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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF TUALATIN

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
FROM: Sherilyn Lombos, City Manager X
DATE: December 7, 2009

SUBJECT: Work Session for December 14, 2009

Work Session will begin at 5:00 p.m.

5:00 p.m. (10 min) — Council / Commission Meeting Agenda Review.

Action requested: Council review the agenda for the December 14™ City
Council and Development Commission meetings.

5:10 p.m. (40 min) — South Tualatin — Infrastructure Discussion. .In August 2009
the Council discussed governance of the South Tualatin area; this discussion is a follow
up regarding infrastructure in the South Tualatin area, specifically regarding needs,
funding, sequencing and timing. Attached is a memo from Doug and Colin regarding
this issue.

Action requested: Direction from and discussion with the Council regarding
infrastructure needs in the South Tualatin area and how to fund those needs.

5:50 p.m. (30 min) — Sign Design Discussion. There are four main discussion topics
on the agenda tonight: 1) at Council’s direction, staff has prepared an inventory of
freestanding signs that this ordinance would impact; 2) the Chamber of Commerce has
provided some information regarding costs to the business community of the proposed
ordinance change; 3) the appropriateness of an 8-year sign transition/amortization
program; and 4) a discussion of incentives for early compliance. Attached is a memo
from Doug and Will with additional information.

Action requested: Further direction from Council on sign design standards.
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6:20 p.m. (20 min) - Land Acquisition & Trails Update. At a work session in
September, you asked Paul to return with an update on land acquisition and trail
development. Paul is prepared to give such an update.

Action requested: No specific direction is requested; this item is informational.
6:40 p.m. (15 min) — Council Communications & Roundtable. This time is the
Council’'s opportunity to brief the rest of the Council on committee meetings, follow-up

on items, and any other general Council information that needs to be discussed.

Action requested: This is an open Council discussion.

Upcoming Council Meetings & Work Sessions: Attached is a three-month look ahead
for upcoming Council meetings and work sessions. If you have any questions, please
let me know.

Dates to Note: Attached is the updated community calendar for the next three months.

As always, if you need anything from your staff, please feel free to let me know.



MEMORANDUM
CITY OF TUALATIN

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos, City ManagerLQa

rrow ol Cories, Assistant Planner 2.0, X~

DATE: December 14, 2009

SUBJECT: STRATEGIC ACTIONS FOR THE SOUTH AND SOUTHWEST

TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN AREAS, PART 2: INFRASTRUCTURE

ISSUE BEFORE THE COUNCIL.:

The issue before the Council is infrastructure for the South and Southwest Tualatin
Concept Plan areas. This work session follows the one on August 24, 2009 that focused
on governance of these areas.

BACKGROUND:

This memo reintroduces the work session memo dated August 24, 2009 and summarizes
the past work session. During the session, the Council discussed the first half of the
memo that addressed governance of the South and Southwest Tualatin Concept Plan
areas. (Refer to the second half of the attached memo for policy considerations, goals,
and discussion topics related to infrastructure.)

The governance work session focused on the lands Tualatin should govern, where
jurisdictional lines would be drawn, and implementing steps. The Council expressed a
desire to govern land south to SW Day Road. The right-of-way (ROW) and land south of
it lie within Wilsonville city limits. There was discussion of scenarios, from annexation in
the absence of a concept plan to amendment of the Urban Planning Area Agreement
(UPAA) with Washington County.

The Council also expressed a desire to include Area of Interest 2, which lies within a
larger area circumscribed by the UGB and the Clackamas-Washington border being
discussed as part of the urban and rural reserves program. Major places in the area
include the Coffee Lake Quarry, owned by the Knife River Corporation, and the Tualatin
Valley Fire & Rescue (TVF&R) Regional Training Center. The Washington County
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Reserves Coordinating Committee (RCC) had recommended to the Metro Steering
Committee (MSC) that the larger area containing Area of Interest 2 be designated an
urban reserve. A recent report from the Chief Operating Officer of Metro included the
recommendation.

The Council directed that the existing UPAA be amended to include land south to SW
Day Road. The work plan of Washington County allows for actions such as UPAA
amendments to be done annually at one time, with the most recent time having been fall
(September and October) 2009. Upon staff request, County staff offered early
consideration, which staff accepted, and so the UPAA amendment might go before the
Planning Commission and then the Board of County Commissioners as early as spring
(March and April) 2010.

Staff is proceeding with the Southwest Concept Plan by discussing the scope of work with
the consultant and working with Washington County to modify the UPAA to include the
Southwest Concept Plan area. The Board of County Commissioners approved this
amendment of the UPAA on October 20, 2009.

Attachments: A. Council work session 8/24/2009 memo “Strategic Actions for the
South and Southwest Tualatin Concept Plan Areas” and its
attachments
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TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos, City Manager%/
FROM: Doug Rux, Community Development Director 35{ =,
Colin Cortes, Assistant Planner
DATE: August 24, 2009
SUBJECT: STRATEGIC ACTIONS FOR THE SOUTH AND SOUTHWEST

TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN AREAS

BACKGROUND:

This memo describes the South and Southwest Tualatin Concept Plan areas, including
their origin and status, and the multifarious factors affecting their future and possible
strategies for future urbanization of the areas themselves. Attachment A is a map
illustrating the areas the plans wouid cover.

This section summarizes the major topics related to the concept plans and introduces a
bulleted section where each topic is described in detail.

What are these plans and why would they exist?

Metro conditions that any UGB expansion must undergo planning prior to urban
development. Metro expanded the UGB in 2002 and 2004, including the areas now
known as Southwest (SW) Tualatin (about 400 acres) and South Tualatin (about 950
acres). As part of its analysis leading to expansion, Metro conducted fiscal analysis of
urban development of expansion lands including South Tualatin. It found that urban
development of South Tualatin would be fiscally feasible.

In 2005, the City drafted the Southwest Tualatin Concept Plan (SW Concept Plan), which
remains in draft form. When Metro expanded the UGB, the I-5 to 99W Connector project
was on-going, so Metro allowed for completion of the South Tualatin concept plan to
occur within “two years following the selection of the right-of-way alignment for the I-
5/98W Connector, or within seven years of the effective date of [the ordinance],
whichever occurs earlier.” In 2007, the City and the City of Sherwood created a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) establishing among other things that a southward



MEMORANDUM: Strategic Actions for the South and SW Tualatin Concept Plan Areas
August 24, 2009
Page 2 of 21

extension of SW 124™ Avenue will be the boundary between the two cities, with the right-
of-way being wholly within Tualatin. The MOU sets the parameters for governance of SW
Tualatin and lands to the east the City of Sherwood is developing a concept plan for.
(Refer to Attachment C.)

The governance of SW and South Tualatin involve the Council’s desire about where and
when to develop. Most recently the City and Washington County have engaged in
amending the Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA) for the SW Tualatin area.
Discussions have not commenced on a UPAA amendment or SB 122 agreement for the
South Tualatin area. There has been considerable discussion though on transportation
infrastructure, primarily the I-5 to 99W Connector project which has involved surrounding
cities, Washington and Clackamas Counties, ODOT, Metro and the Federal Highway
Administration.

DISCUSSION:

The various factors affecting the concept plans fall into two categories, Governance and
Infrastructure. Subtopics for each category are bulleted below and described:

Governance
e Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Expansions (Metro UGMFP, Title 11)
Compileting the SW Concept Plan and implementing regulations
South Tualatin Concept Plan
Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA) with Washington County
Oregon Senate Bill (SB) 122
Annexation
Fiscal analysis
Metro urban and rural reserves initiative
Local aspirations for South and SW Tualatin
Sherwood local aspirations
Wilsonville local aspirations and 20-year growth plan
Wilsonville Coffee Creek Master Plan
Jurisdictional transfer of roads (from ODOT)
Appeals to Metro over boundary disputes

Infrastructure

e |-5to 99W Connector

¢ Infrastructure needs and funding

o Metro construction excise tax (CET)

System development charges (SDCs)
Local Improvement District (LID)
Urban Renewal District
Special Assessments
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

O O O O O
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o Metropolitan Transportation improvement Program (MTIP)

o Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA)

o Washington County Major Streets Transportation Improvement Program
(MSTIP)

e Concurrency (or Adequate Public Facilities)

The Governance section below introduces policy considerations, discusses governance-
related factors in more depth, provides historical context and presents possible strategic
actions that can be taken. The second section of the memorandum outlines infrastructure
issues. The focus for the August 24 discussion will be on governance and a separate
work session will be held on infrastructure at a later date.

Governance

Policy Consideration:
e What lands should Tualatin govern and what is the best way to arrive at
governance?
Where and when should jurisdictional lines be drawn?
e How do you establish governance of land but not allow development to occur until
infrastructure is in place?

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Expansions (Metro UGMFP, Title 11)

When Metro expands the urban growth boundary (UGB), the regional government
collaborates with local governments to plan how they will direct development of the
additional land and provide urban services. In 2002, the Metro voted to expand the
UGB by 18,638 acres. In 2004 and 2005, Metro expanded the UGB by an
additional 2,500 acres for industrial use and in part termed “Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas” (RSIA) for some of these industrial lands, and imposed the
requirement that concept plans exist prior to urban development.

Title 11 within Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP),
Metro Code 3.07.1105, directs concept planning. Title 11 first requires that local
governments place interim measures on the new urban land to protect it from
urbanization before a plan is completed and adopted. For the areas of discussion
Washington County fulfilled this requirement with a FD-20 designation. A concept
plan must also address the other Title 11 provisions, which relate to the topics of
natural resources, minimum residential density, housing types, transportation
systems, and public schools. A concept plan is generally understood to cover a
small-scale portion of a given jurisdiction. Taking for example the concepts of land
use and transportation, the plan is conceptual in that it can indicate land uses in
bubble diagram form and sketch broadly delineated transportation corridors without
having to zone specific districts or delineate rights-of-way (ROW). A completed
concept plan serves as the reference for drafting and applying land use regulations
relating to zoning and site development.



MEMORANDUM: Strategic Actions for the South and SW Tualatin Concept Plan Areas
August 24, 2009
Page 4 of 21

As part of the UGB expansion process fiscal analyses of the SW and South areas
show that urbanization is feasible. A 2003 analysis performed by the City of
Tualatin concluded that annexation and development of South Tualatin, then
known as Study Area 47, would not reduce the City of Tualatin’s general fund
given the proposed development plan. This year, Metro drafted a preliminary cost
analysis of providing urban infrastructure in various areas within the UGB including
SW Tualatin (“Public Infrastructure Costs: Case Studies”). This study built on the
fiscal analysis work conducted by the City in 2005 for the SW Tualatin area. Metro
estimates the total cost to provide infrastructure to be approximately $60,628,000
or approximately $10,525 per job given 5,760 jobs assumed. About $41,168,000
or 68% of the infrastructure cost is transportation.

Based on projected 20-year population and employment needs, Metro in 2002 and
2004 designated the lands to the southwest and south of Tualatin for industrial and
residential uses respectively through Ordinances 02-969B, 02-990A, and 04-
1040B in compliance with Oregon law. In the years since, Tualatin completed a
draft Southwest Tualatin Concept Plan (SW Concept Plan), which covers
approximately 400 net developable acres. The South Tualatin Concept Plan
(South Concept Plan) does not yet exist because of the uncertainty posed by the |-
5 to 99W Connector Project as well as uncertainty over the ultimate boundary
between Tualatin and Wilsonville. It covers approximately 950 acres.

When Metro adopted the 2004 UGB expansion via Ordinance No. 04-1040B,
Exhibit F, it included conditions that pertain only to the UGB expansion area north
of Day Road (South Tualatin) as shown in Attachment B. Those conditions require
the area to have a complete concept plan per Title 11 within two years following
the selection of the right-of-way (ROW) alignment for the I-5 to 99W Connector or
within seven years of the effective date of the ordinance, whichever occurs earlier.
Also, conditions indicate that concept planning can occur as long as it incorporates
the general location (alignment) of the Connector and the Tonquin Trail per the
Metro 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

Metro is currently working on a RTP update. In discussions with Metro staff the
two-year trigger stated above would take affect after the RTP update is adopted.
This could place the concept planning work to be completed by spring of 2012.
This coincides roughly with the seven-year provision, which places the concept
planning work to be completed by or around July-December 2012.

Tualatin drafted the SW Concept Plan in 2005, but is not yet finalized. For the
above reasons, the City has yet to begin the South Concept Pian. The ultimate
outcome of these plans and the development they intend are influenced also by
local aspirations, including those prompted by the urban and rural reserves
initiative.
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Completing the SW Concept Plan and implementing regulations

Consultants CH2M HILL, Kittelson and Associates, and Otak, Inc. created the most
recent draft of the SW Concept Plan in August 2005. Partial funding came from
the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and
ODOT through a Transportation Growth Management program grant. The SW
Concept Plan guides industrial development of approximately 431 acres southwest
of present city limits and follows Metro UGB expansions in December 2002 and
June 2004. Metro designated part of the SW Tualatin area as Regionally
Significant Industrial Area (RSIA). Metro defines a concept plan in the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) as a guide to the use of land newly
added to the UGB, the provision of urban services, and how to relate new
development to existing urban development. The relevant required components
included an annexation plan, provisions for commercial and industrial land suited
to the area, conceptual transportation network, natural resource protection and
restoration plan, public facilities plan, overall urban growth diagram, and
coordination among city, county, school districts, and other districts. The plan
examines land use, transportation, potable water, sanitary sewer, stormwater
management, and natural resources.

To be implemented, the concept plan needs incorporation into the Tualatin
Development Code (TDC) because the TDC integrates the Tualatin Community
Plan, the City’s comprehensive plan. Staff expects to revisit and incorporate the
SW Concept Plan by spring 2010 using funding from Metro’s Construction Excise
Tax program.

As a corollary to the planning process Tualatin has a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) with Sherwood that it adopted via Resolution No. 4729-07
on 10/22/2007. The MOU establishes that a southward extension of SW 124"
Avenue will be the boundary between the two cities, with the right-of-way being
wholly within Tualatin in exchange for Sherwood governing land on the south side
of SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road from SW 124™ Avenue west to SW Oregon Street
for industrial development. The Cities agreed to jointly fund improvements to 124"
through an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to be drafted after completion of
the SW Concept Plan.

South Tualatin Concept Plan

In 2008, the City established an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with Metro
regarding concept planning, funded through the construction excise tax (CET).
Metro apportioned 365,000 for the South Tualatin Concept Plan as a joint effort
among the City, Wilsonville, and Washington County. The first $100,000 for the
South Concept Plan comes upon the first deliverable from the consultant. The
anticipated total cost to complete concept planning is between $450,000 and
$500,000, so additional money is needed. Given that the “selection of the right-of-
way alignment for the I-6/99W Connector” per the Metro ordinance is coming
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closer in time as discussed under the Connector bullet and may be the earlier of
two possible time limits to complete concept planning, finding additional funds and
creating the South Tualatin Concept Plan take on added importance. It also
necessitates discussion of governance of the area.

Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA) with Washington County

Washington County and Tualatin have an existing Urban Planning Area Agreement
(UPAA) concerning planning district designations in unincorporated areas and
annexation. It also illustrates the Washington County portion of the planning area
boundary that appears on TDC Map 9-1, the Community Plan Map.

Amendment of the UPAA to reflect the County’s desire to have urbanization occur
within the jurisdiction of a city and to include the SW Concept Plan area is
scheduled to go before the County Planning Commission on 9/16/2009 and before
the County Commission on 10/20/2009. The desire springs from two issues. The
first is the on going “urbanization forum” the County has with the cities within the
county in order to reach agreement on implementation. The City Council approved
Resolution No. 4906-09 “Approving Washington County Urbanization Forum
Actions” on June 22, 2009. Second is the City of Sherwood request to Washington
County to amend their UPAA as part of their Tonquin Industrial Area concept
planning exercise, located to the west of the SW Concept Plan area, which is
underway? Washington County contacted Tualatin to see if we wanted to amend
our UPAA at the same time for consistency purposes.

Area of Interest 2 as part of the Urban/Rural reserve program is a portion of land at
the boundary of the SW and South Tualatin areas that lies just beyond the present
UGB. Because of this it remains with the jurisdiction of Washington County and
cannot be incorporated into either a concept plan or the UPAA. However, through
the urban and rural reserves initiative, the area is a candidate urban reserve. If
designated as an urban reserve, Metro would permit urbanization at some time in
the future through a UGB expansion, and the City and the County would amend
again the existing UPAA to include the area. The City’s local aspirations booklet
illustrates the SW and South areas and Area of Interest 2.

The most relevant aspects of this factor are that the City has agreed that urban
development may take place only within incorporated areas of Washington County
and that the amended UPAA would allow for expedited annexation of land in the
SW Concept Plan area and designation of planning districts for annexed lands as
is now allowed in the area covered by the present UPAA. The UPAA does not
address South Tualatin, which lies wholly within both Washington County and the
UGB and is eligible for inclusion within the UPAA.

The basic point of the UPAA is to streamline governance. It will soon apply to SW
Tualatin and may be applied to South Tualatin and Area of Interest 2. Itis
important to note that UPAA’s can be appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA). Compared with two other tools of governance applicable to the concept
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plan areas, annexations and urban service agreements (discussed below), this
would be the easiest of the three to accomplish and takes advantage of a tool with
which the City is familiar.

Oregon Senate Bill (SB) 122

Oregon Senate Bill (SB) 122 amended Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 190.003 to
require that units of local government that provide an urban service within a UGB
shall enter into urban services agreements that specify the units of government
that will deliver the service, set forth the functional role of each service provider,
determine the future service area, and assign responsibilities for planning and
coordination of services. The City does not currently have a SB 122 agreement
with Washington County. Development of this agreement has been discussed with
the County and will be done at a future date.

An urban service agreement would be the most difficult to accomplish compared to
a UPAA or annexation because it would be a more involved planning process. It
generally takes about one year to prepare an agreement, involves all of the service
providers for an area along with involvement of surrounding cities. If a participant
chooses to not sign the agreement the issues could end up in front of LUBA or
before Metro a as mediator on the disputed element of the agreement. A UPAA is
a familiar tool that would accomplish more easily the same end as either an urban
services agreement or annexation.

Annexation

The City has a Draft SW Concept Plan and the UPAA with Washington County is
being amended to reflect the City would provide governance of this area in the
future and allow expedited annexation of lands with the planning area boundary.
South Tualatin is not at this same stage because of no concept plan or proposed
UPAA amendment. A question that might arise is whether annexation may occur
before the completion of the South Concept Plan.

Annexation would in itself signal that Tualatin is to be the urban service provider in
the annexed area, but is not a predictable process and would involve Washington
County, the City of Wilsonville, and South Tualatin property owners as potential
objectors. Annexation also would invoke several more applicable annexation state
statutes and Metro regulations than usual and the notification and election
procedures therein.

Any annexation of South Tualatin would require meeting Metro Code and be
facilitated by amendment of the UPAA. [f annexation is to occur in the absence of
an amended UPAA and is to be expedited, all property owners in the subject area
and at least half of all voters residing in that area must consent. If not expedited,
at least half of property owners in the subject area must consent — and this would
meet both ORS 222 and Metro Code. In comparison, the UPAA automatically
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designates an annexed property within the planning area boundary with a planning
district. Annexed land not within the planning area boundary defined in the UPAA
would default to land uses most similar to those that had been allowed by the
County’s land use regulations (land uses would remain rural), or be designated by
the Council through adoption by ordinance.

In this context, it is important to stress the Metro conditions on the South Tualatin
area, reproduced from Attachment B:

Washington County or, upon annexation to the Cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville, the
cities, in conjunction with Metro, shall complete Title 11 planning within two years
following the selection of the right-of-way alignment for the 1-5/99W Connector, or
within seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040, whichever
occurs earlier.

(Ord. No. 04-1040B, Exhibit F “Conditions on Addition of Land to the UGB,”
Section II(C))

The Tualatin Community Plan (TCP), the City’'s comprehensive plan, would need
amendments to reflect how the City would provide public facilities and services
within the annexed area, and this information helps to satisfy one of the Metro
criteria. Incidentally, inclusion in the plan also would aliow for easier administration
of system development charges (SDCs) and guide the City’s planning of capital
improvement projects.

To comply with ORS 222.111 (authority and procedure for annexation) and to take
heed of an Oregon Court of Appeals decision (DLCD v. City of St. Helens, 1995)
the City cannot attempt a “cherry stem” annexation because the court ruled such
annexation unreasonable and in violation of statute. This informal term describes
annexation of property noncontiguous to a city (the cherry) and joined only by an
annexed strip of public ROW (the stem).

Fiscal analysis

Development can generate tax revenue, but it can also impose costs on the public
purse. Fiscal analysis, sometimes referred to as fiscal impact analysis, refers to
analysis that ascertains the quantitative costs of development by class of
infrastructure or service, often prime ones such as potable water, sanitary sewer,
transportation, and public schools.

A fiscal analysis of the South Tualatin area is dated August 2003 when Metro was
still examining possible expansion of the UGB. The area was then referred to as
Study Area 47. The purpose of the report was to understand:
o estimates of revenues that would accrue from the area if it is annexed and
developed, including property taxes, franchise fees, and all other revenue
sources.
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o The resulting fiscal impact to the City if the area is annexed, taking into
account the costs and revenues as well as the degree of development at
several different points in time.

¢ The operations and maintenance costs of providing city services to the area
if it is annexed, specifically the fiscal impacts of General Fund Government
Services.

¢ An analysis of the maintenance costs associated with sewer, storm sewer,
water, and streets and whether existing rate structures are adequate to
cover the additional burden on these systems if the study area is annexed
and developed.

The report concluded that annexation and development of Study Area 47 would
not reduce the City of Tualatin’s general fund given the proposed development
plan. In short, the City can afford urban development in the South Tualatin area.

This year, Metro drafted a preliminary cost analysis of providing urban
infrastructure in various areas within the UGB including SW Tualatin (“Public
Infrastructure Costs: Case Studies,” June 2009 draft). Metro estimates the total
cost to provide infrastructure to be approximately $60,628,000 or approximately
$10,525 per job given 5,760 jobs assumed. The cost breakdown by class of
infrastructure is:

Infrastructure Class Total Cost Percentage | Per Job | Per Net Acre*
Transportation $ 41,168,000 67.9% $ 7,147 | $102,920
Sanitary Sewer $ 9,674,000 16.0% $ 1680 |$ 24,185
Potable Water $ 9,224,000 15.2% $ 1601 | $ 23,060
Stormwater Management | $ 562,000 0.9% $ 98 |$ 1,405
Total $ 60,628,000 | 100.0% $10,525 | $151,570

*The SW Concept Plan area has approximately 400 net developable acres.

Metro urban and rural reserves initiative

SB 1011 (2007) enabled Metro and the three metro area counties to designate
"Urban and Rural Reserves” to determine where urban growth boundaries in the
Portland Metro region will and will not be in order to expand to accommodate
population and employment growth over the next 40 to 50 years. DLCD codified
related rules in OAR 660, Division 27 and amended Divisions 4, 11, 21 and 25.

The Reserves Steering Committee guides the study of candidate reserves
representing local cities, various business sectors, agricultural interests,
environmentalists, and social and economic equity organizations. Ultimately,
Metro and the three counties would agree upon what reserves are urban or rural
prior to designation; this is anticipated to occur by the end of 2009. To facilitate
agreement, Metro and the Counties requested that the cities in the region express



MEMORANDUM: Strategic Actions for the South and SW Tualatin Concept Plan Areas
August 24, 2009
Page 10 of 21

their opinions about what areas should remain rural or urban, what Metro terms
“local aspirations,” and what city wants control over what lands (“governance”).

Tualatin expresses its “local aspirations” as termed by Metro in the April 2009
booklet “City of Tualatin’s Local Aspirations: Urban & Rural Reserves.” The
document in turn references Tualatin Tomorrow Community Vision and Strategic
Action Plan and focuses on these areas: the town center, commercial land outside
the town center, industrial land, residential land, and the Stafford Basin (a.k.a. Area
of Interest 1) and Area of Interest 2. Of concern is Area of Interest 2 as it is
immediately south and southwest of the SW Tualatin and South Tualatin areas.
Area of Interest 2 has been identified as necessary for transportation infrastructure
(SW 124" Avenue and SW Tonquin Road). The decision timeline for the
Urban/Rural reserve program is December 2009 with final IGA’s between Metro
and the Counties in early spring 2010.

Metro construction excise tax (CET)

Authorized by SB 1036 (2007) and created by Metro in 2006 via Ordinance 06-
1115, CET funds are limited to concept planning for the areas annexed into the
UGB in 2002, 2004, and 2005 as specified in Metro Code 7.04.220. Intended to
sunset after either 3 years or the collection of approximately $6.3 million — the
approximate amount to fund all local governments in need — Metro began in June
2009 to consider extending the time horizon of the CET and finding other programs
on which to spend the funds.

In 2008, the City established an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with Metro
regarding concept planning for the SW Tualatin area. Metro apportioned $31,000
for the SW Tualatin Concept Plan. No IGA has been done for the South Tualatin
area and Metro and is holding $365,000 for the South Tualatin Concept Plan. The
anticipated total cost to complete concept planning for South Tualatin is between
$450,000 and $500,000, so additional money is needed. The transportation
improvement dollar figures in the SW Concept Plan need review and confirmation

Local aspirations for South and SW Tualatin

As part of the Urban and Rural Reserves initiative, Metro asked cities to identify
how much population, housing, and employment they wanted within the next 20 to
50 years. Metro would take these, termed “local aspirations,” and use them to
guide the location and size of designated urban and rural reserves.

The City Council met five times since October 2008 to discuss local aspirations.
The City’s aspirations for SW and South Tualatin are documented in the “City of
Tualatin’s Local Aspirations — Urban & Rural Reserves — April 2009” brochure.

Regarding the South Tualatin area, the Council has expressed a desire for 20-year
residential development to take the form of low-density single-family housing that
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matches the Low Density Residential (RL) Planning District range of 1 t0 6.4
dwelling units (DUs) per acre, translating to an approximate range of 823 to 5,261
residents. The Council considered allowing a commercial node in South Tualatin
to serve the area, and some existing industrial land in the western part can remain
as is.

Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-007-0035(2), the Metropolitan Housing
Rule, requires that Tualatin build a minimum of 8 DUs per net buildable acre.
Metro has a separate requirement that Tualatin build a minimum of 10 DUs per
acre. Local aspirations for South Tualatin conflict with state and metro
requirements.

Related to local aspirations, the Strategic Management Plan (2009) of the City
establishes these goals:

e Goal No. 1: Enhance mobility and achieve reduction of congestion
throughout Tualatin.
o Two-year Performance Objective 1. Complete the alternative selection
process for the 15-99W connector project.

¢ Goal No. 2: Manage development, redevelopment, and projected change
that will occur within the city to maintain Tualatin’s quality and what the
citizens value as a community.
Two-year Performance Objectives:
o 2. Complete and adopt the Southwest Concept Plan.
o 3. Develop and adopt the South Tualatin Concept Plan.

e Goal No. 3: Achieve economic vitality in all sectors of the community and
ensure a sustainable economic and revenue base for the City.
o Two-year Performance Objective 6: Analyze a Southwest Urban
Renewal plan.

Sherwood local aspirations

Sherwood issued its urban and rural reserves local aspirations in March 2009 and
desires in the long term more industrial and commercial land to obtain better
jobs/housing balance and through the year 2050 to manage the growth of the city
limits so that, once a better jobs/housing balance has been achieved, growth
maintains that balance. Sherwood identifies neither a particular place on Metro’s
“activity spectrum” (such as being an “18-hour” community) nor urban form.
Sherwood is examining needed infrastructure and financing as part of periodic
review, starting this year. (Area 48 "Tonquin Employment Area" is the counterpart
to the SW Tualatin area. Sherwood is a quarter through its work plan to complete
its concept plan.)
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While the Sherwood City Council has had no public process discussing aspirations
for increasing intensity of development within the City, councilors have discussed
in work session possibilities for consideration. The aforementioned MOU that the
City has with Sherwood acts to provide parameters for specifying local aspirations.

Wilsonville local aspirations and 20-year growth plan

Wilsonville issued its local aspirations in February 2009 and states that the majority
are found in existing master plans, though additional general policies include:

Protect important agricultural lands surrounding Wilsonville, particularly
those south of the Willamette River in French Prairie, through rural reserve
designation.

Strong preference for utilizing existing vacant and redevelopable residential,
commercial and industrial land efficiently so as to reduce sprawl.
Preference to transition from suburban to more urban form, with taller multi-
story, mixed-use buildings.

Desire to utilize infrastructure efficiently and maintain concurrency
(adequate public facilities) for all classes of infrastructure, particularly
transportation.

Provide additional housing in a wide variety of housing types, to balance the
jobs to housing imbalance of 2.1 to 1, projected to be more out of balance
over time. Increasing pressure to provide more industrial land further
exacerbates the imbalance, and commercial land is projected as sufficient
for 20 years.

Accommodate additional industrial development previously committed to
and provide over 1,500 permanent jobs in the 226-acre Coffee Creek
Industrial Area.

Protect the existing stock of affordable housing and increase the amount of
affordable opportunities, particularly for seniors.

To grow most logically and efficiently, target land to the east around future
school sites to meet the 20 and 50 year residential need and take
advantage of infrastructure projects (sanitary sewer) that are needed to
serve adjacent areas within the city’s UGB and the school sites

Continue to work with regional partners to master plan the regional trail
system, including the Tonquin Trail and develop segments within
Wilsonville.

Expand commuter rail to Sherwood and Salem and continue to support the
benefits of High Capacity Transit (HCT) to Wilsonville and beyond.
Consistent with the City’s policy to provide infrastructure capacity for
planned development, over the next 5 years begin some of the most
significant infrastructure projects in Wilsonville history.
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Wilsonville Coffee Creek Master Plan

Wilsonville created a detailed transportation and land use plan for the area located
near northwest Wilsonville in unincorporated Washington and Clackamas
Counties. The Coffee Creek Industrial Area was to be planned in two parts,
including a master plan with a detailed strategy for urbanizing the area South of
Day Road, and a separate Concept Pian north of Day Road for long-range
planning; the latter did not occur.

In 1998 Otak, Inc. prepared an Urban Reserve Plan as a Concept Plan for the area
south of Day Road. Metro followed up with a 2002 decision to include Area 49 into
the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to allow urban services to extend to the
Coffee Creek Correctional Facility, and set the stage for additional industrial
development south of Day Road.

In 2004, Metro added land to the Metro UGB north of Day Road and east of the
Portland and Western Railroad, but conditioned future annexation north of Day
Road on the decision regarding a preferred location for the future I-5/Highway 99W
Connector route. Metro adopted the 2004 UGB expansion via Ordinance No. #04-
104B, Exhibit F, with conditions that pertain only to the UGB expansion area north
of Day Road. Those conditions require the area north of Day Road to complete
Metro Title 11 planning within 2 years from decision of a connector ROW location.
Also, those conditions indicate that Title 11 planning can occur north of Day Road
as long as it incorporates the general location of the Connector and the Tonquin
Trail per the Metro 2004 RTP. The SW Concept Plan does not include the area
north of Day Road.

Jurisdictional transfer of roads (from or to ODOT)

The major reason for transferring a state highway to a local jurisdiction is that the
road serves primarily local interests and is not needed to serve state interests.
ODOT publishes Transferring Roads: A Handbook for Making Jurisdictional
Transfers to guide this and other scenarios. It quotes the 1999 Oregon Highway
Plan of which Policy 2C says that the state shouid “consider, in cooperation with
local jurisdictions, jurisdictional transfers that:
o Rationalize and simplify the management responsibilities along a particular
roadway segment or corridor;
o Reflect the appropriate functional classification of a particular roadway
segment or corridor; and/or
e Lead to increased efficiencies in the operation and maintenance of a
particular roadway segment or corridor (p. 89).

The handbook lists possible reasons for jurisdictional transfer including:
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e A new state highway bypasses a city, and the route through the city is no
longer needed as part of the state system.

e Having only one government making land use and access management
decisions on a District Highway might result in greater efficiency and
community responsiveness.

e The local government wants to make improvements, permit accesses or
maintain the District Highway or Local Interest Road in a way that ODOT
cannot do or is not willing to do. The local government may want to apply
higher standards or apply a service level that ODOT would not address
because the state places a low priority on that road.

Jurisdictional transfer among ODOT, Washington County, and Tualatin is a
possible tool if the City wants to have greater control over urbanization in South
Tualatin. The relevant roads and their present jurisdictions are:

Road Jurisdiction

SW 124" Ave Tualatin

SW Boones Ferry Rd OoDOT

Day Rd Wilsonville

SW Grahams Ferry Rd | Washington County
SW Tonquin Rd Washington County

Appeals to Metro over boundary disputes

Previously, cities disputing jurisdictional boundaries appealed to the Metro
Boundary Commission until the Oregon Legislature passed SB 615 (2007) that
disbanded the Commission because the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) had
determined that it reviewed boundary disputes even if the Commission had made a
determination. This made the Commission’s existence redundant. Previously,
Metro successfully mediated boundary disputes between Damascus and Happy
Valley and between Beaverton and Portland. In order to accomplish regional
coordination of planning activities as required by Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS)

195.025, Metro can still on a case-by-case basis facilitate resolution of boundary
disputes.

Given the above governance factors, the optimum factor to govern the subject lands is
amendment of the UPAA. There is risk in that another local government could appeal
the amendment to LUBA. However, when paired with completion of the concept plans,
an amended UPAA would allow for annexation to be less difficult. Other factors such as
an urban services agreement per SB 122 would involve agreement among several local
governments and service providers and if appealed would lead to court or to arbitration
by Metro. With this in mind, the strategic steps are below.
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Possible Strategic Steps:

The following steps are outlined sequentially on governance:

1.

Amend the Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA) to include:

a. SW Concept Plan area (within two months)

b. South Tualatin (within a year)

c. Area of Interest 2 (Knife River/TVF&R) as part of the Urban Reserves
program (within a year and half)

The UPAA amendment process for the SW Concept Plan is already underway
with City Council review and approval of the document scheduled on
September 28 and the Washington County Board of Commissioners review and
action on October 20, 2009.

The UPAA amendment process for the South Tualatin area is envisioned to
start soon and be completed within 1-year. A key question to be able to move
forward on the South Tualatin area is defining how much of the area should be
governed by Tualatin?

The Area of Interest 2 UPAA is envisioned to be completed in FY 10/11 after
the area is designated an Urban Reserve. The City Council has forwarded a
recommendation to the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee
that this area be designated an Urban Reserve. This UPAA amendment is also
consistent with the Urbanization Forum resolution that lands added be
governed and urbanized by a city. As a reminder this area is be added as an
Urban Reserve for transportation purposes.

The UPAA process is strategically a better approach than a SB 122 agreement
process. This is based on the UPAA is between the City and County and only
needs to be coordinated with surrounding cities and service providers. A UPAA
can be appealed to LUBA. A SB 122 agreement process would take more time
(1 year or more) and requires approval by the service providers and
surrounding cities. If an entity chooses to not sign the agreement options
would be litigation, LUBA, or mediation conducted by Metro.

Finalize the SW Concept Plan and implementing regulations by May 2010.

This is already a work program of the Planning Division. The program calls for
the work product to be completed in May 2010.

Start the South Tualatin Concept Plan by July 2010 using CET funds and
complete the plan within two years.

Funds are being held by Metro in the amount of $365,000 to conduct the
concept planning work. Estimates are additional funding would be required of
approximately $100,000. This work program envisions Tualatin taking the lead
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and coordinating all surrounding cities, County, Metro and interested parties.
The work is envisioned to take approximately 2-years. The area to be concept
planned would follow the area identified in the UPAA to be completed by July
2010.

Annexation

Annexation could occur at different times based on the affected area. For the
SW Concept Plan area annexation could occur as early as November 2009, but
is more likely to occur after June 2010 upon completion of the SW Concept
Plan. If an urban renewal district is envisioned for this area annexation will need
to occur to align with formation of an urban renewal district. It is estimated the
formation of an urban renewal district would take approximately 1-year, with
part of that work program overlapping the SW Concept Plan work program.

For the South Tualatin area there are options outlined in this memorandum that
need to be considered for the appropriate timing to annex. Annexation could
occur with 1-year, after July 2012or later depending on the circumstances.

Jurisdictional Transfer of Roadways

This can occur at various times between now and 2-5 years into the future. It in
part is based on what roads would be transferred to whom based on the areas
covered by the UPAA. If roadways went from ODOT (SW Boones Ferry Road)
to the County that could occur anytime, with the actual timeframe depending on
negotiations. For any roadways to be transferred to the City they would need to
first be annexed onto the City, so the annexation opportunities and timing
above come into play.

Infrastructure

The Infrastructure section below introduces policy considerations, provides historical
context and outlines possible funding options.

Policy Considerations:

What necessary actions allow the creation of urban infrastructure and
transportation in the Southwest (SW) and South Tualatin areas?

How to provide transportation in the Tualatin area for industrial and pass-through
traffic? For example, is extending SW 124" Avenue south-southeast to 1-5 the
best way to do so?

What sequence and timing of jurisdiction over major roadways in the SW and
South Tualatin best benefits the City?

-5 to 99W Connector
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Of the factors affecting the concept plan areas, it is fitting to begin with the 1-5 to
99W Connector Project.

The 1-5 to 99W Connector Project was an effort by ODOT, Metro, Clackamas and
Washington Counties, and the Cities of Sherwood, Tualatin, and Wilsonville to
reduce congestion and improve vehicle access to and between I-5 and U.S. 99W
(SW Pacific Highway). Until February 25, 2009, it remained uncertain which of six
alternatives — ranging from doing nothing to improving state and local roads to
building a limited-access highway — would satisfy the majority of the Project
Steering Committee (PSC). On that date the PSC voted 6-2 to choose what is
called “Alternative 7” or the “Three Arterial Corridors Alternative,” an additional
alternative that is a synthesis of some of the six. Following the vote, Washington
County forwarded Alternative 7 to Metro for inclusion into the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) in early 2010. The attached map and list of capital
projects (Attachments D and E) outline the improvements that constitute
Alternative 7, and discussion continues about the scope and phasing of these
improvements.

The most relevant part of the Connector to the SW and South Tualatin areas is that
Alternative 7 includes as possible improvements the extension of SW 124" Avenue
south to SW Tonquin Road. Attachment E describes the improvements and
groups them into the four categories of Northern, Central, or Southern Arterial or
Other Alternative 7 Elements.

Infrastructure needs and funding
Possible sources of revenue for infrastructure in the South and SW areas inciude:
e System Development Charges (SDCs)

Also referred to as “impact fees,” these are meant to have developers pay
their fair share to reduce impacts of development. SDCs are limited to
capital improvements necessitated by development, such as transportation
facilities (often in the form of roadway improvements), sanitary sewer, and
potable water and parks. In theory, any class of infrastructure has a level of
service (LOS), roadways being the prime example. If a local government’s
goal for a particular area is to have vehicular LOS D, for example, and new
development is projected to lower it to E, the locality could charge SDCs to
developers in order to maintain the LOS at D. Physically, the same logic
applies for other kinds of public goods such as public parks, though the
measure of LOS is different (acres per person).

An important limitation to remember is that a local government cannot apply
SDCs to maintenance or operations, and any infrastructure a local
government builds with SDCs must be maintained with funds other than
SDCs. Prudent use of funds includes that a local government spend SDCs
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within a set period of time following collection and that SDCs be charged for
infrastructure and specific projects identified in the locality’s comprehensive
plan and capital improvement program (CIP).

e Local Improvement District (LID)

A Local Improvement District (LID) is a method through which a group of
property owners can share in the cost of transportation infrastructure
improvements. This tool can be used for SW and South Tualatin to
generate needed funds, especially given that approximately two-thirds of
estimated infrastructure costs are for transportation. Owners agree to
assessment for infrastructure on a schedule such as a 5, 10, or 20-year
payment plan or payment in full.

e Urban Renewal District

By creating an urban renewal district through a process analogous to that
for the Leveton Tax Increment District (LTID), the City Council as the
governing body could use tax increment financing (TIF) to redevelop
existing properties, provide public infrastructure, and signal to private
developers when and where to invest within the district. As with LTID,
urban renewal requires its own agency and adopted plan as well as finding
that “blight,” exists, a term that can be and has been interpreted to include a
lack of adequate infrastructure. TIF generates tax revenues through the
increase in assessed values within a district and the spending of these
revenues only within the district until the district expires.

Utilization of this financing tool for the SW Tualatin area on its face seems
highly probable given the nature of the land and uses (quarries) within its
boundaries and future use as industrial. For the South Tualatin area urban
renewal could be more challenging given the residential nature of future
development. Washington County evaluated this infrastructure-financing
tool for the unincorporated Bethany area and met substantial opposition
from the overlapping taxing districts on Greenfield develop for residential
uses and the forgiving of tax dollars with an increase in demand to provide
services. The same type of opposition could arise if this tool was used for
South Tualatin.

e Special Assessments

Special assessments could be levied on property owners to fund capital
improvements. A similar kind of assessment, though it covers operational
and not capital costs, is the Road Utility Fee that the City established in
1990 originally to provide funding for the City's Pavement Management Plan
to keep the streets in good condition and to pay a portion of the energy
costs to operate the street lights and now also to maintain sidewalks, street
trees, and landscaping. Unlike taxes, assessments can be more palatable
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to an electorate because they are linked to specific improvements often
desired by a plurality of the electorate rather than simply merging with the
general fund.

o Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is Oregon's
four-year transportation capital improvement program (CIP) led by ODOT. It
is the document that identifies the funding for, and scheduling of,
transportation projects and programs. It includes projects on the federal,
state, city, and county transportation systems, multimodal projects (highway,
passenger rail, freight, public transit, bicycle and pedestrian), and projects in
National Parks and Forests and Native American tribal lands. Each
successive STIP covers 3 years and overlaps the fourth year of the past
one. The present 2008-2011 STIP will be followed by the 2010-2013 STIP.

e Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP)

The Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) is the
federally required documentation of transportation investments scheduied
for the Portland metro region during a four-year cycle. The MTIP comprises
projects and programs administered by Metro, ODOT, TriMet, and SMART.
(SMART is South Metro Area Rapid Transit, a transit provider for Wilsonville
and outlying areas such as Canby, Salem and the south end of Portiand.)
Metro is required to prepare the MTIP document every two years and
includes projects selected by Metro to receive regional flexible funds. The
MTIP is incorporated without change into the STIP.

The information available in the MTIP report includes the years in which
projects have been programmed to receive funds, the phases funded, and
revenue sources. Programming is determines the availability of fund
revenues from the many federal funding programs and matches them to the
funding needs and schedules of selected projects. Most projects receive
federal funds over the course of several years for different phases of
development: project definition and development, final design and
engineering, ROW acquisition, and construction.

e Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA)

Oregon House Bill (HB) 2142 (2001), the “Oregon Transportation
Investment Act I” (OTIA I) increased several Driver and Motor Vehicle fees
to secure $400 million in bonds to increase lane capacity and improve
interchanges ($200 million), repair and replace bridges ($130 million), and
preserve road pavement ($70 million).

Favorable bond rates resulted in the passage of the second phase of the
OTIA program during the first legislative session in 2002. OTIA | added
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$50 million for projects to increase lane capacity and improve highway
interchanges, $45 million for additional bridge projects, and $5 million to
preserve road pavement.

ODOT matched the $500 million in bonds from OTIA | and Il with funds from
local governments, aliowing ODOT and local governments to implement
transportation projects across Oregon worth a total of $672 million.
Following the success of OTIA | and Il, the 2003 Legislature authorized
OTIA 1l to repair aging bridges using existing ODOT funds and federal
advance construction money, as well as increases in title, registration, and
other Driver and Motor Vehicle fees, to bond a total of $2.46 billion. The
bonded funds are being spent as follows:

$1.3 billion to repair or replace more than 300 ODOT bridges;

$300 million to repair or replace about 140 local bridges;

$361 million for city and county road maintenance and preservation; and
$500 million for modernization (these funds are not new revenue; about
$25 million per year for about 20 years, from ODOT's annual
modernization budget of about $56 million).

O 0O O O

The latter two are most applicable to the SW and South Tualatin areas.
Study of and planning for roadway improvements related to SW 124"
Avenue, SW Tonquin Road, SW Boones Ferry Road, SW Grahams Ferry
Road, and Day Road might be are eligible for OTIA funds.

e Washington County Major Streets Transportation Improvement Program
(MSTIP)

The Washington County Major Streets Transportation Improvement
Program (MSTIP) uses local property taxes to fund the majority of county-
funded road improvement projects. The dedicate portion of tax money goes
to the County to design and manage projects, and back to private sector
planning, engineering and construction firms on a competitive bid basis to
build projects under the county's supervision. The MSTIP began as a series
of voter-approved levies (1986, 1989, and 1995); voters rolled it into the
county's fixed tax rate in the late 1990s. Funding amounts are decided
upon annually by the County Commission. The commissioners anticipate
providing approximately $26 million annually for County transportation
projects through 2012.

MSTIP development is a joint effort of the County and the cities within the
county. Elected officials from each of these jurisdictions meet regularly as
the Washington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC) to address local
and regional transportation issues. Historically projects have had to meet
certain criteria to be eligible for MSTIP funding; project must:

o Improve safety
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Remove bottlenecks

Be major roadways used by many residents

Rank as high local government priorities

Address multi-modal demands (vehicles, bikes, pedestrians, transit,
freight trucks)

Be geographically balanced, providing benefit to residents all around
the county.

O 0 O O

O

Study of and planning for roadway improvements related to SW 124"
Avenue, SW Tonquin Road, SW Boones Ferry Road, SW Grahams Ferry
Road, and Day Road could be eligible for MSTIP funds.

Concurrency (or Adequate Public Facilities)

Clackamas and Wilsonville have adopted concurrency management systems to
ensure the provision of adequate public facilities. (Often known as “adequate
public facilities,” the term “concurrency” derives from the concept of public facilities
being “concurrent” with the development they serve.) Though not required of local
governments by present Oregon law, the concept is widely adopted throughout the
country, especially in fast-growing places seeking to maintain control over
infrastructure needs. Tualatin could consider implementing simple concurrency
requirements to better identify, plan for, and obtain needed infrastructure in a clear
and predictable way for developers and the public. The issue will be tying projects
to private development projects and the timing of concurrency.

In closing, many factors affect the SW and South Tualatin Concept Plan areas and will
require the City to begin work to complete them within the coming months. A major
concern is the governance of South Tualatin and which path to take. A complementing
major concern for both areas is planning and funding infrastructure, including project
elements and costs associated with the Connector that affect transportation within the
areas and how this infrastructure can be done concurrently or before development is
allowed to occur.

Attachments: Map “Local Aspirations”

Metro Ord. No. 04-1040B, Exhibit F
“Conditions on Addition of Land to the UGB”
Res. No. 4729-07 (Sherwood MOU)

I-5 to 99W Connector Project: Alternative 7

Table 1. Alternative 7 Project Elements
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Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 04-1040B
Conditions on Addition of Land to the UGB

L GENERAL CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL LANDS ADDED TO THE UGB

A The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB shall complete the planning required by Metro Code Title 11, Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan (“UGMFP”), section 3.07.1120 (“Title 11 planning”) for the area. Unless otherwise
stated in specific conditions below, the city or county shall complete Title 11 planning within two years
after the effective date of this ordinance. Specific conditions below identify the city or county responsible
for each study area. '

B. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB, as specified below, shall apply the 2040 Growth Concept design types shown on Exhibit E of this
ordinance to the planning required by Title 11 for the study area.

C. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB shall apply interim protection standards in Metro Code Title 11, UGMFP, section 3.07.1110, to the
study area until the effective date of the comprehensive plan provisions and land use regulations adopted
to implement Title 11.

D. In Title 11 planning, each city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study
area included in the UGB shall recommend appropriate long-range boundaries for consideration by the
Council in future expansions of the UGB or designation of urban reserves pursuant to 660 Oregon
Administrative Rules Division 21.

E. Each city or county with land use planning responsibility for an area included in the UGB
by this ordinance shall adopt provisions — such as setbacks, buffers and designated lanes for movement of
slow-moving farm machinery ~ in its land use regulations to enhance compatibility between urban uses in
the UGB and agricultural practices on adjacent land outside the UGB zoned for farm or forest use.

F. Each city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB shall apply Title 4 of the UGMFP to those portions of the study area designated Regionally
Significant Industrial Area (“RSIA”), Industrial Area or Employment Area on the 2040 Growth Concept
Map (Exhibit C). If the Council places a specific condition on a RSIA below, the city or county shall
apply the more restrictive condition.

G. In the application of statewide planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic
Areas, and Open Spaces) to Title 11 planning, each city and county with land use responsibility for a
study area included in the UGB shall comply with those provisions of Title 3 of the UGMFP
acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (“LCDC”) to comply with
Goal 5. IfLCDC has not acknowledged those provisions of Title 3 intended to comply with Goal 5 by
the deadline for completion of Title 11 planning, the city or county shall consider, in the city or county’s
application of Goal 5 to its Title 11 planning, any inventory of regionally significant Goal S resources and
any preliminary decisions to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses of those resources that is adopted by
resolution of the Metro Council.

H. Each city and county shall apply the Transportation Planning Rule (QAR 660 Div 012) in
the planning required by subsections F (transportation plan) and J (urban growth diagram) of Title 11.
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1L SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR PARTICULAR AREAS

A.

Damascus Area

1.

Clackamas County and Metro shall complete Title 11 planning requirements
through the incorporation of this area into the greater Damascus/Boring Concept
Plan planning effort currently underway. This planning shall be completed
within the same time frame as specified in Ordinance No. 02-969B.

In the planning required by Title 11, subsections (A) and (F) of section
3.07.1120, Clackamas County or any future governing body responsible for the
area shall provide for annexation of those portions of the area whose planned
capacity is sufficient to support transit to the Tri-met District.

In the planning required by Title 11, subsections (A) and (F) of section
3.07.1120, Clackamas County or any future governing body responsible for the
area shall provide for annexation of those portions of the area whose planned
capacity is sufficient to support transit to the Tri-met District.

Beavercreek Area

1.

Clackamas County or, upon annexation to Oregon City, the city and county, with
Metro, shall complete Title 11 planning for the area.

This area shall be planned in conjunction with the adjoining tax lot added to the
UGB in 2002, under Ordinance No. 02-969B.

DC.

Tualatin Area

1.

Washington County or, upon annexation to the Cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville,
the cities, in conjunction with Metro, shall complete Title 11 planning within-fous
two years following the selection of the right-of-way alignment for the I-5/99W
Connector, or within seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040,
whichever occurs earlier.
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2. Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right of
way-leeation alignment for the ]-5/99W connector and the Tonquin Trail as
shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan._If the selected right-of-way for
the connector follows the approximate course of the “South Alignment.” as
shown on the Region 2040 Growth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance

No. 03-1014, October 15, 2003, the portion of the Tualatin Area that lies north of
the right-of-way shall be designated “IanerOuter Neighborhood” on the Growth

Concept Map: the portion that lies south shall be designated “Industrial.”

3. The governments responsible for Title 11 planning shall consider using the I-
5/99W connector as a boundary between the city limits of the City of Tualatin
and the City of Wilsonville in this area.

ED. uarry Area |

1. Washington County or, upon annexation to the cities of Tualatin or Sherwood,
the cities, and Metro shall complete Title 11 planning for the area.

2. Title 11 planning shall, if possible, be coordinated with the adjoining area that
was included in the UGB in 2002 under Ordinance No. 02-969B.

3. Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title 11, the city
or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller
than 50 acres.

4. Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right-of-

way for the Tonquin Trail as shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan.
EE. Coffee Creek Area |

1. Washington and Clackamas Counties or, upon annexation of the area to the-Gity
cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville, the city,-and in conjunction with Metro, shall
complete the Title 11 planning for the area within-feur two years following the
selection of the right-of-way alignment for the 1-5/99W Connector, or within
seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040B. whichever occurs
earlier.

2. The-coneept-Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the |
projected right of way location for the I-5/99W connector and the Tonquin Trail
as shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan.
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HF.  Cornelius Area I

1. Washington County, or, upon annexation of the area to the City of Cornelius, the
city and Metro shall complete the Title 11 planning for the area.

IG.  Helvetia Area |

1. Washington County, or upon annexation of the area to the City of Hillsboro, the
city, and Metro shall complete the Title 11 planning for the area.

2. Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title 11, the city
or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller
than 50 acres.
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72507 FILE Copy

RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A MEMORANDUM OF
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE CITIES OF TUALATIN AND
SHERWOOD FOR URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY QUARRY
AREA EXPANSION AREA LOCATED BETWEEN THE TWO

CITIES

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF TUALATIN, OREGON, that:

Section 1. The City of Tualatin hereby authorizes the Mayor to sign the
Memorandum of Understanding (Exhibit 1).

INTRODUCED AND ADOPTED THIS 22™ day of October 2007.
THaam_@g‘m”
BY ~
Mayor T
ATTEST:
BY
City Recorder

APPROVEDAS TOLEGAL FORM

"Bl L oo

Resolution No. _ 4729-07  Page 1 of 1

Attachmen, C
ATTACHMENT C



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN THE CITIES OF TUALATIN AND SHERWOOD
FOR URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY QUARRY EXPANSION AREA
LOCATED BETWEEN THE TWO CITIES

Whereas, in 2004 the Metro Council added an area located between the
Cities of Tualatin and Sherwood (the Cities), referred to as the Quarry Area (see
attached map), to the Urban Growth Boundary for industrial uses; and

Whereas, the Cities share a boundary along Cipole Road to the north, but
are separated by an area of unincorporated Washington County south of SW
Tualatin-Sherwood Road and east of SW Oregon Street (the *Quarry Area®), and
wish to enter into this agreement, in part, to establish the boundary between the
Cities; and

Whereas, Titie 11 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
requires that local governments complete a “concept plan” prior to urbanization;
and

Whereas, the Cities wish to work together to do the Title 11 concept
planning for this area to assure carefully planned development in the Quarry
Area that will be of benefit to the Cities and their residents and to minimize
negative traffic impacts on SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road; and

Whereas, once the concept planning for the area is complete, the Cities
intend to enter into an Intergovemmental Agreement under the authority of ORS
190.110(1) and ORS 195.020 to 195.085 that will reflect and contain provisions
representing the intent and understandings set forth in this Memorandum.

Now, therefore, the Cities set forth their understanding as follows:

1. The boundary between Tualatin and Sherwood shall be the future SW
124" Avenue extension south of SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road, with the entirety
of SW 124" Avenue located in the City of Tualatin.

2. Tualatin shall generally contro! access onto the future SW 124" Avenue,
keeping driveway and street accesses to a minimum, to assure better fiow of
traffic from Pacific Highway 99W to SW Tonquin Road or the 1-56/99W Connector
consistent with existing street improvement and spacing standards or adopted as
part of the concept planning process.

3. The concept planning for the Quarry Area shall include transportation

concepts that provide access restrictions onto SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and
the future extension of SW 124" Avenue south of SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road

MOUTual SherwoodUGBexpan 7-26-07.doc



while ensuring all properties can develop in accordance with the law and the
zoning adopted with the concept plan implementation.

4. in exchange for being allowed to control access onto SW 124", Tualatin
agrees to allow the area south of SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road between the
future SW 124" extension and SW Oregon Street to be added to the City of
Sherwood so that Sherwood may acquire needed industrial land to improve its
long-term economic sustainability.

5. The Cities agree the newly added area will generally be considered for
industrial type zoning consistent with the UGB expansion ordinance (Ord 02-
969B); the specific details and allocation of which will be determined through the
concept planning process. The Cities further agree that the scope of the concept
plan shall consider the traffic impacts, whether restrictions are needed to limit
access or uses (for example warehouse/distribution and commercial) further
based on the outcomes of the concept planning process and funding
mechanisms for SW 124" as well as other infrastructure needs identified through
the process so that traffic impacts on the area will be minimized.

6.  The Cities agree to participate in funding improvements to SW 124
Avenue, the details of which will be specified in an Intergovernmental Agreement
upon completion of the concept plan.

7. The Cities acknowiedge that they have aiready submitted a joint grant
application to Metro for grant funds to concept plan the area. Once the concept
planning is complete, the Cities agree to enter into an intergovernmental
Agreement to memorialize these understandings and the outcomes of the
concept planning.

ENTERED into this 7 Z day of _A/py/cmes g 2007,

CITY OF SHERWOOD, Oregon CITY OF TUALATIN, Oregon
Nl A Aﬁ? - -
ATTEST: ATTEST:
By ° B -
A City Recorder
APPROVEDAS TO LEGAL FORM

“Drerelsrd- Bpaslen
CTYATOREY
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Table 1. Alternative 7 Project Elements with Planning-Level Cost Estimates

Conceptual Costs in

the southern arterial

Road Location and General Description of Action $ millions
(2008 dollars)
Northern Arterial Project Elements
. Extend Tualatin Rd. as 5-lane arterial east across the Tualatin River from
Tualatin Road/Lower Herman Rd. to Lower Boones Ferry Rd. (LBFR). Widen LBFR to 5 lanes from $95
Boones Ferry Road .
extension to 72nd Ave.
SW Herman Road Construct 3-lane extension of Herman Rd. between Tualatin Rd. and OR 99W $30
SW Bradbury Court anstruct new east-west connection across I-5 to 72nd Ave. on Bradbury Ct. $20
alignment
Central Arterial Project Elements
Tualatin-Sherwood | ®  Widen Tualatin-Sherwood Rd. (TSR) to 5 lanes from OR 99W to SW 124th $25
and Roy Rogers Ave.
Road o Widen Roy Rogers Rd. between Borchers Rd. and OR 99W to 5-lanes $5
;zzl:tm—ShenNood Widen TSR to 5 lanes from SW 124t Ave. to Teton Ave. $20
Southern Arterial
Southern Complete either a tight split diamond N. Wilsonville Interchange or a new I-5
Arterial/Interstate 5 over-crossing with 2-lane road connecting southem arterial to Elligsen Rd. east $50
interface of I-5 and associated connection improvements
Boones Ferry Road . \l,QV(;den Boones Ferry Rd. to 5-lanes between new southern arterial and Day $5
o Purchase ROW for 5-lane arterial (OR 99W to I-5) $100
e Construct a new 2-3 lane arterial (OR 99W to I-5) $120
Southern Arterial
e Widen arterial to 5-lanes (OR 99W to I-5) $70
¢ Improve Commerce Circle/95th Ave. and Boones Ferry Rd. intersection $5
Other Alternative 7 Elements
TSM/TDM Regional Trail System, Bike Lanes, Sidewalks & Bus Stops $30
Commuter Rail Commuter rail extension to Sherwood $40
Interstate 5 Add auxilliary lanes Fo I-5 between 1-205 and Elligsen Interchange (assumes $30
Norwood over-crossing replacement)
o  Purchase ROW for 5-lane arterial (TSR to southern arterial) $5
e Extend 124th Avenue as a 2-3 lane roadway between TSR and Tonquin $45
SW 124t Avenue Road
e  Widen and extend 124th Avenue as a 4-5 lane roadway between TSR and $20

Total Costs

$715
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TO:
THROUGH:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

MEMORANDUM
CITY OF TUALATIN

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

Sherilyn Lombos, City Manager V%q

Doug Rux, Community Developmen&%r/ec@

William Harper, Associate Planner
December 14, 2009

SIGN DESIGN WORK SESSION IV (PTA-08-06)

ISSUE BEFORE THE COUNCIL:
Update on proposed Plan Text Amendment (PTA) PTA-08-06 amending the Tualatin
Development Code (TDC) relating to freestanding signs, Sign Design Review standards

and process,

and a transition/amortization process for non-conforming freestanding signs.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
1. Should the City adopt design and material standards for freestanding monument
and pole/pylon signs in the Central and General Commercial Planning Districts
(CC & CG), restrict freestanding pole signs from arterial streets and have sign
code and non-conforming sign provisions that encourage or require both new and
existing signs to meet the standards?

2. Ifyes,

What are the appropriate standards for freestanding sign design and what is
the impact on both the community and local businesses? What is an
appropriate review process for Sign Design that is suitable for administration
and for applicants?

Will restricting freestanding pole signs from arterial streets frontages result
in more attractive freestanding signage in the CC and CG Planning Districts
while allowing for adequate identification of businesses on all commercial
street frontages?

Is a 5, 8 or 10 year sign transition/amortization program to remove or
replace non-conforming freestanding signs an adequate and fair method to
bring signs up to the proposed standards? What are other “triggers” for
requiring a freestanding sign to comply with size and design standards?

Are there ways to encourage or provide incentives for sign owners to
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improve the size and design of non-conforming freestanding signs that will
delay or defer full removal or replacement?

BACKGROUND:

Following Work Sessions at the December 8, 2008, April 27, 2009 and September 28,
2009, the Council reviewed draft revisions to the Sign Code and Non-conforming Sign
provisions that would:

1. Revise the Sign Regulations to create a Sign Design process and standards that
will apply to freestanding monument and pole signs in the CC & CG Planning
District.

2. Revise the CC & CG Planning District freestanding sign standards in TDC
38.220(1) to add provisions requiring lower-profile monument-style freestanding
signs for locations on arterial street frontages and restricting taller pole signs
compliant with the proposed Sign Design standards to collector and local
commercial streets.

3. Revise the Non-conforming Sign provisions of TDC Chapter 35 to require non-
conforming freestanding signs in the CC and CG Planning Districts to be removed
or replaced within a certain time period.

At the September 28, 2009 Work Session, the Council had questions about the process
for sign removal/replacement, the amount of time to amortize a sign and the impact to
businesses and property owners of sign removal/replacement with Sign Design
standards. The Council suggested looking at an eight-year amortization period from the
date of adopting a transition/amortization requirement, looking at other “trigger” actions for
sign replacement such as a change in use on the property. The Council asked about the
number of existing non-conforming freestanding signs that may be subject to the proposal
and about the costs of replacing a sign. Staff received direction to prepare revisions and
alternatives for the Council to review at a later date.

The Tualatin Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC) reviewed versions and updates of the
proposal at the August 13, 2009, September 10, 2009, October 8, 2009 and November
12, 2009 meetings. At the October 8, 2009 meeting, TPAC members received a
presentation by Melissa Hayden of Security Signs (arranged by the Tualatin Chamber of
Commerce) on the value of signs to businesses and some example costs of freestanding
signs. A copy of the Security Signs PowerPoint presentation slides and Sign Dimension
comparison table for various cities is attached (Attachment A). There was testimony on
the additional costs of a sign design process, the costs of requirements for more sign
design features and the need for businesses to have pole signs on busier streets
provided by Ms. Linda Moholt, CEO of the Tualatin Chamber of Commerce, Mr. David
Emami, a commercial property owner, and Ms. Marcele Daegas, a commercial real estate
broker.

In the discussion with TPAC, Security Signs recommended the Council consider retaining
pole signs on arterial streets and reduce the number of required sign design elements as
a way to keep down the costs of new or replacement freestanding signs. TPAC members
asked about the number of signs that may become non-conforming, the different methods
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and time periods of transition and about comparisons with other nearby cities such as
Tigard, Lake Oswego, West Linn and Hillsboro.

Staff provided an update on PTA-08-06 at the November 12, 2009 TPAC meeting. Linda
Moholt and Amy Donaldson, commercial real estate broker, commented on the expense
of the proposed sign design standards and non-conforming sign transition requirements
to businesses and expressed a concern that Tualatin would be perceived as “unfriendly to
business”. Ms. Donaldson questioned the purpose of new sign standards and requiring
the replacement of older non-conforming signs.

In a response to an article in the “Tualatin Today” newsletter, the Community
Development Department received questions about PTA-08-06 from two local
businesses: Connie Speck of G Group (Owner/Management of South Lake Center-SW
65" & SW Lower Boones Ferry Road) and Chris Girard of Plaid Pantries Inc.
(Owner/Management of the Tualatin Center retail center on SW Boones Ferry Road at
SW Warm Springs). South Lake Center has two recently constructed and conforming
Major Commercial Center freestanding signs and the Tualatin Center has two non-
conforming freestanding pole signs. Both Ms. Speck and Mr. Girard requested more
information on the proposed amendment.

GOALS:

The Council’s interest in the appearance and consistency of signage in the City's
commercial areas is associated with Tualatin Tomorrow Community Vision and Strategic
Action Plan Strategy GHT18 Urban Design Standards calling for “.. flexible standards to
promote ongoing community attractiveness...”

DISCUSSION:

Freestanding Sign Inventory Update. In response to questions from the Council and
TPAC, staff prepared an updated inventory of freestanding pole signs in the CC &CG
Planning District. The table below shows the number of pole signs, non-conforming &
conforming (current standards) and freestanding signs in the |I-5 Freeway Corridor that
are subject to Federal requirements for compensation if removal or replacement is
required by local government action.

Non-conforming ESQE&Q&JQE
Freestanding | Located inl-5 | Conforming to Current 08-06 Desian
Pole Signs in Freeway to Current Standards Standardg
CC &CG Corridor Standards | (Notin Freeway (Not in Freewa
Corridor) Corridor) Y
72 total 22 of 72 26 of 72 24 of 50 46 of 50

While 26 existing pole signs are conforming to today’s sign standards, there would be four
(4) conforming (South Lake Center pole sign; Village Inn pole sign; Dutch Bros. pole sign,
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Hedges Green Retail Center pole sign) if the proposed PTA-08-06 Sign Design Standards
and the transition/amortization requirements for non-conforming freestanding signs were
applied. Applying just the proposed restriction on pole signs on Arterial Street frontages
would leave seven (7) conforming pole signs (Bushwacker’'s; Exhaust Specialties;
Oswego Storage; Paragon Automotive; Tualatin Transmission). None (0) of the existing
conforming pole signs (not located in the Freeway Corridor) would remain as conforming
when applying both the Sign Design and the Restriction of Pole Signs on Arterial Streets
provisions.

Both the Council and TPAC asked about the number of freestanding signs in multi-tenant
commercial centers such as Nyberg Woods in comparison with signs for smaller or
single-tenant commercial properties. The questions focused on understanding the
impacts of Sign Design standards and non-conforming sign transition requirements on
single businesses or smaller commercial property, compared to the multi-tenant
commercial centers where costs could be distributed among the commercial center
ownership and tenants. The following table provides a comparison:

Multi-Tenant Major Commercial Centers Single-business/smaller
Commercial Centers (3 acres or greater) limited retail tenant buildings
11 signs of 73 total 13 signs of 73 49 signs of 73

As the table above shows, 49 existing freestanding pole signs are associated with single-
business/limited retail tenant buildings, which is a majority of the 73 total freestanding
signs.

Sign Design Standards- Estimates of Costs. The Tualatin Chamber of Commerce asked
Security Signs to provide information on the importance of signs to retailers and some
examples and cost estimates of signs that could meet the Sign Design Standards
proposed in PTA-08-06. The Security Signs PowerPoint slides #9-#11 (Attachment A)
show that meeting the minimum 30% proportion of sign base/support to sign face width
could add $1,500.00-$2,000.00 to the cost of a pole sign. Adding decorative, design or
lighting elements to meet the proposed three (3) Sign Exterior element options can range
from $500.00 for a decorative wing to $5,000.00 for dimensional letters. Security Signs
estimates in Slide #10 that adding the three lowest-cost design standard element options
to a basic pole sign will increase the cost by $5,500.00.

Slides #12-#19 show examples of signs from the Portland area that have designs that
would meet the Sign Design standards proposed in PTA-08-06. The costs of the signs
range from $7,500.00 for a basic monument style/cabinet face sign (Slide #12) and
$8,000.00 for a basic pole sign on up to the $28,000.00 “Tanasbourne Center” sign
shown on Slide #19.

e The basic monument sign (Slide #12) would meet the proposed Sign Design
standards with the addition of either a 5 ft. setback to a property line or
landscaping at the base of the sign and adding two profiles, raised dimension or
lighting element options to the exterior design.
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e The basic pole sign (Slide #13) would not meet the minimum 30% support column
or base requirement proposed in PTA-08-06 and lacks all three Structure & Site
element options and two of the three Sign Exterior options (has “halo” push-
through lighting).

e Signs #16-#20 exceeds the minimum standards for structure and exterior
elements.

The Tualatin Chamber and members of the business community that have commented at
TPAC meetings are concerned about the additional costs of meeting the Sign Design
standards when replacing a freestanding sign at the time transition/amortization is
required or when an owner or new business decides to erect a new sign. Security Signs
suggested that the minimum 3-options for Sign Structure and Sign Exterior elements be
changed to a 1-option minimum.

A draft version of the Sign Design Review Standards Worksheet showing the Sign
Structure and Exterior standards is Attachment B.

Sign Transition/Amortization-Time Period & Actions Requiring Non-Conforming Sign
Replacement. At the September 28, 2009 Work Session, Council discussed establishing
an 8-year deadline for removal or replacement of a non-conforming freestanding sign.
The 8 years would apply to all non-conforming signs from the date of adoption of the
PTA-08-06 Sign Code amendment. TPAC members remained supportive of a
transition/amortization program and did not disagree with this approach. With the
Council’s direction, staff would include the 8-year provision with the proposed draft
revisions to TDC Chapter 35.

Councilors discussed using actions such as a change in use, change in business name or
ownership or site improvements such as a new building or building expansion to “trigger”
a freestanding sign replacement on a property before a fixed amortization period is
reached. Staff notes that retail businesses (business name, product or service,
ownership) may turnover frequently at a one-tenant location and in a multi-tenant center.
Often the freestanding signs on a commercial property are not owned by the tenant
business and can even be owned by a third party such as a sign company. In compliance
with 1% Amendment rights limiting restrictions on sign message or copy, the sign code
allows a face change or change of copy on a sign without any penalty or loss of non-
conformance. Change in use, business name and ownership may be associated with a
sign copy change that the 1% Amendment protects. Requiring sign removal or
replacement based on an action that may only result in a change in a sign’s message is
not recommended.

A change in the location of a non-conforming sign would result in loss of non-
conformance and the sign can be required to be brought into conformance. If a property
redevelops or expands and a sign is relocated or removed, the non-conforming sign
requirements can be applied and conformance to current standards required. In addition
with a time period (8 years) for amortizing existing signs, these actions provide a another
workable path to having signs meet the desired standards.
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Incentives for Early Compliance. The current non-conforming sign provisions of TDC
35.200 Non-Conforming Signs allow structural alteration of a legal non-conforming
freestanding sign in the former “Freeway Oriented Activity Area” when the “...sign height,
sign face height and sign face area are reduced by a minimum of 25% of the
nonconforming dimension or area.” At the September 28, 2009 Work Session, the
Council was interested in applying this provision to non-conforming freestanding signs
outside the freeway area and allow the transition/amortization deadline time period to be
reset to the date of reconstruction. This allows a larger dimension sign to remain for a
longer period of time and would be an incentive for a sign owner to perform an upgrade of
a sign prior to the transition/amortization deadline.

One issue accompanying this provision is whether to apply or defer the proposed Sign
Design standards when the 25% provision for altering a non-conforming sign in TDC
35.200(2) is applied. If the pole sign is being structurally altered as allowed in the non-
conforming sign standards and meeting the Sign Design standards are required, the sign
owner would have the benefit of a sign that has height and area dimensions greater than
what the Sign Code would allow at the time while the reconstructed sign would meet the
design standards. This would improve the appearance of the sign for the time remaining
under the transition/amortization provisions. If sign design standards would not be
required for the sign reconstruction, the freestanding sign appearance would not have to
change until the transition/amortization period for that particular sign ends. Would the
Council choose to apply or defer proposed Sign Design standards when applying the 25%
provision of the non-conforming sign standard in TDC 35.200(2)?

Summary of Issues and Questions. Based on the direction of the Council with respect to
the information developed with TPAC and participants from the business community and
sign industry, Staff will prepare a final version of the Sign Design and Non-Conforming
Sign provisions in PTA-08-06 and return to TPAC for a recommendation in January 2010
and to Council for consideration in February 2010. The following is a summary of the
issues and questions raised for Council in this Work Session memo:

1. Consideration of the inventory of freestanding signs and non-conforming signs and
the sign cost information for sign design requirements.

2. The suitability of the menu of options in the proposed Sign Design standards.
Should the options be expanded to allow a sign owner to choose a cost and design
that can work for them or should the minimum number of elements be reduced?

3. The appropriateness of an 8-year sign transition/amortization time period for all
non-conforming signs. The appropriateness of applying other “triggers” to non-
conforming sign compliance.

4. Direction on whether to include or defer Sign Design standards when applying
TDC 35.200 to structural alterations of non-conforming freestanding signs.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff seeks direction from Council on the issues and questions raised in the process of

reviewing the amendments to the Sign Code and Non-Conforming signs as proposed in
PTA-08-06.
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Attachments: A. Security Signs Presentation
B. Draft Sign Design Review Standards Worksheet
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Level | (Clear & Objective) Sign Design Review Standards

The Level | Sign Design Review standards differ for each of two aspects of
sign structure and sign feature including support columns/base, setback,
landscaping and sign shape and material design elements. The standards
apply to all freestanding signs in the CC and CG Planning Districts. The
following table displays the standards as they apply to each elevation of a
freestanding sign:

Sign Support Pole, Sign Sign
Column or Base Structure  Exterior
Width/Sign Face Design Design

Sign Type With (minimum) Elements Elements
' (minimum  (minimum)

Monument 75% 3 3
[38.075(4)(a)]
Pole 30% 3 3
[38.075(4)(a)]

The amount of required support pylon or column width in elevation may be
reduced in two percent (2%) increments to not less than ten percent (10%)
of the sign face width for each additional Sign Design Element provided.

As shown below, there are 5 Sign Design Structure & Site Elements and 5
Sign Design Exterior Elements to select from in meeting the Level | (Clear
& Objective) Sign Design Review standards for each freestanding
monument and pole sign:

Sign Design Elements-Sign Structure & Site

Sign Support Two or more individual pole, pylon or column supports
Features separated by a minimum of 24 inches. [38.075(4)(a)(ii)(A)] LA AAAAMAARAL

Monument-style | Monument style monalithic sign with the sign support or
sign base base occupying 75% or greater-of the sign face width
[38.075(4)(a)(ii)(B)]

Attachment B
Draft Sign Design Review
Standards Worksheet



Sign Setback

Sign is setback a minimum of 5 feet
from property lines, measured to any
feature of the sign structure.
[38.075(4)(a)iiXC)]

Pole, Pylon or
Column Support
Width

The width of pole, pylon or column supportis i
aminimum of 24”.[38.075(4)(a)(ii)(D)] AR AR AL Sl

Al L _J—?I‘_'
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Landscaping at
base of sign

Landscape features including shrubs and ground cové'r or hafdcape feates
including decorative rock or masonry located at the base of the freestanding sign.
[73.190(1)@)(iv)(D)]

Sign Design Elements-Sign Exterior

Sign Structure &
Frame
Decorative
Features

Sign frame & structure elements including trim, cap, wing, grill
exposed bracketing and other decorative features.
[38.075(4)(a)(iii)A)]

Variation in Sign
Shape & Profile

Varying sign profile elements including use of asymmetrical & cun;ilinear shaps,
planes and irregular height of sign features [38.075(4)(a)(ii)(B)]




DRAFT

Variety of [ Use of three (3) or more exterior sign materials that
exterior v are elements of the site’s building architecture,
materials including masonry, concrete, ceramic, stucco, metal
EE = fabric, metal tubing and wood timber materials.
fe 9 [38.075(4)(a)iii)(C)]
h -_!n_"?
TR
Dimensional Use 3-dimensional (raised) sign letter and
Lettering & graphic copy ". [38.075(4)(a)(iii)(D)]
Graphic Features e
Indirect/Halo Use of “halo”, baffled and shrouded indirect illumination sources with minimal (less
lllumination of than 20 percent) direct (exposed incandescent bulb, neon tube, LED or LCD
Sign Copy electronic bulbs) and internal (fluorescent tube lighting behind translucent panel)
ilumination. [73.190(1)a)(ivXE)]




MEETING DATE: Monday, January 11, 2010 start time:

WORK SESSION ITEMS PowerPoint?
1. Water Update (Eng) — tentative

2. T-S Road pedestrian/landscaping/Gateway Ad Hoc Comm Recommendation (TDC) (Comm. Dev.)

3. Library district update

4. Development Agreement discussion on Meridian Hospital (Comm. Dev.)

PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS / SPECIAL REPORTS PowerPoint?
1. YAC Update

2. Commuter Rail Update

3. Arts Advisory Committee Annual Report Presentation

4.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
1. Meeting Minutes

2. Annual Council / TDC Resolutions on Committee meetings dates and times

3. IGA Amendment — Pump Station at Community Park

4,

PUBLIC HEARINGS - Legislative, Quasi-Judicial or Other PowerPoint?
1. Appeal of ARB Decision AR-09-08 —Stafford Hills (Quasi-Judicial) (Comm. Dev.)

2.

3.

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS (not consent) PowerPoint?
1. Picnic Shelter Name (Comm Svcs)

2. Arts Advisory Committee Annual Report

3.

4,

5.

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS
1. TEA: Bargaining




MEETING DATE: Monday, January 25, 2010 start time:

WORK SESSION ITEMS

PowerPoint?
1. Land Use Notification Requirements (Comm. Dev.)
2. SW Concept Plan Update (Comm. Dev.)
3. Tonquin Employment Area Discussion (Comm. Dev.)
4. For Sale/Lease Sign Update (Comm. Dev.)
5.
PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS / SPECIAL REPORTS PowerPoint?
1. Swearing in of new police officers
2.
3.
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
1. Meeting Minutes
2.
3.
4.
PUBLIC HEARINGS - Legislative, Quasi-Judicial or Other PowerPoint?
1. PMA-09-03 Meridian Park Hospital (Quasi-judicial) (Comm Dev) (cont'd from 11/9/09)
2.
3.
GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS (not consent) PowerPoint?

1. Development agreement with Meridian Park Hospital (Comm Dev)

2. Verizon change to Frontier —- MACC

3.

4,

5.

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS
1.




MEETING DATE: Monday, February 8, 2010

start time:

WORK SESSION ITEMS
1. PTA-09-03 Historic Regs Update (Comm. Dev.)

PowerPoint?

2.

3.

4. PTA-09-04 Tree Preservation Regs Phase 3 Update (Comm. Dev.)

5. CUP List of Uses in Residential Update (Comm. Dev.)

PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS / SPECIAL REPORTS
1. YAC Update

PowerPoint?

2. Tualatin Tomorrow ACE

3. Commuter Rail Update

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
1. Meeting Minutes

2.

3.

4.

PUBLIC HEARINGS - Legislative, Quasi-Judicial or Other
1. PTA -08-06 Sign Design Standards (Legislative) (Comm. Dev.)

PowerPoint?

2.

3.

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS (not consent)
1. Reso Authorizing Measure Election — Library Annex to ClackCo

PowerPoint?

A

Heritage Center Annual Report

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS
1.




MEETING DATE: Monday, February 22, 2010

start time:

WORK SESSION ITEMS
1. Advisory Committees Overview

PowerPoint?

2. Metro discussion

3.

4,

PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS / SPECIAL REPORTS
1.

PowerPoint?

2.

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
1. Meeting Minutes

2.

3.

4.

PUBLIC HEARINGS - Legislative, Quasi-Judicial or Other
1.

PowerPoint?

2.

3.

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS (not consent)
1. Acceptance of SW Concept Plan (Comm. Dev.)

PowerPoint?

2.

3.

4.

5.

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS
1.




MEETING DATE: Monday, March 8, 2010 start time:

WORK SESSION ITEMS PowerPoint?
1. Ordinance re: filming in city limits (Comm. Dev.)

2.

3.

4,

PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS / SPECIAL REPORTS PowerPoint?
1. YAC Update

2.

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
1. Meeting Minutes

2.

3.

4.

PUBLIC HEARINGS - Legislative, Quasi-Judicial or Other PowerPoint?
1. PTA-09-07 Land Use Notification Requirements (500°) (Legislative) (Comm. Dev.) (tentative)

2. PTA-09-10 CURD Maximum Indebtedness (TDC) (Other Hearing) (Comm. Dev.)

3.
4.

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS (not consent) PowerPoint?
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS
1.




MEETING DATE: Monday, March 22, 2010 start time:

WORK SESSION ITEMS PowerPoint?
1. Land Use Application Fees (Comm. Dev.)

2. Fee Schedule Update (Comm. Dev.)

3.

4.

5.

PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS / SPECIAL REPORTS PowerPoint?
1.

2.

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
1. Meeting Minutes

2. URAC Annual Report -TDC (Comm. Dev.)

3. TPAC Annual Report (Comm. Dev.)

4.

PUBLIC HEARINGS - Legislative, Quasi-Judicial or Other PowerPoint?
1. PTA-09-02 For Sale/Lease Signs (Legislative) (Comm. Dev.) (Tentative)

2. PTA-09-10 CURD Maximum Indebtedness (Legislative) (Comm. Dev.)

3.

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS (not consent) PowerPoint?
1. Ord regarding filming in city limits (Comm.Dev.)

2.

3.

4.

5.

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS
1.




December

||

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4 5
11:00a Chamber Holiday 7:30a Multi-Chamber
Auction @ Country Club Networking @ Costco
Wilsonville
X 6p-9p Starry Nights and
6:30p TLAC Holiday Lights
6 7 8 9 10 11 12
6:30p Tualatin Tomorrow VIC | CITY HOLIDAY
Meeting, Library Community BREAKFAST PARTY @
Room Operations 7:30a
6:00p CIC Meeti 6:00p TPARK/Metro .
vl Tonquin Trail Master Plan | 5:00p Metro Policy 7:00P TPAC Meeting,
6:00p Special Work H Advisory Committee i
Session @ Police Facility Open House Council Chambers
13 14 15 16 17 18 19
5:00p Work Session 5:00p Metro Policy
7:00p Council/TDC Mtg 6:30p TAAC Advisory Committee
20 21 22 23 24 25 26
Christmas Day Holiday
CITY OFFICES AND
LIBRARY CLOSED
27 28 29 30 31

.

-
-
(@




January

Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2
New Years Day Holiday
CITY OFFICES AND
LIBRARY CLOSED
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
6:30p TLAC 6:45p Clackamas County
C-4 Meeting @County
Develop. Services Building
6:00p CIC Meseting
10 11 12 13 14 15 16
6:30p Tualatin Tomorrow 11:30a Tualatin Tomorrow
VIC Steering Committee Pariners’ Luncheon @
Meeting, Council Hayden's
5:00p Work Session Chambers 7:00P TPAC Meeting,
7:00p Council/TDC Mtg 6:00p TPARK 5:00p Metro Policy Council Chambers
Advisory Committee
17 18 19 20 21 22 23
MLK Day Holiday 7:00p Urban Renewal
CITY OFFICES CLOSED Advisory Committee, City
LIBRARY OPEN 1-9p Offices 18876 SW
Day of Volunteer Service 6:30p TAAC Martinazzi Avenue
24 25 26 27 28 29 30
5:00p Metro Policy
Advisory Committee
5:00p Work Session .
7:00p Council/TDC Mtg 6:00p Special Work
Session (tentative date)
31

2010




February

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4 5 6
6:45p Clackamas County
6:00p CIC Meeti . C-4 Meeting @County
P ceting 6:30p TLAC Develop. Services Building
7 8 9 10 11 12 13
5:00p Metro Palicy
Advisory Committee
6:30p Tualatin Tomorrow
5:00p Work Session VIC Steering Committee 7:00p TPAC Meeting,
7:00p CouncilTDC Mtg 6:00p TPARK Meeting, Council Council Chambers
Chambers
14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Presidents Day Holiday 12:00p Core Area Parking
CITY OFFICES CLOSED District Board, Council
LIBRARY OPEN 1-9p Chambers
6:30p TAAC
21 22 23 24 25 26 27
5:00p Metro Policy
Advisory Committee
5:00p Work Session
7:00p Council/TDC Mtg

28




