Transportation System
Development Charge O M M ) ) City may establish new TSDC on new
(Citywide TSDC) development citywide
River Terrace (RT)-TSDC (new City may establish new RT-TSDC on new
Subdistrict) D E D E E development in RT subdistrict
DI (existing) %) 7] [} ) 2| Bxisting TDTis charged fo new development
LID or Reimburserment Dist. LIDs may provide important "gap” tunding:
[new) O O a M O requires 51%+ property owner approval
i h RDin RT

Urban Renew al District (new) D D m O O :3:;;:::‘ PR NSO e VR
Tax Levy (new citywide GO O O O ] 0 Citywide voters may establish GO bonds for
bond) selected fransportation improvements
Grants D D D D E

Developers to provide neighborhood

transportation faciiities and canreceive
Rexeloper ) (] %] 17} B pysoc crediss for constructing eligible

public facilities
Preliminary Ranking 5 4 2 3 1

E.4 Evaluation

Scenario E received the highest average rating because of high marks for equity, facilitating
development, reliability of funds, ease of implementation, and ability to address near-term and long-
term costs.

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

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

Scenarios A and B are not likely to generate adequate long-term funding to implement the planned
transportation facilities (see Exhibit 25).
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Exhibit 25: Transportation Funding Evaluation
Evaluation of Cost Burdens and Implementation Criteria
Equity (1: lower cost burden - 5. higher cost burden) _A (Status Quo)
Citywide Resident Cost Burden
Citizens in Subditrict Cost Burden

D Owner Cos! Burden
Evaluation Critera (1: worst - 5: best)
Cost Equity *
Reliabiity of Funds
Faciitates Development
Ease of Implementation
Ability to Address Near-Term Costs
f\t_)ii_lx o Address Long-Term Costs

jom (svm of Evalooion Ciieda) uE 19 f

. denoias relative variance from “uniform” eq:ﬁiy iwﬁereh developers, future residents, and existing residents wéufd split costs equally)

E.5 Analysis of Preferred Funding Scenarios

Scenario E assumes that the city provides approximately $150,000 per year in street funds (state or
local fuel tax revenue) to River Terrace projects, and TDT funds that would otherwise be collected
from River Terrace development are exchanged for credits to developers that construct credit-eligible
projects, such as frontage improvements along Roy Rogers Road.

Additionally, it is assumed that a new local citywide TSDC is created (average cost per dwelling unit
estimated at $5,000 with 75% of the funds collected in River Terrace allotted to River Terrace
projects) and a new River Terrace district TSDC is created (average cost per dwelling unit estimated
at $467 with 100% of the funds collected in River Terrace allotted to River Terrace projects).” The
recommended funding strategy also includes a new transportation utility fee surcharge within River
Terrace (at an average cost of $5 dollars per month per dwelling unit or equivalent dwelling unit).
Cost sharing among developers, Washington County, and ODOT is expected to result in additional
funding for selected facilities listed above. See Exhibit 26 for details.

While the transportation funding strategy tends to balance out over the long-term (with anticipated
revenues equal or greater to expected costs), there is a significant near-term funding gap (during
years 1-6) that would need to be bridged through advance financing in some form. This potential
near-term issue is identified as a policy issue in the next section of this report.

% All allotment percentages are intended as targets and not absolute requirements.
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Exhibit 2é: Transportation Funding Strategy, Scenario E

Scenario E

New Funding Total

Funding Mechanism Source? Long Term (years 1-20)

Fund Transfers D $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $3.000.000 Assumes avg. of +/-$150,000 per year
Assumes $6,323 per avg. dwelling unit (75%
of tunds collected in RT allotted to RT

TDT Revenue (net atter credits) D $0 $3.,040,000 $3.040.000 projects including $8Min TDT credits for Roy
Rogers Road)

Transportation System Assumes $5,000 per avg. dwelling unit (75%

Development Charge (Citywide E $2.025.000 $6.705.000 $8.730.000 of unds collected in RT allotted to RT

1S0C) district)

River Terrace (RT) TSDC (new Assumes $467 per avg. dwelling unit (100%

Subdistrict) E §252.000 $835.000 $1.087.000 dedicated to RT district)

it L4

Transportation Utility Fee Surcharge Assumes $5/month transportation utility fee

[new RT subdistrict) E $100,000 #1:300000 /400,000 surcharge (100% dedicated to RT district)

‘Private Cost (non-credit eligible: Includes on-site and adjocent (hall street)

excludes Roy Rogers Road D $3.700.000 $13.820.000 $17.520,000 improvements to collector or arterial

improvements) facilities

Developers (includes TDT credits for Assumes (hall street) improvements to Roy

Roy Rogers Road improvements) D $4000,000 $4.000.000 98,000,000 Rogers Road are TDT credit eligible

WA County (cost share) D tbd tbd tbd Selected County roadway improvements

ODOT/Metro grants (cost share) D $0 $900.000 $900,000 Hwy 79 and pathway improvements

Public Cost $9.770000  $15.400,000 525,170,000

Frivate Cost (Non-credil eligible) $3,700,000 513,820,000 517,520,000

Tolal Cost 513,470,000 $29.220,000 $42,690,000
Potential Funding Gap*® (52,390,000) 53,380,000 $990,000

* Funding gap could be "bridged” through: debt financing: additional fund transters by the City; grants/contributions from County/Metro: and/or deterral
or phase-in ol tuture projects. tbd = to be determined.

The recommended funding strategy for transportation facilities (see Exhibit 27) relies upon existing
funding mechanisms already being used by the City of Tigard including the General Fund, TDT
charges/credits, grants, and developer dedications of on-site facilities. Potential new sources of
funding include a River Terrace district transportation utility fee and a local citywide and River
Terrace district TSDC.
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Exhibit 27: Recommended Scenario, Scenario E

Funding Mechanism

New Funding
Source?

River Terrace Funding Strategy
page 31

Who Pays? How Much 57

Fund Transfers

Citizens Avg. $150,000 a

year contributions

Funding from local or
state gas tax funds

Existing TDT (assumes
75% of funds collected

...  1DT=%6323per
TDT Revenue D Developers [citywide) dweliing (avg) in RT are allotted to RT
projects or developer
credits)
T dation St New citywide SDC;
ransportation System $5.000
T s ) per assumes 75% of funds
v D | tywid
Ti:\?opmem B s SR ) dwelling (avg) collectedinRT are
) allotted to RT district
Subdistrict i o
River T (RT) TSDC | Developers (withinRT Tronsportaion |0 Subdistrict SDC
iver Terrace new ¥
1 ted to RT
Subdistrict) ] district) SDCs = $467 per ;3?:2:;90":0 ed}g
dwelling (avg)
Transportation Utility Fee Surcharge M Property Owners $5/month 100% dedicated to RT
(new RT subdistrict) (within RT district) surcharge projects

Private Cost (non-credit eligible:
excludes Roy Rogers Road

ROW and street

Developers (within RT ——
Gl dedications for

district)

Focus is usually for on
site improvements

improvements) new routes

Grants D State/Metro citizens $900.000 focus on trails
County propert County roadwa

WA County (cost share) 0 s 1o tod ) y
owners/citizens improvements

ODOT (cost share) O State citizens tbd Hwy 99 improvements

*All allotment percentages are intended as targets and not absolute requirements.

* Note, funding sources that are not "new’ to Tigard may be potentially relied uponin the future.
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V. POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The River Terrace funding strategy includes a plan for funding required public facilities using
existing and new funding sources as well as partnerships with service providers and developers. The
funding strategy recognizes the limitations of current financial resources that are available to the city
and other service providers, and provides a plan for funding infrastructure required to support
planned development.

A. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

¢ It is recommended that local city policies be adopted to clarify the relationship between the
provision and funding of public facilities and when new development can be permitted in River
Terrace (and possibly elsewhere in the city). This may entail adoption of an adequate public
facilities ordinance that addresses the process for determining when and how public facilities are
considered reasonably funded so that development can be permitted in River Terrace.

* Ongoing inter-jurisdictional coordination will also be required between the city, Washington
County, ODOT, CWS, and other agencies to ensure that cost sharing agreements are consistent
with each agency’s expectations.

The city may desire to extend its Capital Improvement Program from five years to six years to
provide additional time for River Terrace SDCs and fund balances to accumulate to ensure that
adequate funds are in place to complete the highest priority projects.

* The city should update its SDCs for water, sewer, stormwater, transportation and parks by FYE
2015 to take these recommendations into account. As part of this update, the city may also
consider updating its SDC policies regarding how revenues are to be allocated to River Terrace
and other citywide needs. The city’s SDC credit policies should also be updated to clarify how
SDC credits are calculated and applied to eligible public facilities.

The findings and recommendations contained in this Funding Strategy also include the following
issues and considerations for each public facility type.

B. WATER SYSTEM

* Existing funding sources and planned rate increases should be adequate for addressing water
system requirements needed citywide and for River Terrace.

* Adequate water capacity is currently available to serve future River Terrace development within
the 410 and 713 zones. However, there is a city-wide need for additional water storage capacity
in the 550 zone. City staff estimates that only 72 additional homes can be built in River Terrace
within the 550 zone before the new 3.0 million gallon per day (gpd) Cach Reservoir is
constructed.

* The city may consider other interim water system improvements that could be provided, such as
pressure reducing valves from the 713 zone to serve the 550 zone, to increase the amount of
development that can occur in the 550 zone, in advance of the new Cach Reservoir.
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e

*

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM

Existing funding sources, planned rate increases by CWS, and a new sanitary sewer surcharge by
the city should be adequate for addressing sanitary sewer requirements needed citywide and for
River Terrace.

The city will need to coordinate closely with CWS and interested developers to ensure that
planned sewer pump stations in River Terrace north and south areas advance to construction in
the near term.

PARKS AND TRAILS SYSTEM

City funding for parks and trails is generally limited to parks SDC revenues and General Fund
allocations, which can vary widely each year.

The city’s parks SDC is in process of being updated to take into account planned facility
improvements needed in River Terrace, as well as recent investments made by the city elsewhere
in the city.

The city should consider new funding resources (such as a citywide parks utility fee) to make
parks funding more independent from the General Fund and help accumulate reserves for parks
improvements citywide and in River Terrace.

Public support for a future citywide parks and trails G.O. bond should also be considered after
the current G.O. bond for parks sunsets.

STORMWATER SYSTEM

City funding for stormwater facilities and maintenance activities is very limited and inadequate
for addressing future River Terrace or citywide needs.

The high-flow conveyance facilities require additional alternatives analysis, special permitting,
and land or easement acquisition because of the unique nature of this condition and the fact that
there are downstream impacts outside the city and Urban Growth Boundary. This could be
problematic since the city may not be able to acquire land or fund regional facilities needed at the
pace of development.

The city is in process of considering increases in local stormwater SDCs to take into account
planned facility improvements citywide and in River Terrace.

The city should consider new funding resources (such as a River Terrace stormwater district and
district utility fee) and public-private partnerships to generate a funds for advance financing
regional water quality and quantity facilities, detention ponds, and high-flow conveyance
facilities in River Terrace.

The city may utilize full faith and credit obligations for advance financing of reimbursement
districts to pay for 1-2 regional facilities every 6 years in River Terrace.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The city’s existing transportation funds are generally committed and not available for investing
in new transportation improvements in River Terrace over the next six years.

The city is in the process of considering a new local city-wide TSDC and/or subdistrict(s) TSDC
to supplement the funds it receives from the TDT. It is recommended that the city consider
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policies to allocate a portion of TSDC/TDT revenues generated by new development within
River Terrace to projects within River Terrace.

* The city will need to work with Washington County and ODOT to discuss potential cost sharing
responsibilities for County and State facilities.

* The city should continue to work with Washington County and other local governments to
identify potential sources of advance financing for improvements to major County facilities such
as Roy Rogers Road and Scholls Ferry Road, and ODOT facilities including Hwy. 99W.

* In addition to developer funding of neighborhood routes, Development Agreements could be
utilized to allow private developers to advance financing for road segments and intersection
improvements (may be eligible for TSDC/TDT credits).

These policy considerations serve as a starting point for ensuring that the city has the ability to fund
necessary public facilities in River Terrace as development occurs. The actual timing of public
facility investments will depend on many factors. While the city has control over local utility rates
and SDCs, the city cannot predict development market timing or the future cost of financing. It
should be recognized that for any Funding Strategy to be successful, the city will need to continue to
follow sound public financing principles that should not waiver in spite of changing market
conditions. It is also advised that the city should re-evaluate and revise this Funding Strategy every
five years in order to ensure that it remains relevant and useful in guiding public investment in River
Terrace over the next two decades.

$FCS GROUP o fesgroup.com
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City of Tigard River Terrace Funding Strategy
December, 2014 page 46

Stormwater Fund Assumptions

> FCS GROLUT

402008 4/30/2016  6/30/2017 ....!l.. ...!.l._. -.Sis g t.._zss t!u.s .__.B.n! &!!ﬂ

£ o ‘:'i
LR 1

ESUs in River Terroce

Totol Ests 33,630 B 78l 34013 3426 34539
New ESUs 151 151 2 253 73
Customer account growth In existing service area SR ¢ 3 D.45% D4s% D4SR 04
Total customer occount growth 0.45% 0.45% 0.69% 0.74% 0.80%
Franchise fee as percentage of total rate revenue 500% 5,00% 500%  500W S00%
Rates:
Total CWS fixed monthiy rate per EDU i Ghwig U Sty st 775 % 828§ EM
River Tarace surcharge on flxed monthily rate ] 200 % 200 § 200 % 200
Existing service area surcharge on fixed manthly rate 3 | 200 3 200 § 200 § 200 % 200
Cost Assumplions = = = ; X =
Ful-ime equivalent [FTE) positions 4580 650 LRI Y - .50 65 &
Salaries per FIE 3 80577 % 62646 % 64784 § 88995 § % 282 u 71 2 - 74001 5 uﬁ.ﬁ $ N-o $ 8 voo 0 u...u.u.
Growth in salaries per FIE 18.85%" BN 3a%T daNT a4a%T 38T 20%T  S4i%T 34sT 3487 34w
Benefits per FIE s A0S 31410 § 312 § N84 § ﬂo_u E ] ﬂuﬂ.— $ N4 h 3.5 $ 848 3 3105 § 270
Growth in enefits per FIE 787% Odem D 0.64% T A% 06m D.84% D& 0.6
Annuol tion of and servi 10.74% 3.50% 3.50% 3.50% - 350% 3.50% 508 8%
Annuol escalation of caplital outiay 76.06% 350% 3.50% Asm . a50% 350% S A%%  15%
Annual escalation of fransfars 287% 1E3% 283% 283% 283% 283% 283%
Projects for River Temoce. grow th-reiated $ 1.000000 % _‘g.g $ 1000000 § 1000000 § 1000000 §% 1000000 $ 1,000000 § 1000000 § 1,000,000 § 1,000000
Projects for River Terace, not grow th-elated - - - - - - -
Projects for esdsting service orea. growth related 750,000 ws.g 750.000 750,000 750.000 750,000 750,000 750,000 ua.su wﬂg
Projects for exsting service orea, not growth related 750.000 750.000 750,000 750.000 750.000 750.000
Total project expenditures
5DCi cost basis
River Temoce 4 1000000 § 1000000 $ 1000000 § 1000000 § 1000000 % 1000000 $ 1000000 § 1000000 § 1,000,000 % 1.000.000
Rest of city 750,000 750,000 750.000 750,000 750,000 750,000 750.000 750.000 750.000 750.000
Totol SDCI cost basis $ 1750000 § 1750000 § 1.750.000 § 1.750,000 § 1750000 § 1750000 § 1.750.000 § 1.750000 § 1.750.000 § 1.750.000
Growth in ESUs
River Tarace 1] a0 100 120 120 120 12 120 120 120
Rest of city 151 152 ] 153 154 155 155 156 157 158
Total growth in ESus 151 232 253 273 74 275 75 Fi 277 278
Caiculated SDCI
Arec-specific In River Terace 1 980372 § BE24 % asn s 8333 § 833 § 8313 § B3 s 8333 § 833 § 831
Area-specific in rest of city £ 1 4858 § 4845 § 4835 § 4824 § 4813 § 4802 § a4z 8 4781 § 4770 § 4740
Uniform ] 6824 % 6527 % 6419 % 4353 % 6345 § 4337 % 4309 % 4321 § 4313 § 6,305
SDCirevenue
Area-specific SDCI revenue
River Temoce 3 - § 705882 § 851064 § 1000000 § 1000000 § 1000000 § 1.000000 § 1.000000 § 1000000 § 1.000.000
Rest of city 734.938 736,601 738,267 739.936 741,607 743,280 744,956 744,635 748,316 750,000
Total area-specific SOCI revenue A 1,743,260 1,748,316 1,750,000
Uniform SDCI revenue $ 1032755 § 1514382 § |, sg 3 173874 31 EE $ 1740134 § 1743339 § 1745552 § 1.747.772 § 1,750,000
4 - " , L L
o o L _ o o o 0 e
Low 0 0 140 240 340 440 540 440 740 B840
Madium 1] a0 8 300 420 540 &40 780 #00 1,020
High 1] 100 0 380 500 &40 780 920 1.060 1.200

Typeollocalsoc i
None '3 - -4 e - § +o % s £ ¥ = - %

Area-ipecific $ 734938 § 1442483 § 1589331 § 179936 § 1741807 § _wﬁ.g $ _w:.qg s _u_k.uoﬂ $ 1748316 § _uﬁu.g
Uniform $ 1032755 § 1514382 § 1622080 § 1734745 § 1738936 § 1741034 § 1743339 § 1745552 § 1747772 § 1,750,000
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