
SUBJECT: City of Beaverton Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 008-11

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached.  A Copy of the 
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government 
office.  

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Thursday, March 29, 2012 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption  pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government.  If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline.  Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice
of the final decision from the local government.  The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10).  Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE:     The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
        government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
        DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA  
       Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Leigh Crabtree, City of Beaverton
Angela Lazarean, DLCD Urban Planner
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Regional Representative

Angela Lazarean, DLCD Urban Planner
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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

03/14/2012

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist
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~ s2 DLCD DE TOF 

Notice of Adoption MAR . 9 2012 

This Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 5-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements ofORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 

LAND CONSERVATiON 
AND DEVELOPMENT 
F:(}r ().!11Ge t)se 

Jurisdiction: City of Beaverton Local file number: TA2011-0003 

Date of Adoption: 3/5/2012 Date Mailed: 3/8/2012 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to OLCO? I:8J Yes 0 No Date: 10/20/2011 

o Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 0 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

I:8J Land Use Regulation Amendment 0 Zoning Map Amendment 

o New Land Use Regulation 0 Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 
The City modified portions of the Development Code related to the SC-S (Station Community - Sunset) zoning 
district in order to respect densities established by Washington County for a City annexed area. Specific 
changes include § 20.20.20.1.A and 20.20.20.1.D (add superscript 66, refers to new § 20.20.25.66), § 
20.20.25.66 (new), § 20.20.40 (new), § 40.15.05 (language added), § 40.15.15.A.2 (threshold added), § 
40.15.15.C.10 (criterion added). Associated files: CPA2011-0002 & ZMA2011-0002. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

During both the Planning Commission hearing and a City Council hearing (regarding appeal of the Planning 
Commission's recommendation to approve), the text was altered in response to community concerns. The 
changes are as noted in the attachment. 

Plan Map Changed from: to: 
Zone Map Changed from: to: 

Location: Barnes Road, Cedar Hills to Hwy 217; 1S1W02,1S1W03 Acres Involved: 63 

Specify Density: Previous: 970, no max New: 1,899 to 5,115 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~~DD~~~D~~~~~~DDDDD 
Was an Exception Adopted? 0 YES I:8J NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment. .. 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

OLeo file No. __________ _ 

I:8J Yes 

o Yes 

o Yes 

Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 
ODOT, Metro, Washington County 

Local Contact: Leigh M Crabtree 

Address: 4755 SW Griffith Dr, POBox4755 

Phone: (503) 526-2458 Extension: 
Fax Number: 503-526-3720 

ONo 

ONo 

ONo 

City: Beaverton Zip: 97076-4755 E-mail Address: lcrabtree@beavertonoregon.gov 

houcka
Typewritten Text
DLCD File No. 008-11 (19027) [16964]



ORDINANCE NO. _4..;..;:;;5...;..78~_ 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE 2050, THE 
DEVELOPMENT CODE, RELATED TO THE STATION 
COMMUNITY - SUNSET (SC-S) ZONING DISTRICT, T A 
2011-0003 

WHEREAS, the Council finds that pursuant to Development Code Sections 50.50.2 through 
50.50.B, the City provided the "required notice of a Planning Commission initial 
hearing to consider this legislative text amendment (T A); and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on December 7, 2011, to 
consider the proposed amendment, the submitted staff report -and exhibits, three 
supplemental memoranda, and the written and oral testimony submitted at the 
hearing; and -

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission after that hearing recommended that the Council 
adopt the proposed TA, as per the Commission's Limd Use Order No. 2273, 
dated December 15, 2011; and 

WHEREAS, an appeal of the Planning Commission's recommendation was filed on 
December27,2011;and 

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on February 7,2012, to consider an 
appeal of the Planning Commission's recommendation, the record of the 
Planning Commission hearing, the submitted staff report and exhibits, one 
memorandum, written testimony provided from January 31,2012 through 
February 7,2012, revisions to the proposed Development Code text, Peterkort 
Area Frequently Asked Questions, Peterkort History, Peterkort Fast Facts, 
Peterkort Community Concerns, and the written and oral testimony submitted at 
the hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the criteria for this decision and the findings in support of 
that criteria are as shown in the staff report of November 30,2011, a 
memorandum of December 5, 2011, two memoranda of December 7, 2011. the 
Planning Commission's Land Use Order No. 2273 of December 15, 2011, the 
staff report of January 31, 2012," the revis~d Development Code text, the matters 
submitted for the record between the time of the Commission's order and the 
Council hearing on the appeal, and the supplemental findings attached to this 
Ordinance as Exhibit "B" and incorporated by this reference; now, therefore, 

THE CITY OF BEAVERTON ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Ordinance No. 2050, the Development Code is amended to read as set out in 
Exhibit "An attached to this Ordinance and incorporated by this reference. 

Section 2. All Development Code provisions adopted prior to this Ordinance which are not 
expressly amended or replaced herein shall remain in full force and effect. 

First reading this 28th day of Februarv ,2012. 

Passed by the Council this 5th day of March ,2012. 
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Approved by the Mayor this 6th day of March 1 2012. 
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Ord No. 4578 
TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment 
Proposed modifications to the Development Code of the City of Beaverton are included, below. 
Proposed deletions are in strike O(;lt form and proposed additions and replacements are underlined. 
Notes regarding proposed language changes provided in italic Arial font. 

YELLOW highlighted text shows the text amendments submitted to and approved by the Planning 
Commission at the Hearing of December 7,2011 

highlighted text shows additional modifications to the text submitted to the City Council at the 
Hearing of February 7, 2012 

highlighted text reflects further modifications to the text that were discussed during the City 
Council the Hearing of February 7, 2012 

20.20.20 LAND USES 

1. Dwellings 

A. Attached 

D. Planned Unit Development 

add superscript 66 within table, for the text of superscript 66, see 20.20.25.66, below. 

20.20.25 USE RESTRICTIONS 

66. The requirements identified in Section 20.20.40 apply. 

20.20.400THER SC-S ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

within the SC-

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment. Proposed Language 
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development. 

1+. No more than 80 percent of aJu~ro:ved non-residential development approved through a 
Conditional Use Permit - pun (Planned Unit Development) application may be 
constructed prior to construction of the minimum dwelling requirement for the 
properties located within the SC-S zoning district. Once the minimum dwelling unit 
requirement for the properties located within the SC-S zoning district is constructed and 
has received receiving Certificate of Occupancy, construction of the remaining ~20 

percent non-residential development may resume. 

40.15. CONDITIONAL USE 

40.15.05. PUI"pOse. 

The purpose of a Conditional Use application is to review uses that may be compatible in the 
underlying zoning district but because of their size, operation, or other characteristics require review on 
a case-by-case basis. These uses are subject to the regulations in this Section because they may, but do 
not necessarily, result in significant adverse effects upon the environment, overburden public services, 
alter the character of the surrounding area or create nuisances. Conditional uses may be approved, 
approved with site-specific conditions designed to minimize or mitigate identified adverse impacts, or 
denied. A Planned Unit Development is a special kind of Conditional Use that permits the modification 
of the development standards in the underlying zoning district to achieve innovative design, preserve 
natural resources, reduce energy· consumption and/or otherwise address unique site opportunities and 
constraints. Such approval allows the modification of such design standards without the necessity for 
separate Adjustment or Variance applications. Within the SC-S (Station Community-Sunset) zoning 
district, a Planned Unit Development is required to ensure that specific development requirements are 
satisfied. This Section is carried out by the approval criteria listed herein. [ORD 4473; February 2008] 
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40.15.15. Application. 

4. Planned Unit Development. [ORD 4432; March 2007] 

A. Threshold. A Planned Unit Development is an application process which: 

1..: May be chosen by the applicant when one or more of the following thresholds 
~ 

+.-a. The Planned Unit Development (PUD) may be applied to Commercial, 
Industrial, Multiple Use, and Residential properties that are 2 acres or 
greater in size within any City zoning district except Residential­
Agricultural. 

~b. When a land division of 2 acres or greater in size within any City zoning 
district except Residential-Agricultural requires collectively more than 3 
of the following land use applications or combination thereof: 
a:-11 Minor Adjustment; 
tr.2) Major Adjustment; 
&.oJ} Flexible Setback; or 
d:1} Variance 

2. Is required when development is proposed within the SC-S (Station Community 
- Sunset) zoning district on a land area greater than 112 acre in size. 

B. Procedure Type. The Type 3 procedure, as described in Section 50.45 of this Code, shall 
apply to an application for PUD approval. The decision making authority is the Planning 
Commission. 

C. Approval Criteria. In order to approve a PUD application, the Planning Commission 
shall make findings of fact based on evidence provided by the applicant demonstrating 
that all the following criteria are satisfied: 

1. The proposal satisfies the threshold requirements for a PUD application. . 

2. All City application fees related to the application under consideration by the 
decision making authority have been submitted. 

3. The proposal meets the Site Development Requirement for setbacks within the 
applicable zoning district for the perimeter of the parent parcel unless otherwise 
provided by Section 60.35.03. 

4. The proposal complies with the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

5. The size, dimensions, configuration, and topography of the site and natural and 
man-made features on the site can reasonably accommodate the proposal. 

6. The location, size, and functional characteristics of the proposal are such that it 
can be made reasonably compatible with and have a minimal impact on livability 
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and appropriate development of properties in the surrounding area of the subject 
site. 

7. The width of proposed lots or staggering of building setbacks within detached 
residential developments vary so as to break up the monotony of long blocks and 
provide for a variety of home shapes and sizes, while giving the perception of 
open spaces between homes. 

8. The lessening of the Site Development Requirements results in significant 
benefits to the enhancement of site, building, and structural design, preservation 
of natural features and the surrounding neighborhood as outlined in Section 
60.35.15. 

9. The proposal provides improved open space that is accessible and usable by 
persons living nearby. Open space meets the following criteria unless otherwise 
determined by the Planning Commission through Section 60.35.15: 

a. The dedicated land fonns a single parcel of land except where the 
Planning Commission determines two (2) parcels or more would be in 
the public interest and complement the overall site design. 

b. The shape of the. open space is such that the length is not more than three 
(3) times the width the purpose of which is to provide usable space for a 
variety of activities except where the Planning Commission determines a 
greater proportioned length would be in the public interest and 
complement the over~l site design. 

c. The dedicated land(s) is located to reasonably serve all lots for the 
development, for which the dedication is required. 

10. For proposals within the SC-S (Station Community - Sunset) zoning district. the 
requirements identified in Section 20.20.40.2 and 20.20.40.3 are satisfied. 

+G:-lL. If the application proposes to develop the PUD over multiple phases, the 
decision making authority may approve a time schedule of not more than five (5) 
years for the multiple development phases. If a phased PUD has been approved, 
development of the future phases of the PUD shall be filed within five (5) years 
or the PUD has received an extension approval pursuant to Section 50.93 of this 
Code. However, all PUD phases must commence construction within five (5) 
years of the date of decision of the PUD. Refer to Section 50.90. 

+h 12. Applications and documents related to the request, which will require further 
Cio/ approval, shall be submitted to the City in the proper sequence. 

D. Submission Requirements. An application for a PUD shall be made by the owner of the 
subject property, or the owner's authorized· agent, on a fonn provided by the Director. 
and shall be filed with the Director. The PUD application shall be accompanied by the 
infonnation required by the application fonn, and by Section 50.25 (Application 
Completeness), and any other infonnation identified through a Pre-Application 
Conference. 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language 

006 

WI 

I 

i 
U 

L .. 
ILJ 



E. Conditions of Approval. The decision making authority may impose conditions on the 
approval of a pun application to ensure compliance with the approval criteria. 

F. If the application proposes to develop the PUD in a single phase, the decision shall 
expire two (2) years after the date of decision. Refer to Section 50.90. 

Phasing of the development may be permitted with approval of the Planning 
Commission. A deed restriction for those areas of the parent parcel in which deferred 
development will occur shall limit the number of future units developed to an amoimt 
consistent with the minimum and maximum density or Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
permitted for the overall development. 

G. Appeal ofa Decision. Refer to Section 50.70. 

H. Expiration of a Decision. The PUD decision shall expire five (5) years after the date of 
decision. Refer to Section 50.90. 

1. Extension of a Decision. Refer to Section 50.93. 

TA2011-0003 Station Community -:; Sunset Text Amendment. Proposed Language 
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EXHIBITB 
Ord. No. 4578 

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS' ON APPEAL 

TA2011-0003, ORDINANCE NO. 4578 

The matter came before the City Council on February 7, 2012, for public 

hearing on an appeal of the Planning Commission's Recommendation to Approve 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment. The Notice of Appeal 

contends that the text amendment does not satisfy Comprehensive Plan Chapters 3 

(Land Use), 5 (Public Facilities), 6 (Transportation) and 9 (Economy) and 

Development Code Section 40.97.15.4.C.3 regarding· Metro Urban Growth 

. FunctioD:al Plan Titles 1, 6, 7 and 12. That Development Code section states 

approval criteria for a Discretionary Annexation-Related Zoning Map Amendment, 

including (at C.4) "consisten[cy] with the Washington County-Beaverton UPAA." . 

In fact this TA came before the Planning Commission and the Council as a 

Legislative Text Amendment for which the criteria for approval are set out ~n other 

Development Code Sections, namely Sections 40.97.15.2.C.1-8. Those criteria 

include conformance with applicable policies of the City'.s Comprehensive Plan, 

which would include the city-county Urban Planning Area Agreement in Plan 

Chapter 3.15 (discussed below) among other policies 

The City Council adopts the following supplemental findings in support of its 

decision to deny the appeal and to enact the text amendment as further amended at 

the close of the hearing and as shown in Ordinance 4578. 

At the hearing the testimony concerning Comprehensive Plan and 

Development Code sections cited above, centered instead on the foilowing issues: 

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 Page 1 of 12 
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State of Oregon, Statewide Planning Goals, Goal 1 Citizen Involvement and 

Goal 2 Land Use Planning. The Council finds that the review process for this TA 

included a notice that was mailed 45~days prior to the initial hearing to the chairs 

of Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) 1, Central Be.averto,n Neighborhood 

Association Committee (NAC) , and. the Beaverton Committee for Citizen 

Involvement (BCCI). A second notice was mailed 20-days prior to the initial 

hearing to the chairs of CPO 1, Central Beaverton NAC and BCCr. The Council 

finds that a CPO serves a county comprehensive planning function as per the 

county's land use plan and Community Development Code similar to the function of 

the City BCel and NACs, and that the City was entitled under its ORS Chapter 1~5 

coordination agreement with the County to 'relied upon. the. County to further 

communicate with its CPOs regarding this TA and other City land use planning 

proposals and enactments. The Council finds that neither state law nor the City 

Development Code requires a community planning process for a legislative text 

amendment. The noticing requirements of the City's Comprehensive Plan and 

Development Code have been acknowledged by the DLeD as meeting Goals 1 and 2. 

State Planning Goal 12, Transportation. The Council finds that the TPR 

analysis studied development capacity levels to determine compliance with the rule, . 

namely, whether a land use proposal will affect the transportation system beyond 

what existing regulations allow, and whether or not mitigation is required. This TA 

for. the SC-S zoning district limits residential and non-residential development to 

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 Page 2 of 12 
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align with Washington County's current regulations.; Mitigation through 

development limitations results in compliance with the TPR. 

The Council finds that staff from Washington County, the Oregon 

Department. of Transportation (ODOT), the. Oregon Department of Land 

. Conservation and Development (DLeD), Metro, and TriMet were included in review 

of the TA for TPR compliance and that, prior to City's notice to DLCD of this TA, all 

those agencies agreed that the TPR calculations were corr~ct. 

The Council finds that the derived development capacity was determined 

given a number of variables. County regulations do not include a maximum for 

FAR, rather an applicant is to start with t4e minimum FAR and may propose as 

much floor area as available within the capacity of the t:r;ansportation system. 

County regulations do regulate maximum height except for unlimited height in the 
. . 

Sunset district. County staff directed City staff to calculate capacity from gross 

acreage. The approach to this TPR analysis was a worst-case scenario, not 

reasonable worst-case as would be determined from net acreage. Thus the TA sets 

a maximum FAR based on regulated maximum height over gross acreage. Staff 

stated that there was no dispute about the maximum numbers and that the County 

staff had more concern over the minimum residential density requirement. 

The Council finds that the difference in horizons and performance measures 

for the County and the City Transportation System Plans (TSPs) is not relative to 

this proposal. The County's TSP horizon is the year 2020 versus the City's TSP 

horizon year of 2035; this difference in TSP years is not an issue with this proposal, 
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as the City has already shown compliance with TPR by mitigating potential 

significant effects in the form of development limitations. The City's level of service 

and performance standards are more stringent in that allow potential development 

levels less than allowed under the County's standards and will be reviewed with a 

development application. 

! . Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Title 1. The Council 

finds that in the 1990's with adoption of the 2040 Plan, Metro allocated jobs and 

dwelling units among regional jurisdictions. Many jurisdictions applied higher 

densities within Station Areas and Town Centers. These design types applied a 

certain number of people per acre in a mix of jobs and housing but with no required 

ratio of jobs to housing. Washington County for its part found it .necessary to add 

housing density and applied its highest residential density zoning to the area 

around the Sunset Transit Center. Metro accepted the County's planning for this 

Station Area. 

The Council finds that this Text Amendment includes minimum and 

maximum densities so as to translate the County's allocation of density for the six 

parcels proposed for SC-S zoning in aggregate. The record of this appeal shows that 

Metro reviewed the TA in this regard and by letter from Metro staff dated 

December 7, 2011, described the City's proposal as adequate and Metro as satisfied 

with the amended text for this zoning district. 

Comprehensive Plan, Section 3.3 Community Plan Context. The Council finds 

that adoption of the county's Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan as a new 
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Community Plan for the Sunset, Transit Center Station Community is not 

appropriate or required. The Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan was, 

developed within the context of, and specifically refers to, the Washington County 

Comprehensive Framework Plan; therefore, it does not relate to the City's 

Comprehensi ve Plan and the structure of the Goals and Policies of other 

Community Plans adopted by the City. The City's Community Plans are not 

enacting ordinances and are not included in review of development applications, as 

are portions of the County's Community Plans. Specific and prescr~ptive sections of 

the county's Community Development, Code' and Cedar Hills. - Cedar Mill 

Community Plan are similarly addressed by multiple sections of the City 

Developme'nt Code having similar standards for project design. Exhibit 16 of the 

Planning Commission record is a comparison of various county CDC Sections 431 

and 431-12 standards to City Development Code Chapter 60 standards. The latter 

include provisions for Design Principles, Standards and Guidelines, higher design 

standards for development along Major Pedestrian Routes (MPRs) as are present 

along and within the subject parcels, and a 20 percent open space requirement for 

approval of a Planned,Unit Development (PUD) application which would effectively 

replace the county requirements for development of "The Green" noted in ASC 11 

and CDC section 431-12. Thus the Council chooses not to adopt the prescriptive 6 
provisions of Area of Special Concern (ASC) 11· of the Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill 

Community Plan. 
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Comprehensive Plan Section 3.15, Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA). 

The Council finds that the UPAA does not expressly require that the City adopt the 

prescriptive requirements of Area of Special Concern (ASC) 11 within the Cedar 

Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan and as provided in Section 431-12 of the County 

Community Development Code. These include specific minimum density 

requirements for residential units within the Peterkort Station Area sub-d~stricts. 

For example, 150 dwelling units are required within the Sunset sub-district (see, 

page TA-7 of the City Council staff report of January 31, 2012). The Council finds 

that for a residential only development proposal, the SC-S zoning district would 

require over 400 dwelling units within the Sunset sub-district, but for a multiple-

use development proposal specific minimum residential density per parcel would 

not be required. However, the SC-S zone, as amended, will require a developer to 

achieve the aggregate minimum residential density and not exceed specific 

maximum densities over the six' subj~ct parcels, without need for the very 

prescriptive requirements of County Code for ASC 11. 

Although specific sections of the County Community Development Code and 

Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan are not incorporated in to this TA, other 

provisions of City Development Code have similar standards for project design. 

Exhibit 16 of the record before the Planning Commission compares various County 

Community Development Code standards to City Development Code Chapter 60. 

standards; the latter include Design Principles, Standards,· and Guidelines that 

require higher level design standards for development ,within Multiple Use zones 
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and along Major Pedestrian Routes (MPRs). MPRs are present along and within 

the parcels subject to this TA. Additionally, a 20 percent open space requirement 

for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application effectively replaces 

the County requirements for "The Green" in ASC 11 and CDC section 431-12. 

The Council finds that determining the most closely approximate zoning 

initially relied on land use analysis of the County Community Development Code in ' 

comparison' to the City's Development Code and available City zoning districts. 

This analysis included specific attention to minimum densities with calculations 

under County zoning based on gross acreage per the direction of County staff. The 

Council finds that the TA results in a 'net zero' translation in density from County 

zoning to City zoning through the carry-over of County minimum residential 

density requirements over the Station Community - Sunset (SC-8) zoning district. 

By requiring a specific minimum residential dwelling unit count over the parcels, 

proposed for application of SC-S zoning, the City is ensuring a mix of uses over the 

subject parcels. 

The appellant and others suggested other City zoning districts that they 

contend are the "most closely approximate" to county zoning. The Council finds 

that in order to satisfy the minimum density requirements under county zoning, the 

City wouid have to modify the text of those other City zoning districts and thus 

affect -properties throughout the City now within those zoning districts. For 

example, use of the City's Station Community - High Density Residential (SC-HDR) 

zoning district in place of the proposed SC·S zoning district would require a 
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doubling of the residential dwelling unit requirement for the SC-HDR zone. The 

City instead chose to modify the SC-S zone in order to approximate existing County 

land use regulations, as no other existing city zoning district matches the density or 

intensity of the county zone. 

The appellants suggested that the purpose statement for the SC-S zoning 

district be modified in a manner proposed b~ Oregon Department of Transportation 

staff by letter of December 7, 2011. The Council 'finds that modifying the purpose 

statement of the SC-S zoning district would have no meaningful effect regarding 

review of development applications. Purpose statements are not actionable criteria 

for approval of a development application. 

The Council finds that a November 23, 2011 letter from the County Planning 

Manager did not recommend changes to the City's zoning proposal and instead· only 

lists considerations for reviewing future development proposals in the area; and, the 

Council finds that testimony from a County Commissioner at the hearing admitted 

as much. The Council finds that specific discussions with County administration 

showed that a future Transportation Management Plan will be very important to 

the County and the City recognizes that concern as the properties' within the SC-S 

zoning district will access county roads. The Council finds that the county's 

concerns go more to equitable minimum residential. density than to maximum 

density, specifically relative to compliance with Metro's Title 1. 

The Council finds that the SC-S zoning district is a. multiple-use zoning 

district and, as amended, requires 1,899 dwelling units residential and allows for 
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othe~ uses. The SC-S zoning district will not require residential developJ;Uent at or 

near the Sunset Transit Center, however, the SC-S zoning district does allow for 

dense multiple-use development around the Sunset Transit Center that is transit 

supportive. 

Amendments to this TA adopted by the City Council after the hearing. The 

Council finds that the additional modifications to the text of this TA as the Council 

adopted after the hearing are sufficient to meet the appellant's concern as to an 

alleged one-half acre partition "exception" to the pun requirement for development 

in this zoning district. A representative of the Appellants accepted the modification 

to Code Section 20.20.40.1 at the hearing. 

As to the further amendments to Code Section 20.20.40.2, the Council finds 

that the 10,960,500 square foot maXimum for non-residential development in the 

TA is a theoretical maximum that follows from the Transportation Planning Rule 

(TPR) "worst case" analysis of the potential floor area for development. The TPR 

analysis showed 10,960,500 square feet allowed under the county regulations and 

even more under the SC-S zone prior to this amendment. The TA thus uses the 

theoretical limit under county's regulations as the maxiinum, °a figure npt 

challenged by the County and accepted by all other agencies that reviewed the TPR 

analysis. The Council relied ori testimony at the hearing that upwards of 
b 

10,960,500 square feet of developed non-residential floor area is not realistic given 

the constrained transportation system and that the nominal 63 acres within the 

zone will be reduced by required infrastructure and other unbuildable areas. The 
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Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of the SC-S zoning district is too high for single level 

construction and will require verticality and structured parking in any case. 

The further amendment to the text, now numbered Section 20.20.40.5. 

(previously 20.20.40.4.) will allow for construction of up to 80% of approved non-

residential development prior to construction of the minimum required residential 

development. The Council finds that neither the county CDC· nor the county Cedar 

Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan mandate when approved residential components 

of a development are to be constructed. The County in fact requires, in ASC 11, 

that buildings prescribed for retail uses be constructed in the first phase of 

development. Both the county regulations and the TA require a minimum number 

of dwelling units; the county regulations note only that development timing will be 

based upon the market, and require construction of components for retail uses 

within the first phase of a Master Plan. The City PUD process will allow review of 

a development proposal. as to proposed land uses, locations and phasing, similar to 

the County Master Plan process. 

Development Code Section 40.15., Conditional Use - Planned Unit 

Development. The Council finds that the proposed requirement for a Conditional 

Use - Planned Unit Development (PUD) application will allow for a public process to 

discuss many of the appellants' concerns. The pun process requires a developer to b 
. hold at least one Neighborhood Review Meeting and requires a Type 3 review 

process with public notice and public hearing before the City's Planning 

Commission. Beyond the pun process, subsequent Design Review and other 
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applications will be subject to review for compliance with the pun conditions of 

approval. 

Development Code, Section 60.55 Transportation Facilities. As to the 

appellants' allegation that construction of commercial uses would leave no capacity 

for residential development, the Council finds that the required PUD application 

process will verify that the development targets for the sews zone can be met. This 

approach requires an applicant to account for the minimum residential density 

requirement of 1,899 dwelling units and to include the auto trips for the residential 

uses in the corresponding Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA). The TIA would 

acc01.~nt for all assumed residential and assumed non-residential trips, the impacts 

of those trips and any mitigation requirements for those impacts. This approach is 

similar to other developments in the City such as the Teufel property further west 

on Barnes Road. The TA includes provisions requiring subsequent development 

applications to verify consistency with the approved PUD. 

Transportation mitigation measures may include turn lanes, traffic signal 

timing or other measures. A pun proposal and corresponding TIA must assume 

the full transportation system build out for the full zone, including residential uses. 

Desi,n Element 1 of the Barnes - Peterkort Subarea for the Cedar Hills -

Cedar Mill Community Plan. The text ~f this county plan states in part as f~llows: 

"The process of planning traffic circulation throughout this area shall include 

citizens of the community as well as property owners, County departments, 

affected service providers, and the developer". 
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The Council finds that transportation circulation is a design component that 

will be reviewed during the City's land use process for development review. This 

will include specific access and pedestrian crossings along Barnes Road as approved 

by Washington County. As for the TA itself, again, the· Council relies on staff 

testimony that the County, Metro, OnOT and TriMet as well as representatives of 

Providence ~ St. Vincent's Hospital nearby to the east also agree with the TPR 

analysis that supports this TA. A TIA will be reqUired with a development 

application which will include the background growth rates assumed in the re.gional 

model of Metro's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

Other Contentions. The appellant contends that Metro's Urban ·Growth 

Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) Titles. 1, 6, 7, and 12 and the City's 

Comprehensive Plan Chapters 3, 5, 6, and 9 were not satisfied by the pro~osed 

amendment. In response the Council cites the supplemental findings for Ordinance 

No. 4578, and the findings provided in the Staff Report to City Council dated 

January 31,2012 as adequately addressing the appellant's argument with regard to 

each of those UGMFP Titles and Comprehensive Plan Chapters. 
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TA2011 .. 000S Station COlnlnunity - Sunset Text Amendlnent 

The City of Beaverton is proposing to alnencl poi-tions of the 
Developnlent Code related to the SC-S (Station COllllllunity - Sunset) 
zoning district. SpeCific changes include §20.20.20.1.A and 
20.20.20.1.D (add superscript 66, refers to neW § 20.20.25.66), § 
20.20.25.66 (new), § 20~20.40 (new)., § 40.15.05 (language added), § 
40.15.15.A.2 (thl'esholcl added), § 40.15.15.0.10 (criterion added) . . 
These aluendlnents include provisions to ~alhta:il1 nlinimum density 
l'equirenlents established through Washington County planning 
efforts, establish maXhl1Ull1 densities to nlainta,in transportation 
capacities for the planning area, require construction of the nlinimUID 
resiclentialcOlnponents prior to cOlupletion of 80 percent of the non­
residential cOlnponents, andl'equire Planned Unit Developn1ent review 
of proposals over Due-half acre in size within the SC-S zoning district. 

City of Beaverton 

DECISION C~ITERIA: Criteria fO-~xt-Amen.{lmcm-tS-a-J;elisted-in-Se.ctioll-40~8Ii.1.5-.l.D-of-the 
Developillent Code. 

RECOlVIMENDATION: Approval of TA2011 .. 0003· (Peterkort Station COlnmull ity­
Sunset Text Amendlnent), with no associated conditIons of approval. 
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BACKGROUND 

TA2011-00()S Stationqotrimunlty ~~unsetr.J.'e"t Amendment 

The •..• Sd-.S (St~tioll. C~llll'littl1ity.---•.. S\tn~et)·.".Z()ni"-g .• di~tl·ict.Wf1s; ~d()pte<l.\into.·.tl1e })~P~lOI)l't,~lt:t 
·Cod~'olthe.C1ity.of13eaverton> ~.~.a'l1e~~onin~.di8tl·ictfol·theqity ip20lQ as lla~·to~~l1U~aate 
t()C~~Pt~~.~o.~~e~~~p~ionofthe SC-Szo~illg'districtref1ectsth~ Gity'sfirst ~~~ell1pt~t, 
blell~in~.t~eGit!'8exis~il1g:z?nhl~,st~uct~re",ithth~·r~quire1l1~nts of Washington County"s 
TO (Transit o riertte dj land use di$h·i¢t.s.in.pla¢e:n~f(rth:e,; Sl,ll1set'fransitCentel\ 

i\.spr()pose~ .i~~bncurrent .~p:plicati?ll$;, .'. C~A2()11.QQQ2.(Pet~r~ol·~~tf\ti()nC0l1?-l1i~ni~Y·. Lan.d 
tTseMap Anl~l1dri1ellt)a~cl.ZJ\lI1\.2011-0002 (Petel'kol't Statj()110()ml1Illnity:~Sun~e~~.~l,1illg 
MapAri1~l1dll~~~t), .. the.·Cit~is.r~q~esti~~~pplicationof:thE} •. SC-S·zoning·dis~ric,~tl~Ollsixtax 
lots. These par~elsare~el1e~'al1r)Vi~~in ol1~~~~lfJl1il~ofth~ Sl;~nset ':l'ransitStati()uJigl1t l~ail 
pl~tfor111' •. Ap~l'o}{i~~tely two-thir~s~fthe:~Greage¥r()p()s¢~clJor SO~Szoningi~wi~~~~1.l-\~9 
(Ai-ea QtSpecialC~11?~rl1).·11.as.i~entified.inthe.GQul}tY~$ .. ··Cedar Jlills-Cedar Mill ()0111m\}nity 
Pl~n, which cal'ries. 'with .~t.~pecificulillinl~un·dViel1in~ .\.lnit.cOl.lll.ts .~nc!.l1iinilnuln .. FARs . (floor 
ilr~aratios) .• ~u?l'cle~ to~cb.ie~~~highdensitfmixof\lses arotlnd. th~ Sunset .. Transit.(Je~ter. 
Allsixparcelscurrerttly'ciu'ryintel'iUl Washington COJlntyTQ(Transit Oriented) Jand 'nse 
djstricts. . 

Chlr~fication.bf;O~~~tY r:qtlir~ihen.t$ fOl·th~ gen~ralPeterkort area Jlnd .a.nalysis.l'el~t~~.t() 
th-~c()ncurrentappli~atiol1s.fol·'lalldu~e an.dzQning;il~plell1entatio~ indic~te~ to City staffa 
need to llJ.l1entlthe~C~~··z?111n.:gdistrict~ .T~e.ame1.ldnu~ntspr?llo$eclinclude provisions. for: 

.QU'~:E>I.JJ)(QonditioruiLUse.~Pl~nnedUnitDevelopl1tellt) l'evi~wofprojectover on~-
halfaci'eiti size. 

• mini1l'ltlU1: andlll~xitnulIl .. dEhisitYlieql.lirenlehts 
• reqirlrell;~el1tsf«:ll'larlCl "lse~naly~is 
" requiJ,-ellle~lts. fOl.·c()~lstru(!tioll()fthe D.ltniill tlin numbel~ Old\veUlng unitspl'ior to 

comp}etioupfuPJ:l ~l-esid~l\ti~l (ievelopment 
The fulfbody olproposed all1endl11,~nts is~ttacb.ed as Exhib'it20 t()thiss~aft\'eport. 
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ANAliYSIS.ANDFINDINGS 
TEXT-AMENDMENT 

C.APf~'6V~l. Cl~iteria .. lnQi'~e,r-to IJfprpv~'a Tet(tA.l11~nd~11~~ntaJ>plic;qtip'tJ~I1~ 
~eci~ion. Jnallil~8·;~ttthority.$lz~U wt(1kelin~ding$."()ft~ct .l>q$~d ·.ttPor~ ~.vid,~npe 
p"ov~clec:l .bythe app.li,c(tntdelnOll,i$tr(J,Ji~~g~hat (ill the fQllowt,tvg ~r#erig, (fl'e 

sdtisfieib 

1. ' Th'~'p"()Pos(j}lsat~~fie~tkethi~esh()la t'l3ql'/'lrem~ntsfor (l, Text 
Alnend,'nentiapplication. 

J[~c~s,atla Jf~~di!fgs: 
One th'l~eshold l ieqtth"EHllent lsidelltifiedfora ;TextAllJ.el1dU1ent:inSection,41(),~$5~15.l~.A.l, 
which states: 

2.AIlC~tyajip~ication lees l~elated t()the(tpp~icatio.nundel~ 
considel~atiiJn by the decision /inaking auihority ha.ve:been 
submitted. 

Facts and 'Findings: 
PQ}icy Number 470.-001 of the Oity'sAdnlinistrative J?oiiciesa.ndProceduresmanualatat(3s 
thatfeesfo!,R City initiated applicationa.r~not l'equired wnerethe;application feewoulclbe 
paidf"'oll1 the 'Gity'sGen(3ral Fund, . The .Connnunity and Econoluic Development Depal'tment 
jsaQeneralFllud progl'a111and initiated the 'a.pplicatiol1. Thel'efol'e, ~thepaymehtQ£ :an 
applj9a.tion fee is no'tr~quh·ed. 

Thel'~fore,st,afffilldsthI±lJ ¢ritei~l()ri 2 is riot applicable to thi~pr.oposat 

3. TheprQPClsed text alnend,nei:tt 'isconsistelttwiththepronisions of 
the MelroU,"b,an Growth Mall.ageinent Futtct'ionall'Jan. 

Facts and Fillding's: , 
The effective Titles of the.Metro tJrh~n Gr,Qw,tltMahagelllentfulleti611~lPlat.a,ndthe 
Regional Tl'a,nsportation Plan are addressed below . 

Staff Report NOyell1be~'30J ~Oll BR-! 
TA2011-0003Statioll 'COnHtltllllty .... Sti,IlSf!t Text AmeJ,ldmerit 

b 

~ 
L .. 
u 



Ch(LPtet'B~()r Ut·bctrtGt()t:jJtItM(fn/a8.etfl,e,rtt.l!Urtct·t();f't(J,lJ>la1~ 

Title 1: 1'l~~ut,~e1ftent$fQrHl!l.t~in,g.(j,n.d ~mploYtfu~ntAceQ11tl11;()d(LtiQ.n 
Sections 3.0.7;,110· ..... 3.<)7.120. 

Sectloh3.01.1It}of'the"UGMFPsta:tes: 

'J}jt~. ~e~ionat F}~dl1~e~ot!~ .. ~~«llr .. ·~dll$.fQl~.·.tJ; CQt1tPdct:.ltl~bCtJ1,. fQl·1:1'~.·and.q. ('fCt:il'~$h(ttl3') 
~1Jj)r~achtoll~.:eti1t~.1'e,i~n~l1toit~il~~~]t~e~8.Itis .tlte,plttp.()~({of7'iltc .. l···t() 
·ac~ontpU$~ttlte8~1?()lici~~ byreQlttl'ingeClchcitY q,nd.:c()lt1ktytO·l11,C#1itQ;in<:oritlCl'ectse 
itshoUisJ,tg.capacitJlexcepit ClS prquided in sectio'(J; 9.0 7.120 •. 

T:he .. CltY .. ~f·~~ay~rtoll .• ~as i~cl9~ted lh~hi1Ulll11.density ·r.e·ql.t~t~tnents£ot,,·.·~.~ch.izo~ing··:~i$trict 
\'lhic~ .• ~~o',Vsl·esid~ll~i~l~e~eloPlnent.~ .A~plicatiollofoCitYlandu~e·designati91ls. ~nQWfS for 
~pplica~io~·of~it~.zonin.~ .di~tricts. 'I'h~pl'o~~seod.Stati()n .C~nullu~ity.lalld.·u$e ~istri~t.for 
th: 'su?j"e~ct ~arcels~vin~llowthe City to ~pplyStatiollComlU\lnitY'zoning distl'iets :th~t 
l'eqlliresini-ilal~ densitiestb thosel'squil'edby thtf COllnty. 

'I""0concurl'ellt.aPIJ!lcaM?1l8>CPA~Oll-e:O()2 al~~ZMA2011-000~~. if .ap~toved)allow for 
applicationoftheSC-~~o~il1~ district \iP?l1siX parcels .. ~his~roP?~al.require~th~t . the 
~lini~ll.lm .~~ellillgu~i~s .. ·r~~llired. b:r.qoull~r:~e~ula~i{)ns. is·· .• m~i~tain .. 6~et.··.the,~ixo.parcels 
su~ject •. ~oCPA20~.1-.0?O~an~ ... ZMA .20~1~?002 .. ~Xlii~it.15 ~o ... ~hisl~eppxt,a~taehe~,ia.a 
Develop~nen~Ca.~acity·.an~ysisthatdepi.cts .densityrequir~nlerttsofthe exi~tingCoullty lanel l' '1'1 

llsedistrictsc6mpared to proposed City··zoningdistricts".witl1out Text Aniend11lent o flpproval. , 

Tttle.2: Regt01tatJlal~ktn(:Policy 
(RepealedOi·d. 10 .. 1241B)§B) 

Title 8:Watel~ Qttalltytt"fulFloodManagement 
:8ecttons 3.0.7.3.l:()= 3.07.370 

Secti6ri3.07.310.oftheUoMFPstates: 

!~J>rotect.the be1t~fici~1u!(lt~1·ttSe8 C11td/ltr£ctii?ns. ~l~d. valzteso! l'~8(JltiCe8WiihiJ1; .th~ 
wroter. Q'ltal~tY~ncl FIC!od.lv!anag·ellu~ntfl~eas ... bY·lilnitiltgor·'1titig·~til;Lg .th~intpactol~ 
~he8ea,reas front dev~loplttenJ~ctivities andl)rotecting'lifedndpl~Opel'ty froin 
dangersassociatedwith/l6odiltg. 

In.-, COI1Cert,·"rit11.~t~~151oeal ..• ~ove.r~rhent$.illW ashillgtonOo~nty,·the Ci~y})artnerecl w~th 
Clean WaterSel'vicestoenactJegislation acknowledgedtocoluply with Title 3. The.subject 

o pi'oposal does notfiiodify,<complianoo with Ti.tle3. 
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Xitre4:!nillJ.~tl·faland()therE.n~]J;loyment:Al~ea8 
Sections 3~07 ~410 ~, 3~07.450 

~.~.~T,() .il1Jprop~·the.e~~n'~l1t~, Title il8ee/~8t(),pl~~videa~d;pr'!t~ct:~ i$lt~plj .Ql$~te$for 
·;e:~lLPlPJ',111-~1:tt··.by .. :li!lt~~btli~lte .. type8.altd.8cal~.·.o(fl,on-indlUJtrfal.!JL8e$. ilJr,1!l~g/o!(tQll:t 
$jg1Yifi(!q/tt;In~'f8~rialArea8i(RSIA8),{ndtt8triC1rlandEin}JI~Ylne1tt·,tt~·ea~ ..... 1j~le 4 
il~rth~r'~e~~8 teJprotect'thecapacity ;an,ilef{i~i~ncy.()fth~. l'egio~t'Btra1J'$f~rl:ati()'~ 
·,~Y8teTJ~··f()1· .. t.he··'it.~vell~eltt ... '()f.:fJ·ooi18.al~d .. ~~fvi~e8· .. and·:to .. ~1tc~urage ... ;the.·.:1~~atio~.tiOl.~t1.tel· 
types.·c!/·e1tfployntent' inOenter8,CoN~icf;or8JMain.Street8and IStaticnll:t:]OlfV1Ultn#ies. 

Thi§ appliq~tiQll d9·~E3.not •. propose' ... ~ri.~di~icati~11· .. of·1)~velo~1l1ellt Code. '.~ext .\V~iC~Wollld'affec.t 
~tlY :of the l~~.(l.f?i4,el~tifiedon theMetro's.Title:~,Ell~plo?lnent:all,d Indlt8trialAl'e~8.~a]J. 
The SC~$zqne·4oes aC90nllnodatenon~in~1~strialenlplo~ment; thisPl'qposal d?es:not iilchtde 
~llllendingallowancesforil}dustrlal.and llqrl-illc.lustrial.fn.11p~oyment. ·~hisproposed. 
anlendnlent does not 11lodifycoll1P1iartcewithTitle4and is.notapplicable to theal11endlllellt. 

''litte ~: Neigh/bo,~·eltte~c~iicl RttraJResei-'ves 
(R(:}pealeU:O~·d . .10~1238Aj;§1~) 

Title-f): Centersj()Qrrid,Qrs,StqtionCommUltities and ·Muin.:8tfieets 
Sections .8.07,610'';;''; 3i07~650 

Sectiona.07.610·ofth~ UG-MFPstflt~S: 

The .1legiQnal !F1YJll1-eWQrJ? ]?l?n(R]fP) iclentifie8()ent~r8J.Cd7~ridor8,Maift. ;~treetsand 
StatfonCp1:1tlnlt~ti#e$:t~1:0Ugholit the1:'egi~n etndrecQ~nize~ theu1,us thej),-incip.al 
center$ a/ur.banU/e:il1-:th,eJ'egif)1h· fl'i,tle 6 calls {or'actiousa,nd .. i7tVest1it.~11,tsby cities 
and (!()J;tnties, eOl1~pl~l1lentedpy regi01l,q,l·il};Vestl1tents;. to enhai~ce,this 'role; •. 

~ , .. : ". . .. . 

Tlle~l'eJla'i1l,aticl.~rQun.4 ·thePIflJ,~~~ls~llbjectt()~CPA 2011 .. 0002 a~d ZlVEA2011:0?02 tucluu: 
·existjngl·~gi?llalhl'V~stnlep.tf;in ligp.t~~aU. tI;Elnf$it~bus~~rv:ice,~edes~rian;aD.d'bicY~leac~e8s) 
and a. ut()1l1obil~ tl'l{v~l '()Pti()l1l3~ Specifi.c:invT.s~lA~n~El inqlt1;de theSuns~tTl'~llsitStationand 
assoGiatedJn.l.p~Qve~lents,. ~arllesR()ad, ·GeQ,arIIills13oul~v:ard;Highway.217iand.~ig~way 
2() •. Metr(is ~09() B~gi9,~alQ7'Qwth,(JQ1~cept}\!ap.depicts the~tati()n~0111m",nities''l'own 
Genters'Ol:'COlwi~l()rs de$iglltype$9.v~w ·allol'l)artofthe .parcelsslibject to CPA ~2011~0002.and 
:ZMA 201l~O()P2! ... Thispl'pP9E3tllma.iAt~illJ?W~~hi!lgton .count).T .1·equirelllellts fOl·.·~~stel· 
planning th~SC~S8.refJ., thl'ollgha,PIJD(planned IJnitDeyelop~uel~t)pr?Cess~.l{n(llll.inimulll 
l'~$idel\tial density ... 1'his.~pl'Qp.Q$fllJ:eq1.1il'~~'$J.ibl11ittal !()f.8.1~11(1 .. uf:leallalysi&'wit,11·applipatiql1s 
for cI~velop:rnelltwithinthe .sC~Szone toensllrethat thenlixof developluentapproved .ilithe 
Inastel' pl~ll is aati$fiedand tlHltl1()1l10r~ than ~80 percentotnon~l·esic1ehtlaldevel().pll1ent is 
cQnstI'ucted'pl'iol' ,toCQnstruction oftlle nlininnundw.elling unit requi1·en~ent. 

StaffRepol'tNovembe,r,80~ 2011SR~3 
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i'hi$.IJrQ~O$~l .• do~$ .. nQtjncll~lde .. flm~l1dlneI1ts ··to·.·the:·16.cati~n ?fla~d 'll~:,- z?~ilt~()~' •... ·desi~n 
types.. Atiditiqnally, thi~p:rQPQ$f;l.I .. ·a.O~§l·nottUllencl the.·desigllstandards :andgltid.elines fOl' 
develQpment'within the. aq~'S ~onitlg cl!sti'ict~ 

Th¢Glty'§.· ••• ~.O-S. z()l1ing. ~listrict: allow,s fo~a.~v~lopll1e.llt··\Vit?a :~i!ical·~~m.h~1·.?f11~·$i~~1it$.and 
\Vorkei·~;.· •• ~.vibr~ntflnd.W~lka})leare,~).a11.~ .~m~x.of,h~u~i~~gt~~es ... .t\~tacned.(bNenin!s aloe 
aUQ¥!ecl·witll,the·"s~bj.¢ct.al11en.dJ11ents .·s~'tt~ng.the .. ,lpini~llm ... ¥u~~ber .. of .. ~~.el~irtg,.,~~its, 
re({\lh·~d;':eatitlg~al1(l.(h·inking~stablis~llllen~s ~nd ret~il,tra~~areJ~~Hi~r~ll~ · •. ~e:~itted(\\Titha 
p,l·Qbibitio~. fOJ:' bulk.,'retail); ·e4,ttcation.al·'instit~ltiOll~~ .lio~pital~, ~e~ic~I .• ~ffi~e~ .. ,a1l4.··:faeilities 
al~e·· tYIlic~ll¥ .pel'lXli~t~'tl·tlsgs·; .••. p,uPlic,·p~ilclill:gs." ,·sel'vices •. an~t .~~es·.are ,usu~ll! .. C~l1dit.iQnally 
p~rnlitt~d.Tlte spe~ifiglo9fttional r~qt!il.·em.entsfor l'es~(lenti~l~office' ~ndl'etai1en~isiol1edb~ 
?~un,tycode~a~dplans~Q .. ellot e~tfJbliSl1ed in City codesa~d;plans.The 89-8 zo~ill~,clisti'ict, 
aU1~ndedr\VinaIlow·a (1~veI9per to Pl~OPQ~e ~ ln~t)tel·planfort4ea~·:a. t1ultaligns'~ithlnarket 
d~l11an(lfol' lOQatiQll 9f va.ryi:Q:Kus~swhil~inl~:intainingtheminilnunl'residential densities · 

-exp~cted.by tlle CO\lnty ~sta.hlishedbYtheirpl'i(}1~con.lnil.li1ityplahningeftorts. 

TitZe7: lIonsiligChQice 
lVIetrQ bod~Seqtions ···~.Q7~.710~a.07~.76Q 

The Illtel1iofTitle ,Tis to enagt ·.fl ((f~irsllare",hou~ing strategy.fore~c~ljuri~dicti~~ ~h:ich 
includesftcliver~e l'ailg~o( hOl~sing type§, speci(j;c g()~lsforlow, .. :arid moderate.-inconle 

! I, 
I 

h()tlsin~,houf)ing(len$iti~$ C911sistellt witl1.tl1el·~gi()llal~ransllortat~oIl.,syst~ni,.arid;ab~lance L~.-J\'" 
ofjohsal1,tlhotlsing~ .' The GityadopteclC()1llPreh.el1sivePhll1ehapter~?Ur~ocomply with this 
¥etl'oTitle. ... The. sections Qfth~ COtuprehel1S~ve Pla~ th.a,ta~~e~p~licable to this 
Conlpl'ehensive, Plan Land Use Map Alllel1dm~ritar~addressed below to shbwconsistellcy 
wfth'Iltle'l. 

COl1l,prehe~sive J?1~Il ... Goal 4.·2~1.1 states,,"~{axhllize use.o~hllildahte.residehti~11~nd.·irithe 
City:.'''A.cti0n, itell1$fl.p~1ied toiltlplel1il~l1tthi,s goalht\ye beenimplelllentecl. .. Go~14.2;~.1 
8ta~e~HP.t·ovideana~eg1.late varietYQ{quf).lity hou~illg typ~st()serveBeaverton)scitizenry ." 
This. Pl~oposalil1~olve:~im})lelnentinga.lninhnulll·density-]:~quirement ,tliatrespects the 
aUlountofh(}l~sinJ$Qurrently l'eql1.iredby the(JQu~ty~ 

A~d~ti~lUllly,the.".City. c(ji1tinues.tQ,su¥PQrtaffor(1a.91~hO\lsitlg .progJ.'arii~~hro~~~t~e 
COUlll1tlfiity'Develop'l11entBlockGral1t a:ndfIOl\1FJprOgl'~WSj-t.he. Citywid~~ousih~ 
Rebab.ili~ation L<>a~P~·()~ran).;, al1clp~rtner~hip yvith l~cal non-profit service~ltOvi(~~rs. Goal 
4.~.3'7stf,ttes_,ccPr()filotethe'l?roduction?fn~w.flffo~~d~blehou~ing~tlits inth~, .. ~it~/' 
~.aliti:ipatiQn in.loca1.uoll-Pl'ofit ~ffortstoCJ.~v~lop'affOl~(lal?.l(3, hottsin~".provi~il1g.~n 
Oll1h~l(lslluln.to assist in'the developl1lent..r~Yi~wproce8s, developing"revolvingloall fll~ding;, 
~~ploringlalld.hallkin~ .alldelllpl()Y~1·sp()nso~edaffol·4aJ:)le. ~ousing;,.suppol'~ing alt:rna~ive 
furtding:for affo~~able housing, anClpontintlin,g toexpl()ret()olsancl strat~~~~. to en~~ul'age 
affol~dahlehousillgtleyelopll1~nt are,. actions tQ'ill1pl~ln~l1t(}oa.14.2.~3.2._ 'I'h~se, goa~s.an,(l 
actiQuscQlltplYWith'l'itle 7 .. 

TheVt()p()sedall1e,i1~lnle1.1ts to. the,S Q-SzoniJ.1;g district· Will es~abHshresi(leritial developn.leht 
mhl1mttUisfol\thezol1e. tfndwnll1Qt~lte~'QOlllplial'l-ce wit4Title7 
Staf~ )leport ~()vein?er3~, 2011 iSR-4 
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TitZeR: Compliance Pl1ocedlil~es 
MetrpCode Sections 3JYl,,810':3~,07;J37b 

Il1f?l'i11tl~iQ~ ~bouttlli~ prqp()sal'wassel1t ~othe,l;hief?}Jeratitlg'()fficel·tjn .()'c~ober .'.~(}~.2011; 
~q:daYf3:pri9r~9them~~teyidentia,1'Y:heal~ingas:'1·eCJ.uiredbyMetl:o Code.Sec,tion 3~01t82(). 

'Xitle 9: B~,tfqrm(J,n¢~ MeqslJ,l"'es 
~~p_eaJe(l 

l]f,tl~ -1():JJ'll,nc;tJQ1~41·.Plqlt Definitions 
:;t\~et~.()·GoCl~ Sections '3~07 .• 10IQ 

Title lOpX9.·vi.d.ies de.£ .. '.il .. Jitionsfor useintvIetrcis adl1iin.lstraJidn ofthel)",GMFP.Whilethe 
~~fir,titi()nsiIlfo~'lll~'elative IJGMFPTitles,;~heyarenot~pecifi~allY l~elat~d t()C01ll.1)lianoe of 

-this :prQPosal to the UGMFP. Therefore, this title does not l~equireal'esponse l'~leyal1t to this 
pl'()pOSa.t 

'l!itl~11:1:?la,1)/n.:tng l()r,NettJfJl!li4n-Al~eas 
M~trQeode f3ectio1l83,;07~1105';..;.;3.01.1140 

TitlE} 11 cQncet'l1splannillg £Ql' !l1ew u~·ll~n1Jlr~as.The Pl~Ol)Osed,alnendmentto the 'City's 
I)ev~l()p).ll~titC()d.?··~$ :llot'l'elevant tQthi~title~.,The .propel·t1es.\Vhich",o~ldbe . s\lbjectto. the 
SC-SzQningdistrict'al'e 110ta~NewUl.·banAl'ea'as the;y~a'\Te been wit!till the Urban '(1rowt~ 
13'p:qt1d~~y sincetbe;i:lclQpti.()noftheii:r~t 2()40Qr()wth. Concept Map. Therefore,tltis title does 
uptapply to ·tlte :~i11,e~c1.nlent. 

Till~ 12: PrQtectiQn()f!l~$ident'itll N~ighboi~h()()ds 
Met~'QCodeSections 'B.07 .1210 ~ 3~07~1240 

Section '3;07 ~121() -of the 'UGlYlFPstates: 

:e~i$tin,g]t,~~gh,Qor1}()?cl$,q,.ee$S?l~t~al,totb,~ ~~tccessolthe204~CJ1'iiwth Concept .. /The 
PJ/"PQ$e qt'fit/e l~i[;to .1~~lZ; 'i~l~plelnentthe.l)olic:y o/tlte 1ilegiQ,nalli!ralnewqrlt:Plcu~ to 
protectexistingresidentiall'Leighborhoods/rol1t ;a.ir atidtlJaterpQllldiQ1L, l~().i$e nnrJ,cl'im.e 
and: to ,jJi'ovid.e adeqliateZel.iet8·.O.fp'lt(jUc:$erU~ce8. 

T~~SC~Szol1in.g di~tdct \V-asinitiaUycl,'aftedalld i~ :(!tll'l'en.t1y prQposed to he lunellded to be 
substantially:sitn'ilar to the 'County's density :a;l1dllSeprovisiol).s {Ol'tneparcelS;stlbjept to 
p~ 1\2011~OOP~flli4 '~¥A~Ol+.';QQ02~.~her~e~()~·e, ·tlljs:pr9,posa~ :l'~s~l~s'~Jl Uttl~}t4~ll.g'e in 
hnpacts to the level ofpl'otectionprovidetl fol' th(3SUl'l.·()~ll1~il1g l'esi(J;erl,ti~l11eighborhoods. 

Staff Report Novemper 30,2011SR·5 ., 
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Title 1~: N(tture{1tN~lghlJol~14oQds ' 
IVletl~QCQtleS.ectiQnsa.07.181(). ··~a~O~.la7(l 

The'City, a$:a·,·rn~lnherQftheTualatih:a.fl$hlNa.t\11'al.R.efilQ~l:~9~~· .Qo()1·din~ting(](J1l1ll1-ittee 
(T~NRCC!)~bllplem.ent¢(la·p'1~()g~a11lthaticolt\})1l~$ \yithTitl~ .l8~, Th~··Cityha.~ ftlso···eri~c,ted 
C0111p~ehellsi~ePl&n an~lDev~lo1?l1.1ellt()Qd~ r~~\'llations th~t.complywitA-:'I'itle· 13,asp,~~·t ()£ 
th~TBN'RCG progra:tll~'l'his ,~pplicatiQn(loesll()tmpclify th~ QitY'$.Q()1l1plia,nc(;) with Title .13~ 

Title JiJ:i!rbanG:r()wt~t_Bou1tda1)' 
Metro 06de Secti(jl1s:l07~,1t,105 ,,,.3.07.:1465 

Title 14,Rp:plies t()adjtlstlfl:ntsanda.n1endnl~l1ts t()th~U1;han,Growth :SQ1;1uc:lary.This 
proposatdoes notincludeadjustnlentsanc\all1endluents to the Ur,ban QrowthBo\lndary. 

RegioualT/ranspol'ta.tiOltJ:)lqu· 

Chaptet 6 lri1.}jhnnelrtatiol1 

Section 6~7 Implementation Activities to beA(ldre~sed-1.?()sf.ltTP,Aqoption 

6.7.t.LocalPlanImplernent:atiol1 
~~, 

Lcc(# plal~8f:{r!r1pr()i~¢t$1,/)Ul ptuP®ttdtq iItWlell~~t.t t},e (1!tJ(!omllso./)gsed l) 
.. R,,!P .. and .. Rei~~r~a.l .. Tral~s~·~I·tqtion· .. 1fMn~ti()nal.J:lla1:1' (Jl'1'Fl').~ ........ ,!:!~e R'fJ{P 
dil'e~~~· ... ·h0ti) c·it:; .ar~d~,connt~.·~$al~s.·UJi{l·illtpl~lnel~t,.·the: .. n~1»Rfl:f'.tlll~QltB'h. 
their.respectitJecOl1tPtehen~iveplqn8J.' ~oc(tl tn:tlts1fortctt.~()lt8yst(f~~t pla!:t8. 
(1S]>8)and()therlan,dltseJ'~glda#ons., .... AU otthe<action$i!:~~llt~ed~lt the 
~TF'~ wi~l/7telpthere~i~nbegit1.proctctiuelYQrldressing cli!1tatechan,ge, 
intpioiJe n~obilit;yand'$l£pp'(jitothet tle$ireQolttc(jl11,es. . 

TheTPRinctlUte8l)rOlfi$io~ts fQtlocal'1'SPSto be ltPclq'te~ lVit1tinolt~year 
Oldaoptio1lrof the-final RTP, .I:nt~ aUQ:W$[Of th~ RTJ!t(),4~~erlniltea 
scliedulef()tlocaJplahc6Htpli(Jnce· .. A.schednlfjlot lQC:ttl.transpol'tatiqll, 
systel1i .~~dn.liJ)·date$ ... i8pr·olJided:;i~ .. th¢·Be~iQ1tal,'Tt·ttltSportc#i()1t 
Flt,tctiona.lflan, 'I!able 3.08, -4.1!heloc(itJpl~1~ Itpdate$ are phaseq " 
a1fl!rolJri~tel,"· .. tO .. BUJ11Jt)1·ttoocd .~esh·«$for ··.cQln]Jleting pla!tupdqtesilt (J 

tinteZYlltalr-nel')in·c()ol'dination.with other plqnniltg ilfQtts:andto talle 
ddvaitta,g'e, .. 6!state flj,lUJiltg ·oj)pOl'tlJ.,ltUies. 

T~e CitY's .. 2035,T)'·~11s~o~·tatiQl1.Syste1l1Rlan.,(T$P)waSfl(lopt~din,201{) in.a(1.yanc~of~he 
r~q¥iret129]4 •.• ~(lopti?:~.i(1~~tif~ed.ill. ']).?le .·:3~d:8f~ .... rh~. ~Q3,fj .. ~§I> .. ·'Y·~~ •.. ~go~tecl~vit~fulJ 
re~ie,:b~r1Vf~troforco~sist~11~Y \VitI1 t~e 203ffilTPand 2035&TFF~ . Applicable section.sor 
the Regional Transportation Functional Plan areadcll'essed,. below~. . 

StaffRepo~t Noyellihet'SQ, ~Pll . SR~6 
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Ohqpter 8~'Q8 B~gtonal:Tran,sportq,ti(jnFl!-nc~tQn4t :P1alt. (RTFP) 

Tltle5: Al11;e1tdtl$l!l~,t 'QICQlnpl~hf!:1J~ilJ~.J!>ltuts 
Metro ,COde_ SfJction3~OEt510 

3.08.lita:Aniel:td,nen;t~;ofCt~yt;tnilao:lt,1~tj'(;()111:Pl"¢h¢~~iyea,~rJ, fjEr<:q~8pqrtatloit Systelh. RIC!-1ts 

T~ls.,~pp1icai~o~ is ·.'a.·tt'~xt·.;.A111¢ndmellt.'t(> th¢ lJ¢Qe19P'~t~'1ft, O()Q,e;glthe· CltY;(!f:.Beatiel~t01t .. ahd 
does:~otpl·~~QS~art;;am.<rndlnent"to~ithert1,1~Oop,1.pi·e,h¢llS!verlf1l1~~?tto1'-th~ ... 2035 
1ral1Spol'tati?11. :Syat~nlPlfln~ .. rrhesubjf>ct8.11le1l.dm~nts;)~:t:~ prpp()s~~in ord~rto~1i~~ t~e 
Citis r~9-llirelUel1~s lU()l,·e~l?selr~()theOpu,llty;r~qllir~p1ep.t~llPon tl1e.pal,cels.8ubject to 
CPA2011"Ob:02and ZMA:2011.:QOQ2~ . 

S':lnln1~r~ l?i~dihg: .. "Stafftind$th~t, fo~,tl1~J;~~~All$ld,e»t,i'!~~l<~'b(,lv~, t~etu~op>osed 
al1lend111~~tc,()~plie$ with appIipflblerritleSQftb.e1VIetro'U~Pfln(jrowtb 
M'anagement Functional Plan and tbe lItegiQllal 'Tr~nspprt~tion ,Plan. 

Therefore, staff finds 'thepl~oposed Text Ame1l,dment $atis(ies.~l'it~rion 3. 

4~ The pl'QPoseel(J/1ft;,e1idnH~nt ,iscons'iste1lt f!)ith,tlJ,e,City!s 
Comprehert~iJ)e Plan~ 

}i'a?ts ~h~iFin.~blg8: .' .'. .' '.' .... . .... , . '.' .,' . ......, ... ' ....' . ..... ..', . ." .' . ..., 
Chaptel's 2, 3,4,5,6)7,8 and9pfthe COllLprellensive PlanlQr 'iheCityof!EJeav~,.!on inclucle 
policies that are iap;plicable to this -C()~prehen$ivel?la:nlV[apArI1~l1dment.Stafffindsthat no 
othel>,}ocai,:plahs areapplica'bleto' thisPl'Opo&at 

Chapter :2 Public JuvolVel11,'entElement 

Chapter 2 of the 'Comprehensive P~ani'eiteratescl'itel'ia froll1:Chaptel: J fin4 goes {urthel' to 
diSCtlSS phblicillYolve.lllentpli(),granls fort~~ City in :G?Jl1plial1c~ with.st~te'vide Pla,nning 
Goal .. l? the9ity, Council'~ Goal fOl'\citizell invplvement 'a~clpa,tticip~ti()n, .a.ndtbe 
00111p~,eh~~sive~1~~lLPub~ic I~volveil1el1t'Gpal ... This·appli?ation sati~fi~s CJh~pte.r'2 'I,y 
8atlsfying·theapplicable ptocedUl'eswithin ··Ohapter 50'Qfthe·.J;)eve19PJ11.ent 09cle. 

Chaptet''OLalrdUse E.t'e1J'tent 

Sectioit {J.B Planni.ng (Jontext 

In. i'efere~ce, to:Mett>?'sl1rbah Ot()wthMan~g'elnentFltnctionCtlPkHt !ll1cll()Cfllj'urisdictiQ~ 
appl~cationofthe Val'iOllS2040·design typeE?, <'Section 8~2 includes the ~oll()~willgdil?cussiol1: 

Stati(JltCOlniintnitie.8 itt 13eauettontncltt.cle •. /I'heSttttsetan,d 170thlElntonicaStation 
(]Oil111Ut1z,itiesare loca,tedwithin 13ediJerloltl; l~tbr:tn. ~erlJice:arer:t ... ~ ~(tqlJel't0ft ~ ~nir~g 

StaffRePQrt NQV¢lll.bel":aO, ~oll 8R-7 
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di$tli~t$" fO.Ctf$··.Qtt .. ·the.il1t1ti~a~ate··!·tationJ, ~;ith~l~ ..... ~. 11~ile': ..... '·~1~d.'~he .. ()l~tet.pert'nete,r, '.~' tQ· .. l 
lrt,ile •.. , .. These.~Oll,ing. distriqt ··cqtegQ1'fes .a,re.labeledSta,~ion9ol1~lnlt~ity·~nd Stati?lt A"eq) 
respept~t}(~ly~ "i, Metrp'stq7;g"et d~1tsityis 45persqll.Speracrefor theStqtionrContlltltfl,ity 
defJiglt; type. 

'l'h~'$ttl;)j~ct })ro~o$~l jstq'fJl11~l1dth~· S.Q~~·.zollingdi.~t~lct ..•.• C0l1cui'~·e,11t .~ith. thi~ aJ?P1ic~ti()l1 is 
ZM1\:2~.~ .. l.~OOp2·thatpr()pOf;e$ the·Jii·st.impiem~ntatiollof.SO~S~ ...... ·,The.J?ar~el~ i~cl~aedjl1 
ZMA2QlI-000~ar~gel1erallY withiil DJle;;h~lfmileof the Sunset Transit Center's light ra.:i.l 

- platfdtlll;;· . .. 

TheCitYisr~lying. UpOl1 Wa$hingtpl1COllnty'sCedar.Ffills~Cedai'Milt0611t1iHtnit! ~lajt to . 
infotnl app1icatiQ~ of Gity land. usea,e~iglt:il,tions and zoning districts for re:spectivegeographic 
areas. 

3.4.2 Goal;Prop'erre!,atiQnships betU!~eli l~~~~de1itial,c0nt'n,e,l·ci~l"i'tdlts:trial, 
mixed ana public lq;nt{ u~es to.prQt!ide',!.SQltndb·usis for lLl~ba1tizati.o1t~ . 
Policie$~' . 
oJ TheC,ity,t~r~Ugltit8P.zan1tingC()'~tn~i8$~O?" andtitY,Coi~ncil,shall ~8t(tbli8h Glid C.'J"'". 

app,lyapPl:oprioJe:lqnQ {tse .£le$ignat'io!!sfo.property withinthecitylilnit~.' 
b) Th.e, C~tY'8h(Jll(?8t~b.Us,ha~dlltClintain~ ... r.t:. COI1~prehensivePlan Land Jlse. Map (Figu1.'e 

IIL1)de'§ignalinglandusesthroltglYJut th(!.city. 
oj T'heCitys!taU appl;yapPtopriate.. (J,itylqnd llised,e8~ghation8tb ditltiixedttr'eas. 

ThisPl·Oposa,ldoes. not incl'lldeapplication of.'t;lland U$e designation. 

Section 8.5 Mixed-Use Elelllent 

p. ,Mixealts¢ar¢a$ qtcconceivedasnrbq.nneighborhoodscol1;taintlvg:auCtt'tety fJ,nd 
iJ1;tel·l1ti~in~.of·lt~~.$ .tha,t··.·~Q'n]Jl:el1te!~t. tl1i¢·,c8tctbU8/leil$,ltl~?-~oltndil1;g e611i·htl~nities •.. These' 
areasgenelxtUyi'ttegl·qte.colnpatible lan.cllts.e.8,vertically~·horizontaUy:, orboth. .... 

8.5.1 Goetl: . Beaverton mix~tlllsea~reasthatrJevet6Pin~~cord(Utcewith 
comlnunity vision (:uldconsis~el:ttwit1J,the2040RegioitalGr(jwthConcept Map. 

'Phi~a~plica.ti9nprOIJO~eSalnen:dlll~:ntsto the QitY's .. D~y~lo1)lnent·?Od~. if? .fur:t~eralign t~e 
,Ci~Y's~·eCJ.uirel~len.tswith .the CQ~lnty's requirementsfo~·cleveloPll1ellt·nea~' .th~·" Sunset~l'allsit 
Oelltel\(Jt~rrent:CJ.Otlllt~.~na .citypolicie;~ .. wer~ (leyelop~din .. tlle~olltextq~tl?-tt2.q40Regiol~gl 
Gi0tQthOonce.ptMaputl()pteclprior tQ .20+1.The~lewlyMetro·adoPted~04~R~giol1;alG:rowth 
COitceptMapcontiil'Ues to depict Station CplnnUlnitywithil1 one .. quarter lnileof, theJiglitrail 
stati.oiiplat£oi'lll, 

~tttf{Rep()1.\t~ovelu.bel':30,2()ltSR~B . 
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8.8 ,StatiQIJ,;(Jol/tmu,ni.ty DeQelQPmelJt 

8.8.J GO.(il: :stat:t()n·IJQmtJtl~nitiefJ;thnt,tle.lJe.lQ;pi.~(L(!Qor441f,¢e liJit4community 
viston anticQf(tsisten,t with the20}JO 8egi()lt,a.~·,GrQwth Qonce;pt MtJ,jJ., 
Poiic£e$} 
a);~ellt.ldt~ JtelAJ~. rJev,etoPlnert,ti,{StCttio1t"Qontn~ltni~i,~~ ;tq ~luJ:c;in~i.,Zerh~e. pu,btic 

. "'tfrastr,ltctft're;invef.¥tnten't tn, #,llt 1'(.ii~~· , . . ' 
b) AllpZjIt,n,je;-'StatiQn (JtihU1tttt,;ity l(t'ndl'$¢r;l~$igltq#qli ;gf#l~~tqtlY;wt~hirt ,().ne'ftntleqfligld 

.'.. :rail,'stattonplat(ofnt$. , . . . ,. . 
t;) 4ppljl~oltin,di$tri¢t$ as,.$h()wn:in,8ltb$¢gti()1~8.1:4 (JO!ltpre;Jtelt~fl?f#Plan.and,.Zoliing ; 

Di$trictMQ,tl~ix . 
. il)· Adopt (J011tJltMlti:tj' .. :Pl4~8~id.~lttifytl"~ llo1-1ipr¢hel:ts,iv~ .I?lqn"l?glicies.;qpplicable ,to 
'Station {)oirtlnJtn'it.y A.teq$tf):p:1'().v:id~QQ1:1ttlt~~lt#Y 'pi$ip}J,. 

This iap~li~ation,pr?PQse$,.,am.el1dln.~nts tothe.:SO-S'!lOl).l11g ·di.r:)triqt t~··£~~~~h~l·~l~&ll;th~.Cityts 
re9J.1lialllents:with the Ooun~ys.):~q~lirel11~l1ts.for gevel()p111ent~~~!' tJl,~'Slln51et'Tl'an~it 
Centel'. "These anlendn1el1t$.J:e·mea.n,ttoll,la.xhl1jzep'llblic,illfrfl,stl'~wt\11'e,i~lve~tlllentinlight 
l'~il'gel1el'allJ(~vlt~in ,~ne~ileo£;ali~ht rfliL$tatlQl1platf()~m~ . ,The (Jityc1.?~sl1()~: h~ve .£U1 

ad()~tedCo111U1unitl'Ela.n~ol·the are.a$:'a).'Oll11d'the ;S'tn$e.t1'1~t1n.~Jti~tati9~, lbut l.laye;1'elied6n 
theeO;U1l,~y's (Jed(1,,.,HiU$~Cedar M#lGQl1tf,1~tt'/'l,£ty!P:l(l1,,:.fQr:Q.i1:ecti()~~. 

tJ.8.2Goali1Jevelop)St(J,tl()11CQ$munitiesUJithilJ.uffic>i~nt irtt~~s~tie~ tQ genel"ate 
light '-ail i,iders'hiputt'd arolJ,l'l.it-the-,clf)ck(JcJtt1ity, 
policies: 
tt) Regltlatenew aeJJelqpntenttn Statt()7taplnl1llt,'h;:iti~$ ,to }Jrovideincl'~a8cd4en8itie8 

i:tnd~lnptoYlnent:tQ5JltPPO}·t .. ·.·~ high .• ZeJ)e:~oftr(J"~$it~8et{)ice. 
b) l1'ithin :~ln!le qtt~elight rail:$tq.ti()Jtplatlornt(t1ta,qt9~~all:l1tctjfi!l'pede8tria,* 

rOlt~e8,]·eqltiredeuelf!plnent.to,pl·()videthinighe8t .level()flJe8iB;nl,e(ttl.~r:~~lor 
p~i:le8triat"activityal"dpltbJi~qc~e,ss to ,th~ti,ht,l·q.# sJcttiol~plqtforn~. 

c) ¥Vithin. .... ~ ... ~tile o( ;the·ligl~t railstatio1t.platfol'in, de8ignth~Ct;rtY;t,,~gIi!11;le'~tolpa,.ki1tg 
and·street8,tQ~aCCOlnlnf)datecolt.8trltcti()Jl,of't:tl(,Ztip:leJe'velstrlu;tJ~re$for.pqrl~ing; 
cOlnhtercial, 'iesidenticil:altd i1t~~edttses. 

TheDevet~pl1h~l"t '(]od~,()fthe' ,.Cityol~e(lvertoil, .ha~,be¢n :written.tP.1'~g\tl4t~cl¢v.~lQP)~ent 
along ~~jor,P~des~rianR?ut~s,.ne:arli~htrai1/statiQflS and.jlJ.,St~tipfl .. Qomm\tnJtie.~.:tlt··hjghel' 
l~velsi~fdtnlsity and jnt~nsity •. MallY l~eq\lh'elnelltsare .hf:ls~dl,lpon, distall~tl frQmth~l~gbt 
rai1stati()~platfol'lil.witl1 t~e·'intellt tQl!~d\lce itl~ividtlallnQtOl' .'VehiQl~dep~lldep.ey·the,.;clo$er 
develoPlllen.t· is to·.'t~e~tation 1l1atfQl'm~ . 'The 11r9pos~d.'alnelldITlentse.st~blish·'fzl,mil1Jl~1.Jll1 
residell tial develqplllentexpecta tion· fQr;tllezo:tlin~di~trictthtlti.s'P()llSistellt wAt:h :t~e 
c6mlnllhity tlla.l'llillgcolnpletedbyWa:shington,GQl.lllty for the,a:t:eti al,·oulldtheSl?l.ll~et 
Station. 

3.14 'Coinpl~eheltsivePla:n .aitdZoningl)istrtctMatrlx 
The (Jity)s C(Jn~pl'ehehsive P.la,ttptovide$theo{)¢r(J,llpl(J,]~l~iTJ-gper$pectil)elor ~he,City. 
Integl~atin'8tateand 1~e,i'onall1ti:tndttte8, the plan ]J1Y):l!ideslandU$e pq.ttern~that are, 
Ilt1~ther .~il1~plelnentedthroltgh 'zonit~g~, .l'l'he foll()tJ.Ji1tgMatrixprescrib~$therela,tio1;~8hip 
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b~tUJeel~ .. th:··?~lnpreh~i.t8t~e.·Ifl~~.1(Jltd .. ·.lt8e;.·.de8t~·1~ati()l~.S .. (Jl~d,·';Qn~l'lig.di~t,.~ptl3~ 
Co,'rl,kliCtltC~.~ith.:tl£e.·.CC:l~,l,f.l·ell,en$tv.e.p'lal~".is-.a.cltieved.·.·tJ~rOltglt·4ev~topllteut .. app~icatidn 
approvalcolLsistentwith:tJie l'eg)tltttiohsQ{ the De,Qelop"'tentGo4~. 

9oncul·rent'with·t~i~ .~~1}1icati~11·.:·.al'~ .... Pi·Ql?dsal$· .. t6 .• a})'p~y···t,h~ .. ~O.lallCl .. llse, d~~ign~tiol1:.,.·thl·Qug4 
CPA2Pl~'~0092:~~dt~e .. S~-S.~o~ing~istl--ic~,thro1.lg~Zl\lIA.201I-noo~~ ... p~l"·l1ot~ 1 of the, 

, Matrix,~orl:l~l,~rtipe~ties,~ul'relltr.~within.the:Citypf.·:Beav~l'tpni .. ,the. S9-~,{l;oning. distl~i~t.is 
onlyapplicabletot}ie pal'celssl.tbject to CPA2011~Q002 andZMA2011 .. 00Q2. 

3.;15 ....tJ' .. ~altPldil/tiing.tt'~ea A~l~ee1fteni 
The~ash~hgt~~i.:pO.~ht>,····. [Jrb~lt ... Pld~1ti,t~·'Jl,'ea,· AfJreel1J,eltt (U~AA); ilt¢tlfding-· .. l$~hibit$··A 
and,~,wlti~Ki~ _~ate~C:ctober~~ .. 1'~~8C!nd'wassig~e~bythe City'- ottlvlay lSi IfJQ!) 
apld~ignedbythe qOltlttyconFebruary JO, 1989isheteby incorporated as, sec#on3.J5 ()f 
tltisLand ·Use Elelneil,t. . , 

Th~.·l~nduse,plan~l~gl)rOC~S'~es ... ~ndI>~H~Y£l'alne~orlf.df)scribed.intheColl1pr~llelJsive.Pl~l~i 
. TJPAA"and De!ei~~l1l.e11t ·C?de,.fo1'l11~~e,.b~sis.thr~ecisiqnsalldactiotl~, ~uchas~he subj~ct 
a1ll,e~a.lnel1ts. ·qoncu~·r:titre'Vie",_ ()~Z~~Oll':OO?2.di~~u$$e~{.appliGati91lQf,the .CitY'sSQ-S 
zopirig (li§trict. Ip •. this._case,."the .. ?I~Y~~l'e~s to'convertCOIJl\lTYpla,ll·Jlnclz()ning 
4esignations to CITY plan alldzoningaesig~2ttions ."'l1ichU1ostclQ~elyappl'oximate th~ 
(l~l1sttyj llSe l)l'OviSlions alldB~all.dar~so~t~e .... COIJ~TY ··~~si~~atiol1~t .. ~hesubje~t 
am~ndl11~ll~fi.t() theDeve~opll1~litCode i~pl'ovethecorrela~iol1betweellexistil1g·.·CountY .allcl (/\'11 City l'e-gulations !,orthe. pl'opel'ties subject .to. ZMA2011 ;;.0002. 

4.2.J.l(JfJ.(tl:M(J~~i1i~i#~tts~?(b~il~lLbl,~ .j'~sidelttial .• lan~in. the Qity. 
4.:2~2.~Goltl: ~IY)~l:!ir,Je(l,nadequate variety()fqltalttyh()lt.$iltgtype$tQ$eru~ 
B~al!~rt:01i'si#tiztfnry ". . 
~.2.,$.)·G(JaZ:Pr()mQtethel"etention olexistiligallardablehousingstQckinthe 
Qity. 
4!~2._11~2God#J!r()1nQte·the pi~odltcti6it 6f n;eW a/fo,"'dableh.oltsinguni-ts in the. 
City.' . 

In Jal1tlary .of2QO~t pl.ll'~uant toal)~rfo~ic:evi~w~61'k .progl'ani.J.tp~roved .b~·the .8tat~ 
Departl1lent, pf:~flncI qons~rvatioJJ. .a~ld .peVel?~111ent~J)LCl»t~e.city·a~oP!te,d· a.IIOJ1Sil1g~ 
El~l11~llt il1t9its·C0111p~!ehensivePl~n(?rdit~allce418.7):~ ... ~,a~tofthat1>l·oces~j~1.volve<1 
(ieyel?pnlentOt: a ])lli1dablelalidsillve~tqr~r,a.~ou~in~ty:pel1eedsa,~al~si$,a~cl'~ 11Ql.I~it1g 
d(3ll~itya~$essmel1t •. QomtJ1ial1ce.with:~~tl~1~~l\1etl·oJs tJ~¥F~ standardRwaS cit~{las ft. 
G()nlpliance~l~l11el1:tins~tisfyil1:gthei'e(tuil'enieritsotGoal 10., Based upon the, fittdillgs;of 
tho~e studie&j the.Qity.·.~dol)t~~~o~1?~es~o •. el~C~\l1·~ge-a.· .. broadl11.~<?~hol.,$il1~ types.· .• ~~ .. (lensity 
leyelsCle~~gned to 111a.xilnizedev~lop~el1t·~o'~elltif1LTh~9itY,'~policies that· detivedfl'om tl1is 
proC(;}s~,ye:r:elrell~ca£9rth aCknowledged to cOlnply with 00a1·10.. 
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Theden.sit¥allottea{()rthe pal~C~JS ~l.tbject;;t()ZMA2Q~ll-OOO,2):eSlllt~d£ro11ithe?ou~ty'S 
Pl·?C~SS. ~O G0niP:lY",ith :L\'Ietro',s lJ (j-MFl?·)}~Qv:~si9~s;'wl1icp.we.r~ j;hems~lvessu~Jec~ ito 
conlPliancewitl1 th~StatewideI>:Janning l~()~~,s.'1.1Aispr()Po~~til1,Yo~y~s 'a:meuging:the 
D.~veloPl~ent·····Oode·tO,:ln.ore·:el()sely·'~lt~l1 withTtl!e ·GguntY's·.x~si4e~lti~l.::clellsity .. re.quirell1eIlts,. 
COtlti~l.1in.~ to·allowJQl' ,~, YffU'iety ()fhp'-t~~n,g types~n4ael1~i~ie.scolnnlensur~te with ava.riety 
princo1l1e levels~s-preS~1;·ibeJlJn:&o~.llO. . 

:Chaptel.·; 6o\ltIillesthecol1t~xtpfpllblieIaGi1itj.~s witlljl1tl1e. Oity pfBeaverton~~ariY ~el'vices 
fOl·~i~izel~s. :a~d.pro.p:~l·ty ?\yl1e~s.· withil1.Jh.~rc'ity are prqvj.clecl.·by'dist1;'jcts '}l.ngJul'it:;dictions 
~e~!l.rate,.ft?m;.th~~ov~rllm~nt ;~tl·UCtq,.~~ p£.tl)~ Pity p£ IJ~aY~1;'tQl).·~b.~por~f~~io:~)f'sel~v~ce's 
pl'ovidedinthe city}wheth~1'byth~0itv ;ofI3,~~V~l'tQl19r ~l1()tb~r ~gel1cYtnlakE) Beaverton a 
full service ;city. ,'. - . 

~his,'prQJ!o$aliSJ10te~pecte,dto \affect .the~GitY;csprQjecte(rprQvision;pf:tJle.,Public ·.Facilities 
Plan,'Cf\pital I1uprovelnen.tPlan, Urban :SEu~vic,eArea,··StorlllW8,t~~·al1qJ[).l·f!il}~ge,. Potable 
'Watel\Sal1it~y Se",er, l?ad{sftllclRepre8.tiQA,:P91ic~, .:Ql' .Fir~ial1~ gl1lgrg~l)~yM~dical 
Se~wie.es .. A.ddjtiol1~Uy~;becal.1~et~e.'lell$itrpP.P01·t~111itiesJor the~!Xpa:l·~lf3t~.a~ ~l'e s~bject 
to. .SC-S'~Ol1iJ.l:gt~l·,OU~~ ·ZMA.2011~OQ02 would be ·silllila):' withtlle .. p~oP()~edi~~n~nclment t()·the 
existing W~shil)gtQn'CQulltyla»d.use: ~i~trictslJllOJ1.t~e.pareels,$vho91C1ifS~}.·i~tiforec~sts for 
capital'hl1:provement and )s(;;rvicep:L-ovi$iollSh()tl1cll1oti>e' significantly ~ffecte~t 

6. .. 2.1.G()al:TransP()J~tation fa(;iliti~8desig/~edall"1c.onstructedi'l,a i'",Urt1terto 
enhan..ce,BeatJerton's :l.itJa'btlitya,,~d·meet·fedenaJ, state, regional, ·and·I()(Jal 
l"teqliil~ements. 

T~e .subJect textan1ehd111ent i$ prop()s~d wlththeijntent to maintain the density an,d intensity, planned fOl" b~ 
Wa~hillgtQnC()t111ty. ModifictttjontQ the d~$ign ·~n,dcop.stl·:\lctio~ pfsurrounding -transportalion 
facilities is llOtpl'oposed, llQl'lS develppmel)t lJrQP9~edwi.tll:thiS3a.pp1ic.~tion~ 

t;.2.~.G()al: A balanced lltuJtilUQd.altransP()rt(ttlon systenl tl~at]JJ~ovides 
tnQ'bilityand a,cces$ibiUty fQru.$~r$. 

The 81.1bject t(;1xtfllllelldluel).t ispXQPosed with 'the. int(3l1t to 'lll8.intain the -density and intensity 
planned for by WashingtQnCOllnty. The proposed :am~ndnlent is not expected toalwr the 
l)lttltinlodal tl't\l1Spol·tatibnsystelU provided in this area,. 
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(J.2.lJ.G.()at:A,safeti~(J,nSPoi~tati(!ifisys.tem~ 

The .... City~f;B:~Vert~~: Wa$~i~~~Oit;C()tl~t~l.'Trl~e.t,al1d. the Stat~, of OJ:egohwol;'lt 
coopel~ativelyto 'erisure 11 safe· transpO:rtatio1i.systein~ 

6 •. 2~4 •. (;()a.l:A1t .e(ficien t ··tr~nS;l?o·"tatiQ~ s~$~etn .. tkat .. i~ed·ltc·es .. the .. :pel·(!·~1t.tCkg~ of 
tri]J8bysingle?cc~pantv~1ti?:le8,redfl:ce8, ~he··.nlJ,1nberand length,oftt'ips; 
limits conge$tion,andimprovesairguality~ 

(]~mpreherisive.PlanSecti()116~2.4.ci~ielevanttotheproposed amenClil,lel1t. It states as 
follows: 

Matntain'Jevels'()f.8er~i~e 'C?rtsi8te~~.,with."'1lf'e'tl·~.'$.'l!egioltdl" ~r(JltsJJ()1·t4,tl:()1~ ... Elall, f 
andth~ Oreg.o71r Tl'a~L~p~rt~t~o!LP:l~n. ,A.pl'lic~tion$f~r OOJ.1~prelu~nsive.Pla;n 
Alnendlnentsshail cOlnply .. u;ith tl~el~eql~irelne1'its.of :OAR.6~Q-~J2-0()60 .ellul-as 
appl'opl'ia~e .il~~lltde ,~.tral~spor~att.01L 'linp~ct Anal~$i$tha~ sh0U}s .. tllCtt:the 

\. prqposal.wUlnotdffgraaesj1stel1l. perJorlllancebelowtb-eacceptabletwo4~O.tttpe<:tllo 
del1~and.;to.;cdl)i:u}~tjt ,·atioot 0.98 ••• ' 

Thefindingsfor~t~tewideP~~~lHngG?al12,pl'OVldealateli'in this report, at=ettpplicable tQ 
this"seetioll> As disCll~~etl und~r .Goal12rth~ .cQnc,urrelltr~op'osal toaln~l1~t~eland \lSe . 

tlE}Sigll~ti?l1.a.~signedto ·thesl.lbjec~parce.ls·Jroln ,T~te~im·. Washington,~otu~trTransit 
Ol'ient€),l toOity·.SC (StationCOIDn1tulity) 'is incon1-pliance~with()AR660 .. 012·0(j60~ 

/~\ 
,)i 

Itsl1ou14 aJso hello~ed that devel()pmelitofthe se-s' zoned properties will reqllil'~ that the ~ 
tr~ffi~ ilnpaets be assessed 'by the.ap~1ica~t.t6deni611$;~1·a~~ .. ·thattraff'icgelie,f~tioil.derivlll€i 
~rolnthe'·deveh)pD.1e~t will.no.tinlp()SeeXcesscqllstr~int$upon~h~~yst~l1l~.,. If ~he impacteo! 
d~velop'}l:l~;nt .~re, forecast~odegra~e.t~e.,ssrsten1.beyol1d .. the,.·~.9'~.de~and,to"'capacityratio) 
nlitigationnl:e~stlres toaJleviate thei~npact~ay .b€r~eq~lired .. ,Theanalysi~~fthei~pact of 
de.yeloJ)ll1~ntW()l.ll~.})e tl~iggered .• ·~tth~ ti1ne.whe~ d:v~lop~en~,·~fthe~r~pertYi~proposed·. 
rat~erthfll1: witbth~.proposed a111end.ment ... rne. subj;ec~tex~anlendmentis~ropose~. with. the 
int~nt to m.aintail1 the d~llsity and intensity planned by )\Tashingtori 'County to liot.adversely 
affecttp.etransportati()llsystem; -

6:~g.5.G{)aJ:Tr(J,1tSp(ji·t'ati61t facUities that sel~tJe alulai'e access'iblet().' all: 
1,nem,bersolthe C()1n.1Jlil,hity~ 

Nq deyelQPlllentisprQPosed with this ,a.mentlnient~ll0V'leverftituredevel()pl1ielit()f\SC-S 
zonedl)Prcel~l~layrequirejlnP~'OVenlentS to. ensure faCilities are accessible toaUmem.bel,'s of 
th(J co~~nltlnity.~~viewofthejn1.p1'6vel11en.ts will be dane at the tin1.e 6fprqpdsed 
dE:}v~lQPnlent. 
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6.2~6. !GQltt:rran~p()r:t(J.ttQfl,faci.lit't(>,s'thqtPl~Quide $q.feJ!~fficiertt ,moveinenlof 
goo.ds. . 
6.~.7Goal:JlnJJl~mentthetrali8JJQrtgtiQ~~·p~q1l, 'hy WQ1~kt1);g'cQ();P~rf!,tilJe.ly with 
federal, . . $tate.,regional;anil :~QcalgQVernnlentfi!,tkeprivatesee.tor, ;(L1ld,.· .... : 
:'I~e$id.enis. . . '. . . . .... .. .. .... . . .... . ." .. ' ......, . 

~h:Gityof.~efl;¢rtQll, 'Wa$hil1gto,n:Ool.ll1ty,~~tro;']).'il\4et,t.l»~jth~Stllt~9f Qi~g9n wprk 
cooperative.l~'\Viththe pl'ivate~sector al1al~esid~nts·toiropl(;)p1J3,i1ta.~~fe~~deffi9~~.l1t 
tral1s})?rtati0n.IJhln.The$l1bj~ct prQPost\ltin(l its~ffect9n the ,Sl1~·FOl.lndjl1g tl'al1sportation 
£acilitieshasl>.eel1thestd,)jec~,o£ $eY'el:all,l1eetil1~s 1:>etweenthe,age,n<;:ies. 

6.2.8.G()al:-(Jreat~· 'ac st(J,ble,fle~$b~lelina,llCi4r$ysJe.m. 

The,ptqpose.tl·:textianiendmentdoes l10t jnclu.C1.t;} l11Qdi£iGa~j(»)J,sto ~l1Y fiila11.cia'~yst~l).1 f+hat 
ma.y .a.ffectiut:tll'{i prqposed d~v¢lQPm~nt". 

6./) :']'ranspot'tatio'f1, Need$ 
6.4 .pevel~pt1J,g uJi'inancil.Jll,,(J()nfJtrain~d :'J.'rQltSpOl'ta,tto1t I'J(l,'~ 
6.5 Transportation, System Plan 1:l:np rov~m..en~s 

Theproposa.l isatext·a1ne~d1llent.t()th~n~v~lop1l1ep.t ~odeQ£theiQity,of}3et,lv~.rtQn.No 
de-velo~lUent isproPQsed withthisa,pplication .. ,Fut:tl1te,dev~l()PJJlent()fSO~S~()llE)d':proPerti~s 
'will;req111re t~at t~e tr~ffic i l1111aets beass~ssed~ythef).pplicanttodeln9nf:ltr~te 'tJlat.tl'~ffic 
:generatio~deriving:fr?lllth~deY:l~plUent~iU l}Ot :i11lpose~Xcess constraiXl.ts'llPontbe 
syste1l1 ..... If,thejnlpactsofde\,elopmen~,ar~lorecast. toiLe~'a~e ·;the·~y$tenl· beyontithe·O.9f) 
~el11arid~call~city l·~ti?tnIitigatiQnineasul'Q~ ,t?alle~iat~~lla i.lll~)fl?:t»l8.rb~ re,q\li,.'~d. . This 
mayo~' lnay not'inchldeitnpi'ovements that ,have been ;i'IQPtifiecl:il1secti()l'l$~bpv~.'1he 
ana.~ysisofthe !ill1pact;ofdevelopnlent~"'()'l~a. he'tri~ger~d l~tthe"timewb~n developm¢l1t .of 
thepl'operty is Pl'oposed l'ather than :with thepl·oPQsed~unelldll1ent •. 

:F~n~11l.lt: .Staffif'ilids. that~ fol·theteaS()hS;$p~cifietl;t~b.Qve; the proposali~ .cQnsistelltwith the 
policiesfouJ.ld,in.,.Chapter6 'of the,. Oi~!':s .. poll1pl'e~eJ.1sive;Pl~n,. I.tn¥1~1l1entat;ioll olthe 
p~·opose~.anle~d~lents dQes.ll?t ·lll?dif)7theJ)l'Qj~c'tedp~·ovi$ionofpu1Jlicf'~Ciliti@f$, .. au~l's,ervices. 
~he.~~.~ls£oundjnChaptel'~ 9ft~e City' s~ompl~f3hen8i~e':Planal·g 1l9t;e~pe~tedto be 
adversely.·i~pact~djbythe:~roposed ..... T~erefol.~e~ ... $taff:filld$t~atthepl~oposea Jll1l~);1dlll~n.t·.i$ 
conl.patiblewith the.;relevanigoa:lsand'p.· .. 'Qlicies lonna lt1Chap .. tel' p .. . . . ~ -

Chapter 7 1Vatural,Cllltural,H~st()ric, Scenlc, Energy and GrQu/fl,dwater 
Resoul~ee8Elet1'tent~ . 

'l'hesubjectpr~l1osal doe~·not~nlleb.d~hap'ter .7~r. rehtt~dt'~SQttl'ces! .Th~~u~·rent yer$ionof 
\iVashington COl.lnty's ;Ced~t lIill.s-OedarMill ConHn~~nitYl!la1t(CQllJ.nl1~riity Pl~ll) does not 
de.l1ictcultural, historic, scenic or 00a1·5 )'esotn'cespn the'~<Sf.gn,ifi~ant ,N'at\l:ralal1c1 Gtllt\lral 
Resotlrces" ;nlap l11.a.S$()biat.ioll with thepatcels that ~).'e. ,subject to the i)xoPQsalJor ZMA2()11 .. 
'St~ffli¢pC:>1·tNov~l11Rer 30,2011 Sa-IS 
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0002.r~iO:L·v~1'$iqJ:lsoft:lle.C()1ntn.t\11~tYrl~J:ldi~_d~pictsigl1tfioa.ntna:turalre$?tlrces~but 
su~~eqtlent:dev~1C)pl11ent()fthe"G()al.5.Na~uJ;~t~esou~ce8 I~ventory 8.n(lSig~ifican~~. 
Dete:rmil,'l.~tion Jor.tlte. J?et~rk()r,t·anclt:\ajaGellt,.~rQP~:t;ties ipWasltitlgton County~ Oregon." 
(StJtd.y)pl.lblish~(linJuly 1997 ;t'eplacec.ltlle'CQl11mullityP1El:ll 11lapping~ 

Th~1l1ultiple;'lls~n~tu~'eoftheSO-SzoIlin:g Q.lstrict all~lthe;pr()poqE}d. amel1cllnentsaUow for 
develoPll1entf;ltdensiti~stl1~t l·ed.uc~p:cess:U);·~Qll sigllificfll'l:t~~tl.lra~ r:e~our~~s and red:uceper 
capita enel'gye()l1Sumptioll; . . 

ChapterS Enpiron.ntentaJ QuaJ#y(!,!tcl Sufety·Element. 

Chapte;t'&oftn(,1CQ11tpreltell;si{JeP/an for the Oity ()IB~avertonaadr~~~eswat~rqu~lity;air 
.qtlalitYJ nQisg,seisll1ich~zal'd,~,geC)1()giG lJfizarclsjfl()oc1,h:a.~a.l .. d~, angsoItxl>tll1dhfiza.rdous 
,vastes.. I)~'VeJQpnlents tha'tnlaYoccurwithill tlJ,(3~C"~ zoning dist:rict aree;xpected to 
lna.intaill wat~~ q\lality, airq uality, l1oi~e, Ievel~;.anclp~o"isi()n~ofs()lid an(lha~ardouswaste 
disPQsal'serviyes similar t()d~v~lopm~nttSt:hat al'eallowedtlnder the ~tlrrenlCounty land use 
di$tricts. Ac1,clitiollaUy,developlJ.lents ,villhe~'eq up::(;)d t(l1l1e~t~l1gineerhlg; (!onstl'uction and 
b\lilcling standacd~1;elative tQ anys~is11liG,g~ologip ()1.'f1ood h.az~i'd~ thatlila,y exist. 

; , 

The:OityJ~l iStatiol:i: (!QliUllunity land us~de$igna.tiona.lIoWe; fOl·hnple~ellta.ti.olJQ{ zq!Jill,·g 
~istliictstha~' ·re~~ic:- .. highe.t. densities-a.nd, '~t~).~8ufficient·inten$itiest()gen~rate·light~~il 
r~del'ship ,·and.aro~ntl·the-clock..,,·.act~yity,'~·· .. ·a,s •.. sta.t~d .. jl1 sectioll· •• a.8.2·o~.the ·.O()~pxeh~nsive·.Pla.l1. 
Th'eSO"7S'zo'nin~ tlistrict,aSfUl1~nde(h requil'es thehig~e~t. dellsi~Y-(milli1111Jn1111ll};1})~rof: 
l'esiden.tia.ldweUiriglil1its)~£·~a~yzollin.gdjstl:ictava.ilabl(3j11 th~Developlnel1t··.Cotle an~kthe 
SQ-$ZQnf,3aH9WS for th~,highest l'&nge o£FAR~ 

Section.9~2 .. 2J of the C0111pl'ehen:sivePlanstates,(rsl.lpporfbl;lsinessdev~1()p111e~t thrQ\lgh.al'}. 
e£fe¢tive transpol'tati()l1systetll;, tf:lrgeteq lfin:Cl(r~)de\teloPtl,leli~; f:lncladequat~ inft'ast~uct~l:re,'t 
.a$~·elate~.topuQli~,partn~rshill$~'Thepar.~els .that .are .subjecttoZMA.20~1-Q;OO~are at all. 
intersectioll offOtli' Ulajo:rpub}ictranspoJ;tation facilities, tneSUllset ':('rall$itQelltetj ,Ba1'ne8 
Ro-ad.~H~~hway26~·andHighwaY211~Th~ Sunset TJ;~allsit Qentetpl:'Qyidesn1tt1tiplebu£? .' 
con~ection$~a.lla~·k .. n.-l'iclefacility,:and ·an011,-~l.lto .}:)l'iAge .. ac~·ossHighway26i . A1.1t?&n.ct 
'pedestriallaccess·to the. SU)lsetTl'ansitC~nlter) ptner 'th'anthellridgeoyet High,waY.2<:h is. 

.' . 

CUl'r~ntly pXQvidedthi'otlgfith.ePeterkort Stllti()11 Area by ·llsllrface :sb'eet~ 'l'helocat~on()fthe 
Stulset Tt'ansit Centerbolstets th~ Rl'ea'f;()PP9rtunitie$f()1·en11l19Yll1eJ:i.t andC01111ne~:cial 
growth. 

SeGtion 9.~.$ .. lo£the COll1pr~heilsive:J>lanjl1Glu¢Lgslangu~gefql~requiril1g,Ha high ql.laIity.;.~ 
attl'@,ctive e)1ViI:Ot.l,lfient;f;a.l1dl'ecogl1~tiol1,o£"·'tlle,gl'owingcl;11t~11·aIdivel'~ityinB;eaY~rtollt 
The Cottrtty' and thaCity both t'equire ;deSign reVIeW rQr devel()pln~nt: in.m ~lItipl~ J.l~() .• al~e(l.~~ . 
Af3,thee()ntrollingagen.cy£o1.'B~l'nes:RoadJth~Gountywi,ll:Qon.tlnue t9b.e~ngagecl:hlJ·~view 
()£tral.1sp.prta.ti()nfacniti~~ ,£ol,;-the B~rp;~s.;FeterkQrtAt·ea~ Tbe·OjtyqQnsiders.:aa~llcilsRQad.a 
St~ffllepOl·t~ovelhbEn· ~q,291i . '. . . ......... ' SR.~4 
TA20 11-0003 StatlonConlm\lnity~SullsetTextAmendll1ellt 
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Ma.Jo1'<Pedestt'ia.n ROlite., which carriea with it:aa4itiol):al.desjgn,l·eql.lh:elll.e1.1tsfgrfl.but~ing 
de\1el~pm:ent. . 

~he:{1it~'sS?SZQJ1il1g district, aa:~l1len:ded,. allQ",$ £Q"- Jl ~ixQfu~s,:del1s>it)T:, ~tlt~l).§ity 
i.ntend~~ to;Sl.lP'PQ~·~businessdeyelQPtnent~;AdditiQl)alb~j· th~City's p~vel()pm~!1t·GQcleqesign 
standal'ds wil1·Pl·()vide·develqp~i·swithbaseli:ne·imprpVelllelJ.t:J;·@q»ir~n1.~:tlt~;t9i,mp:J;'ove. 
q ltality·oflife. 

S~lfut1ary ~i!l4i~g: 'Staff finds,·tha,ttl1epr(.)PQs~.d 'l'~xt A1l1~n.c1m~nt i~ getl..e1.~~nY 
consistent with ib.eCi~y~sOolUptehel1.sive:rl~n •. 

5~Xhe Pl'OPQiJett Q,rnellQ,ment is cortsiste'tt with· otherprQv1siQr~'8 
wtthinthe'Ctty"g DevelQPmenJ .C()iL.e. 

Fac~sallaF'llltlillgs: 
The·¥i·op~sed anlel1dmelltsd,ono~.cre.ateiln.pact~o.l'couJlict$ withoth.eJ'Pl~9visiQn~ with.il1 the 
~eVelol?ll1ent'Go.df3' .'1'he,J)l~~;POSeaa~ell(hnentsa1'e.Pl~y:a.ppliqa}jlet(l tb~$C~.S ~Qni»g 
district, ~vh~ch.i~.li1l1ited:init~ .application h:y t~eCol1~1?rebeJ1,$ive PlQ,ll,(Jrt.dJ~(Hti'3'~·.D~~trict 
~at~.ix •.. . Th~ :design}·eview;standal'd~,.including; thos.e£ordevelo,Pltlel1t :al()n~ Major' 
Peqesti~it\nRoutes,.a18o WUI;COlltil1ue t08,pply toalLdevelQPl11ent 'within the SC~S:~oning 
district. . 

Fiha:i~g:Sta£rfhldS that thepl"opose(lTe)(t AmendlllEutt ,isQ()u:s:istentwitbotbe,r 
pl~ovisions wlthintheCity·s DeveloplllelltCode. 

Therefore, sta.ff'finds the Pl~oposed Zoning Map Amendment satisfies :el~ite~~iQn 5 .• 

6~Theproposed Ulnendinent is cOltSlstellt "JJJith (IZl .(lpplic(lble,Oity 
ordinattce ,'equi,,·elnentsandregulattons. . . 

Fac~salla ;Filldings: 
Staffhas~()t identifie~ ;anyothel' applicable Cityol'dinapCel'eqUlJ!(3ments flfid ~eg91ati()l1s 
that \vottldbe affected by the In'oposed textamehdilient. 

F'ihding: Staff:fhlds tha.t ·cl~itel;oio.n.:6 IS not ·applicanle 'tothepl~(Jp()seaTe}{t 
Amendment. 

Thtu"efol'C, staff finds the proposed Text Atnendtnent satisfies crjteri911i), 

7. Applications .and docl.unentsreluted to the '1'eqJJ,est, wltichlJ)iU 
l~eqltit!e furthel~eity approvae,sha.ll be $ubmitted ;to the ()ityin the 
pl~opei~ sequence. 

:StaffR~pol't'Noveli1per30) 2011 _ SR-15 
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,FfJ.etsalldFindi.ngs~ 
Staflha,s'.sublllitt~d·.·t~e:required:applic~t;iQll::p.1ateria~,sd~~h~e~tS'.l·elate~,.t(),.l'~vie~,?£.a •. 'J.'~"t 
~lll~lldnl~l~~a~pli~atiQl). .. 'rhis ~pplicatioll. will~lJe rev~ewedconcurrently with.th¢CPA2011 .. 
0002an(lZMA2011~0002. . 

Othet"applicableapprovalcr£terl:a 

A~ .~,~()st-~ck~Qwled~~ll1~l1tamendnt~~t to, the, Qity"s ])eveloPlnent~o(l~) the' l)r~p~s~dT~~t 
Amel1dm~ntjssubjecttQQRS le7!~17:5(1);1 whj¢hr~qulres thatthe: City delllonstrate that the 
pi·?tlosedte~tame.ndlllel1t be :~ol1sistent wi~h the reley~ntState~id~~la~lling; Go~ls.~taff 
hasdetertnined that Goals I j 2,,15f 6,7~ fl;;lQ, ll, 12" 13 and 14.atie.applioable to theptoposed 
lliap"$lnel1dll1ent. 

(1(jall:(Jitizenlnvol()~rrt-e1)t 
T?dev:el?p~citizel~iltuolV~lnel~tPrc)grgnvthatin8l[,ies;t~~ opportftriity lOj' 
citiien$<tobei1J-lJo~f!eCli'l aU plla~e8 ()rtheplanll;ill;g:proce~8. 

Thi$pr()PbSed8.1li~n(hnel1t .issl.lbj~ctto thep~hlicI1otic.e~·equirell,l~l1t~'of~~e?lty ~11art.er 
and..])e~~l()~l~ent. ,i\t~he~~,al'ing;th.ePlal1ningGQlnmissi()~ cons~der~.writt:~lc~nllnents alIa (~~ '\ 
oral~esthllQn~b~fol'~ ,t~ey~akeareCQll1m.~lidatiQl1.tQGity C~ll;1,tlcil .• ", T~e.~nl~l1dlllen~ '-----) 
pr()c~~ul~es •• ?u.~lilled in .De~~l()p~ent Oode,Section50.:50@.l1oW fOl'~roJ?el'~otice,aild.public 
comm~nt OJ?P01~tl.ulitie$.()nth~ proIiQs~dt~xtal11~n([m~cl1:tas :t:~quire(l ~y thIs Statewide 
Plan:fiifigGoa1.Thesepl'Oc~dtlre$;h~rveJi>een£hllowe4~ 

Goal 2: Laltil f.J'sePl(lJil:'ting " 
To.e!;'t~bli$1i".aldltdit,8e-plan,l~il~l;§~:prOce$sa1td Pol'~cYlr(t1new(Jl~J~ as .. tt .basis: lor 
aJl decisiolts- al~d action':$relat~a,toJ{;seof ~g,ndand toassltre an adeqitate 
factlU:tl base;{oj" 8u,chdeCL$iplt8Clltqaqtions. 

TheCittofBeavel·ton ado~te(lit$COl11pl'ehenF3ive Plal1twhic4inciudest~~t~ridl1ia~S i~a 
t~r~e-lJ'~rtrepol't(Ol'<~i~aIw~ 1~99),jn. 1~72~ The City adopted a ne'w C0111pr~hen~i~ePl~~ 
(?1'(li~ance~18!)}n January?f20Q2 th~t~E\.sPJ.·epar~d PlJl'~u~nt to~p:~rlo~icre~ie'v",o!k 
prograll1~~~rovedby the State >j)epartl11en.tof lJancl(JollS(3l'YB:t,i?ll a~~ Devel()~J~eJ:lt~pLCD).. 
The.pl'~PQseclPlal~, i~chldil1.g.a n~w.LanclUseJVltJP) ··was. tl1~subjee~ .. ofnl.uller?lls. I?ublic 
~e~ri~g~an~.c()l1sidel'able al1alysis .befote. E\(l()ption,~1'he·~~opte d .PlaJ:lan~fill~ill~~. .... ... . . ......• 
s~lpporthlg~doptionwasdeellle(lacknowlE)ag~d.llJll·suflnthto ·a series .. ~f~pproval·.0rders£rOlll 
tbe DeparttllentQ£LandCons.ervatioA ~n(.l I~eyelQPll1~11t,the 1~lstOf'wl1ich was iSSU~({011 
DecemberS!, 2003. 

Tllis,pl'OlJOsa.l a.il1~rids.l$n~llag¢\\'ithitl the .Del!eloplnent C(jd(J··9ftl~etltyolB~(J.~~rtort reltlt~d 
to~eyeloV111eJ1t .ofpr0l'erties~that,al'e a,$~ign.e{l the SC.Szonil1gdi~tl·ict.The .pi·op()sal .. satisfies 
Staff l:t~P()1·.t1N()ve~~ei'3(),g(J1.1, .. .... . ....... .... S,~-16 
TA2011-00Q3 Station,. (Jc:numun-ity"SunsetText Alllendn1ent 
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the thresholds for a.,!e~t ~m~n.dmen~flv~1ic~ti?n.T~x~Alnen~n1~nt$tu'e ~;Typ,~ ,4,ltroceQlJre 
andal'esuqject ,to the ?t'equiremelitsofSeetiou .50JiO,of theD,evelopment Code. ' 

Go,ttl 5:Natlll~al,J~es?lt'l'ces, Scenic~nd1.li$tol~i~Al~~as~ . and Open ,$j)«cef! 
To,protect i~atlt'ral,l'e8o'itrce8 'ontlconse.rvesceltic andhistQtic p,reQ.$(Jnd ppefl, 
spaces. 

T~e .qurre!lt "e~·si~.~ ... tifViashi~g~?ri·.~ou~tY's.iCe~al·'}[ill~~Ceda.1\~ill>'eoll1u.~~lnity 11l~n 
(Q()mml1nit,y-Plan)doesn~~depict'~e~~lis,.·his~oric:~r'G~~lifi.l'eSQU~·c~sQn~he, ~'~ifJninC~tlt 
lNll~llr~l·'f!p.(l···.·.etllttlr~i .. l~eso~rc~.s" ... map'.·.i~ ..•. ass~~i~tion .. withth~ ... ~u~ject.proll.el·tielj; •. }>~iOl' 
¥ers,ion~ of·the .... Com~u~i~y ... j[>~all ... did .. depic,t.,si{!;ni£icall~ .1lat~r~1~1·e$o't,l'~$, .. 'but:~lIP~~queilt 
d~y~~oll!U~nJ .•. of:~he .•• itGo~l .. fj,~at~ll·~l.~es.o.u.rces,~n~en~()~·Y.'Qlld.,S~gnificall.p~ .. ~n.~ter.~llil).atiQ~fq~· 
~h~·~:P~tp.rkQ~~t and"J\~Jacellt"!>ropertl~s .. ~n¥la~hington. ·do~~ty~ ... O~·e~QnJ' ...• :<Stu~y)~ ..... ~ttaell~·d.·;tlfl 
E?Chibit9J,'PllbHshe~il1July i997r~placed.- .th.epri~r;~Qn.tli1\tnity ... Plal1 m~pping 1Vithth~ 
~~rl'ot~ct~~'1:'laturalReso1tl'cesit1~ortions of the S\lllset'l?-'fll1si~Cel}t~r ~ea" ·m~p.'fhe$t\ldy 
~q.dl'~ss~d:Statewide Planriing:GoaL5)Ol'egon Adnlinistl'ative R'lde (OAR)Section'QQQ, 
])ivi~iQn :23. . 

rr~is p~~o~os~ld()~~notillcluae 'ail1el1dll1~nts~e~al·aillg:GQ~16:1·~8()Urces .. ~he~ubjePt 
111l1ep<lll1e~~ ,;m,f}illtB;lnthe mini~ullll·esidelltial dw~llillg:l:lllit l·equirelll.e.nts()f~a$.hinJtQn 
(J()\ltitY'f ~l\{flip.t~ill~he ·cur1'ellt:denslty ;;reqltirenlents wiUred lice "re$8tll~e on na.t'lli~l 
res(r"rces.t')ve~tim.e~ .. 

Goal :6: Ai,) Wqt¢""qitdLal;td Resouree~QiJ,aJity 
T'o,,,n((,~lttq,ih 01ld ~11tp,.ove~the :CfJ'ltalitya{·the 'aij'tw4tet'tUta land7:e8()lJ,rc~s t)f 
(he8tate~ 

The .Gol1tpre'),elt8iJ)~ elg!~ for,thelJity ,of ~~avertonacl~resses sto1"lll,\vater':andth~ain~~e., 
PQt~Qlewater~~11(lsa.1)itfll·y~erviceswithinChapter5;and ad~res~esairquality,wate.},· 
quality:~ndsolidand haZJll·d()l.lSW·!lst;~s withi~ ~h~pter,8.De~elopm~l1.ts.thattna~O(!cur 
wit;b.inthe'SC·SZOnill.g dis~!;ict ar~exllectecl tomail1;tain.:air, ,wate.r,:and land ;re8QuJ'c~quality 
h're.speQtive pithe c1.~l·l'e1J:tTextAnlen<hl1ent;propos-al. 

QoC!,J'l;: 4~"~,a$ ~ubJect rpQNqtt~ralJJ.isasters andllazards 
'l'opr()~ectpe()ple£fltdpl'Opel~~Y front :J'1;C:ttlti~allu:lzai'd$~ 

"Gq~lq stflte~ tllat, tf~9cal governUlents shl:llLad~pt'c6nl~re~ellsiveplalls~(inventQtieS3'llQ1icies 
al1dirl)pleme.~til,lgA1eaS\lr:es)to'reducel'iskto:peo~lean~~l:opel'ty £roll1.11attll:al~~za~'ds<' 
TheCity;Otltlillefi .g()alsjpoli(}i~~I~and actions~ol' seis~lic,~eologic, ,anclflood h~~al'dswithi)J 
Oh~pter:8 Qfthe C0111,pr~1telL$iJ)el?:1(J,nlQl' the'City;o! ~eaverton~Yal'yi~g l~!,elsg~!~p.tll'~~' 
sitedev~lopmellt; >alldblii~dillgplanrevieware>~equir~dill orde~ to regulate whe~ea.l1d:hQw 
,con~trllGtionocclu'S, ;especiaUywithl'egarato natural disasters and hazards. This 'proposal 
does not lnodify> the ep.f}ctedrequirelnents related to Goal1. 

,St~ffReppl,tNovember;30,"2(111 'SR~i1 
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GOl,:! 9.' Eco1tomicDelJeZopment. 
TDcPl~ovide.·.dd~qti~t~c.,oJ?P01·trthiti~8 ... thl·()ttglt.Qat·· ihe.c .. $tctte .. fot.· .. ~ .. t)al'i,etyof 
eSo1~(>1nicactivitie8v.itatto. tlu~ healtltJ welfare,anit,JJro8perity or Oreg(Jt~ '$ 

'c#i;zens .. 

Sta.tewicle:plannillg Goai9·.~~~~est~~~r ... "80li1pl'eh.el.iSi~~PlaliS .fQ)furball.ttt'et\s·$liaU: .• /3.~ 
I>royid~,to~·at lea$t.:anaclequt\te SllPplY.bfsitesof~\lita~le~iz~~,. tY'p~s~loea~iQn~, .a~a serVice 
feyels.£?l·~y.~~:ie~yo£ in~ustl·i~l.andc~ll1~~ercial·ll~e~ ~~nsiste~ti~ithplafiPolicie$;" .. The·, .SO·S 
zonblg diS!tric~:·~U()Yfs •.. f(}r va.rious·c~~#.lnercial .. ~lses .. Jl~ .•• a~1 .• il1lplelllenti~g-zol1e .. of the.SC'.,land 
ll§e.·:deslgp;.a.tiq» <:>fth~.d6~prehe:ns~:e ..... ~1~1l •. M~p.~ .... Tile .. S.c-S .. zol1i~g.··district·wa~ inte~.ded .. £ol' 
pa~gelfj .•.. like.· .. theptlrcels;.~del~ti~ed.· .. as .the. 'subJec~.?f.Z~2()11~0002...T~~sep~rc~.lsare. w~thil1 
the··13.~rl1¢s .. J?ete~'kort. areao£th~.~oun~y~sc.edal~.HiZ,t8~?~da1·~iU·9Qnt,11~lt1:tit:yPla!} • .. 'The 
QOtll1ty'~' cOllQepts ·were ,·established .•• t~ .• ·~()1~terc~he.··.econ()1l1ic ... potelltial·.?£.1l1'()pertie:~r··suitabl~fol,· 
clev~lop~~~nt"\Vith.flmix of~lses ... ,A~1~~ding:th~9itY'sSC.SzQningais,tdct lnaintains 
pomplittllcewith,theintentionsexpressed in Goa19. 

Goal 10: Housiti, 
'j!o prQl;Jiq;e lor housing-needs o'lcltizensolthestale. 

Goal.··~Or,equire.s that,·loeaJjul'isd.ictiorts il1veritol'yt~~~ttl)~lyof b~ildable .. l~fid~ artddeyelop . 
pl~ns ~f.~ .ina 'llt(!1t1l,erthctt:inSl~l'estheprovi~i~!t~fappr(j~riatetype~artdalltOU11,ts .offal~~' 
UJitlti17~ ltr~qlt8tOw,th b()l[,1:tclaries.Sllch.lctnd8h()ltldbeltffce8s~ryand8ltitablefor /tolfsing C/.~ ... , 
thatlneet:sth(; holtsil£g" neects of holtseholdSo{allincoini& levels" .. 

In Jall,ulry. of·2Qij2, pursuant toa>p'~1·i()dicrevie~ .. ",or}{~'rogr~1l:1.al1pro"e(lby.·the·~tate 
Departtnent· o~.··Lall(l. '(J()1lS)el'yation· ••. ~11d· .•. pe!e16pl~le~t ••• (D.LqD) .. t~e. .Qi~yado~ted.a:Ho~lsirtg 
~lem€t)nt intoitsCQ~pi·ell€Hl~iyePlan .(Ordina~~~· .. ~187) .... Part.o!th~t·.pl·OCessinyQlved 
develop111~ntqfa. 'buHdablelallc:lsi:n';'<?l1tof:Y, aho:us~l1gtypene~~sal1alysis,~nda housing 
densityassesslu(}nt'. Cop;:tplial~C!e ·wi~~TitleL 6flVletr?'~ U(}l\~F~·(I.Jr~;an~r0'Wt~ 
IVlallflgemellt.lf1.lnGtiollt11 J?lttn) ~~Elndt\!~s '\Vas' cited:~s.,~ ... c?mp~i~l'lce·el~U1ellt. ~11satisfyiIl~. the 
requirel)lent$ofq()allO.llaseduP0n.t~efindin~so£th~sestua.ies"the C±ty~~oPtedpolicies 
toene()llrtlg~ a .b~()~d n1i){of~()u$i~gtypes at denSli! leve~s de~ign~~toll1~xill1ize. 
dey~l()pmellt potential. .'l'heqity' s. p()licie~thflt'were clerlvedfl'onl thlsprocess Were . 
hehceforthaeknowlE3dged; to.qoll1ply with;Goal.l0. 

The.pl'p~?sal.anlendsth~··DE)yelopl11ertt "Co~e.··to·reqtlhiea ~p~c~fi~ .. inilli1l1\t~.ntlin~~r. ot 
residential.dweUing·unit~·.oye~·S(J·Sz?~y.parcels. I~ •. t~ecoI1cul'l':~~.Z1\4A20Il-00Q2 
aPJ?lictttiol).,th~SQ-Sz9n~ W:9uld1?~ ·appliedto SixJ?~l·cels .. rrheflel1sity,allo~ted to .th~s:ix· 
p~rcel~ref;;\llted fl~onl.th<? 'OO~IAtY'S~1'9C(3S$ to·.compl~ \Vith·~~~tro'sy:~~F~ .. lli'Ovisi?~s,\Vhich 
\Vere ~ubjecttoc()D.1pli,El~ce:wit4tl1ef)tatewi~ePl~nni~~ ct?al~.,~h,is pr?posed amen.dluent is 
intel1de.d tOlnatcll t1Jelllinilnum>(hy~llingu~litrequirel11~rtt,of ~h.e?Qunt)T'splanuingpl'OCe$s. 
Thi~~ppro~clL ~illcontintlet()an()'Yfor •• ·a y:aFietyo:~housingtYJ}~s,.an~clensities 
C()il1l11~H:1Sul:at~ with a variety<ofinconle levels as prescrihecliri Goal 10. 

~ta.ff~ell()1~tNovelllbel·30t,2011 81;;;18' . 
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(loat1}: 1!U/b:~lC ~a~ilitfesan.d ~~,~vice~ 
[l'ocpl~nanil:d~~el()pa Ul1t~Zy~ori:leil:y.a,nd~ffiCtentcnJ~I'Ct,~gfti}~ent .QlpttpU'G 
lacilitiesanllserviceiitoserve.a8 all'ariteUlol;l~ for Jtrban:a.l~4 rlttqJ' 
rievelop.tneiit. . 

r-r4~·Qip~()rBe.~v.~rtonlsloba~ed withint~eUf:f~ .. (U1'ball Gr(),wth.JBQ\ln.dary) for. tbe ,PQrtlan(l 
111~tlvP91it~n'·l'egion.Metro 'is .~he· •. regi?nal.;g9,v~l·nl.~~bo.dy·th~t·. tleterl11ip.~$·.~h~ .. t~:~i()n~ .. ,nee..cl 
~()~ .. UGJ3~~p,Eln§i()nE3'~lld ~or~s .~ith;loc~~'~goVe:l'11.~lents to detel·lnille.th~·.liigh~st.·a.)1d.b~,$t 1.1S~ 
Qfl~l1(lSwitlji1!.the{jG~. in~rdel~ .to, re~u.c:.theneed,for provision.:,ofpJ;lblie fapiliti~s/flnd 
~ervig~s;tl~d UGBe~pansionsinto1·urallands. . 

(}E:}~e.~·fllly .'flJPe.a1dng,. thispro.p?~aIsho\11dr:d~,~~pj:·ess\lre.on:~JCPttnsiQl1~tth~ .U(JBigiv~n the 
iptellt tg m~t~lt 9urre~t;niiniT~m,~e~g~~~1·e9.uirel11en~s.:.Atth~·:till1eQf~PJ.·QllQS~<t 
dey~19P~J1.~ll;t·91'.·r~·ge\Telopment o~.SC~.S •. :z()ne~.:Pl~qp~l'ties .. lnthe .•.. f~ltlll·e.;.·.site .... sp.e.cifi<; .. i~stl~s 
re.l~te<! to::p\lblig.faclHtie~ancl.~er~ices~ill-be •• ~ddl'essedas lUU:t.;Qfthe d~,,;eloPJnentreview 
pl.·ogef3~.l'leecls~r$late~ to·lll·ovi,~ion .. ()f.public£acHities and services Rre:notexpeQted to. change 
'$ignif:i9a.llt1y with ilnplem..eritation ofthe·proposed,8.1nellcled Development Gode lang~lage. 

Opal II:l',-ait,sjJ(Jrti.JttQtt 
. ['()provf<:leand encOltrage.a safe~coit-veidell,t and.¢coitOl'#c tl'ql~~pOt:tCttiol''' 

systeJn. 

OAR {Q~~eg()n.4dmini§tra.tive.R1iles)'·660.>~12-~O()t~rou~h .660~012-0070, .. referrecl'to.·as . the 
. TPR ('l;l·an~p()l·tatiol1'~lannhlg·.R~lle)J.provi~e'gllid~nce.;011 C?1l1Pliance,",ith :Statewidf) 
Pl~~~n.g,Goal1~~ A.TrallSl}Orttlt~9nSyst~lu:~lan(~S~},· adopted~\lr$ua~t,t()OARDivision 
12,£ulfiU~ .. t~(:)l'eqtlil'~ll1ent~ fQl'p1.l}jlic'facilit.iesplanni~grequite~ .• ·l.lnclerpRS(Ol'eg-on 
R~vi~ed.:St~tttte)~~7.712(~)(e),'Go~111andOARPh~pter£)60~ DivisiQl112as ~he:Y.J.'~la~e t,o 
trall$pprt~tiol1,f~cilities .. VQl1JJJ:le 4oftheComprehensiv~;Plancolltaillsthe(Jit!~s adopted 
TSJ?i<affe9tiveOqtobErr '21,~OlO. QAR660-,012~0060reqtlires local govel'nrnentsto)'evi;ew 
GOlllpl~(}he:rt~iV~l?lan~ndla;nd. 'llf3e regulation arilendl11en.tswlth l'egardto ihe;effectQ£the 
a1,l1el1dment()nexi$ting·orplanll~~ tra.n~portat'iol1fac1Htles. 

Wl1~ illt~nt pft.he Pl·()posed~unep.Ul11~nt is ,to ;nlore closelY-approximate. the intent.Qf 
Washington (}Qllll.tyqf3veIQPmel1t~·fjquirem.el1:tsfol~thearea,ai·o\llld :theSul1set Tl'a.11.$it 
'Oen~~r ~ ·'1'healnen{ll1}en.ts •.. r~lat~v~.tod~l1si~y 'arePl·()posed'~ria~.etforttOjiiail1taill the 
QOtl11tY'~mi~illl\Un.d~nsity ·whi~~also.·cappingth~ anaxit~tllll, density.~eriv~d f~o~~ 
.Was1;li~gtol1·C()UntY.·l~~gl.llati()llf;:fQr.l;he .;area. 'T~~l·e~ultisllo~exc~,~dillg.th~Cotll1t~?S WQr$t 
caa~deVe~QllJll~l1t sPel1al·i()~r.hisdel1sityinf1uences,the;scale oftraffic,:geller:aiion that will 
-afl'eqtJoqal' t:l'al1sP()rt~tionfa.9IJtties. 

The .. 'O~:a::66~.~()1~-'0060'(l) (St~te.Tl·~l1sportati~~l;P!~nllil1g.Ru.l~.(T~R»contain$.standa.rcl$·by 
whiqh to ,:t~eview('ql1tf!llfll1le1:~t8 ~Olltlt9tiqlU*l plQn-tJ, aqlu~o~ledg~dq911tP;1'~he,l"8it)e:pl(tlt8q,nd to 
land use regulat,ions" . The TPR :states thatsllch~mendlUents. t'tiJh.ich 'Sig-ll;i,ficq.ntl(\q.flect a 
trq.1!spprtatioltfClCili~tyshallCl~$ltl'e .that aUoUJea landu,~es are consistentu)ithth~ identified 
1l6ttctior", cqpQcityctlJ,rJ pet!ortnance standards{e.g;levelofseruice)voll£1neto rx:tpacity rqtio, 
~tc.},oftl."e ICtC~lit.yt 
Staff Rep(ji·t!November.r1Q~2011 ' :SR:19 
TA2011 ~OO()3 Sta,tio:nOommlllllty ~S'Ulset Te~tAri.,el1dillent 
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,ThiSIH!OPP$(i}d :an).~nd~nenttto~S$1).?tQlnl~ge £uriQtion~l;classltic~t!()lls. dr.c~ang~ .s~ana~~ds 
implePle~tin.ga. ·£unctto~al'·cl~f?sifi9~~~{lP-.,system •. Tl·ans~orta~lo~,y?n.stl.lting:Group •.• h~s 
'~tlblllitt~tI iB. .sign.ificallt. eff~gt~u.1.a.ly~it3jEf{hiQit. 17~ based,.ollIl1te~itn..~as~in~ol~' COUll~Y 
T1-'ansit, .• Oriellt~d4a~d Use . DistriGt,,· th~ ,~ql·lel1t.ZQnil1g.ill that,distl·~C~.·ttn(lth~.\\TQr~t.·~as~i 
£highe$~(t~'i1? gell~rating) tl~es'Qf~l1e q1l1'l;'7:1l~~onin~~ ···This ,was c.~~pfJ.r~tl.to~h.~ worst'case" 
(hight}st.tripg~l1e1-·at~ng) tlses()£t~epxopp'S~9:J?O::~·zoning district dfZMA2011 ~0002~ 

ThQTP'R ~tates.that\all.·aJJ-l.endn.lentsigl1:ificftn1;lyaffects atral1spdr~atioh.facilityl£':ltw()tlld: 

(a).C/tange Uieflt1tctio}tal. 'clas$ificq,tiQn()fallre~i$tiltg\orJ)lanne{/;ttah$poitatiQit facility 
' .. ' (e:(Gllt.$tlJ.e,ofeQrrectiql~ oflnap grror~in!:f~a:dopted:plan,); 
rb)Qhal~ge;8tallxlard$ilnp,l:e!tte1J,tingqf(t1,~cJ~onClkcla.8sificdti(),r~Sjiste~t~lol' '.' ...... ....... . . ..... .... . .... .. ..... . 
re) As '11U~Jl$"./;r(?,dqJ.~1t(fre.ltd.Qfthe plqllnil1Jgp:eri()f.l idettt;fted in the adopted.ti~alt8portat.io"i 

syste.Tlt plQ114 , 
(A)A.lloUi.1q,luJ· ~kSfZ~ or Zei!e.lsQfdel.Je~oplne,!~t· thatUJoittilre~ult,. ilb.ty~·es'oi-lev~l$al 
trqveJ()rq~p:ess~hgtar:ei,z.C:Ql+~i8~e1fl,t.w#!1-the/ltJil,ctio]:ial :clossificiitl,ono{an existing' 
orpl'a;nneatral~SP()rtqtt9nlctcilitYl . 
(B)1$edltce : the. per/pl'ni(t1tc::eo{ane:tistiltg,or plqnl~ed' ,t,.a~sportaJi()l~.f~~iUiji below 
ihentini11H'llnacceptablep:er/O'rlngl1,Ce st(t1L,cl(J,,.di~e.lfbtifiedintheTSPQr . 
(Jontprehel~$itJe pl(11'kloJ' . 
(GJWQ"'$¢ttthe.pel·for~1u.utCe·ofai~exi.8ting orplcqtrr.edtran$l!/?l·taJiol1,: /aetlitythtttis 
O.tkerwiseproj~qt~d~toperforl:n belolJJ·the··':f.l;~l'r.i1!1;ltlnqcceptableperforlnance 

, TheallElIYf3isptovid~d brTr~~!3l1ol:t~ti()1l·GPil~gltillgQ1.1.ou;p~E*hibi~ 17ffoul1~ t~~t~{"r~e 
tra~sp?rtatj;on.hnp,~ct. o£the .})l·oPQ$edplall.al1d.z()ni~~ '~ll1~licl~el~tsl whell accolll~~l~ied .• by 
thecOl1(}utl'enttext aJl;l~n~l~nt to tbe S(J-~zqll~,wil11>:e, '~ .. ' :t:le~ r~duction intiip .. ge~eiation 
p?telltial •... ¢o~11)a~·ed. t()th~t \vhiC~COMl(l th~o~~t~C~llY be.gel1e.r:g#:~~l .. l.lnder .eu11~~ent~()un.ty 
zonin.g. AS8uchithal'roP()$~dlalldq~eflctioll~ q? 11Qtl1av~fl~ignif'i98.nt:]~~ffee~ on~~e 
tr~n.~l'or:~ati?11systenlfo~'l'~Rplll·PQ$esl? Th~ref()~e,the P1."()posalWQuld(a) ll?t cl1~i1~ethe 
fUllc.tio-nal; .. clflS$~fi~a~ion., .()f·.a~ ... ·~}{.i$tin.go.l' •. planned. ·tran~pol;·tatiol1.·.facility"",···<b) •... l1ot.c~an~e, the 
standard$;im.pl~l1l~nting~ r\lp.ctiQna,lel~ssirlcatioA~Yf?telllt apd (c) a~nlea,sured by t~~~n~()f 
th<1:planniIlgperiQtI.· oithe a(loptea:B.eftv~J:tOl1 TSP j.2Q3.5~.thecOnlPl'eh~n~iveplariamendlneilt will: . . '.. . > 

{A)n.otallbW lanel \lS~~ Qr}¢vel$'Qf'(l~y~loplnel1tthatw(rulc\,.l,·(±}s.ultin types 01' levels of 
tl'ay~l or access thatal'Efinconsi{:rtentvvitl1 tb~ ftlQct~Qi1alclassi£iC~tiohofall existlngol' 
plarlne«:tr~l1s})?rtati()nfacilit:y~The levelsof~ervic~ Qf·t~g~tl,·e.et 'system in the .i~pact 
a.I.:·.e.' .. a ...•..•. ·.a ... :.·.r.e.c ... ·.ll ... r ... ·r.· .... e.n ........ t .. l .... y ........•.. a., ..•. t.>·.a.:.c.·.c.·e .. p.· .. · .•. ·.t.a.'h ..... ,.·.le.l.e ... ye .. lsOf.: .. : .... s.erv ... ' .. iQ.e.·(le. s..sth.: •. a .... :·.n .. ' ... 'f.C. l'8..'.·.t .... io ofO.98.a.nd th.e . ,":" -' .. " .. " , 

contl'Qldelayof ()'5$eG()11id.~,I):evel()pll1:~llt· QQ.tI(1}.S€lGti()~.6Q.65~19:.?J.' 
(B)110t ~edtlce,th~pel'f()l?nlal1Ce bel()w t~ell1i111mull1. ·acGe.PtableJ?~l'formancestailtlaj:d 

j.dehtifiecl ill. t.he· TS)?· ofa,n~xi$ting tl'allSP91'tati()1'1Itlcility and 
(O)~ill. notWQ1·s:e~. thepeJ:forll1.ailP~()flln,exfstiAg 9Lt·pla;n!l:ec'itrfil1spol'tatio,ri fac~lit3't~at. is 

>oth.el'¥li~e.Pl'~jected.t() p;e~·forll.l,~elow .~he.llliniul~lll~aGcept~blepel-fol·nlance standard 
identified in tnQTSP. . ..,' . , . . . 

T~el·efol'e,·· h}1~~cl·Oll •• this.·.ailt.~.~ ·s~~ff·.is· .. ·in •• flgreellient .• with.!heatla.l~~i$ .... ~~·d •• lias .. ·.~?llcl~~cled.··tlrat 
theJ~Jldillgsi.llth~si,gQ.iflca,nt effecttl,ua;lysisthattliepl'oposed Rtnendnientconcurrentwith 
S~affRep(Jrt~ov.elnbel' $0,<2011 SR~20 
'l',A2011.~Op()3St?ttiollqonl.m\lliiW·S\tnsetTextAnienclment 
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~hePl~~()sEf,4chang(} in.zonin~wlU ll.?t·f~$i~llifiGan.tly.a~~ct~" ia trf.lll~PQ~·tati?n'f~GiIi~Y ~$ 
a~fined.byOAR.66.o.;pl2 .. 0960 cited above., 'The P);'oPQ$~d ftl11.el1dnl~nt iseQl:lsis,tentwi~h 
,Statewide Planhl;ng Goal 12. ,- ' 

Goal 18rEnet,,#y ·(1onsetvation 
To CQI1;S¢l'.ve energy~ 

~.ecti6n 7.:5 .• o£the .. :~OntJ<.'·~hel~,sive".:Plalt.,,(or:the.·, .. ,(Jit:1 :pf ~~Q,l)ertQl~ •.• outlitu~:$· .. ~oal$'~'all,dJ?QliGi~$:fQr 
ener~ .c?n~~,~v~ti()nt~olar'en.erg:y~n~>l·elle'Y.abl~ ·ep.el'gyil~y~lQ~l1lel1t~ •.... ~n~~~ ~()1)$~rv~ti()l1 

,~8.11.beaadress~~ .. in·'$eVel·al"w~Y$ .. 'Tlle. SO-S!l?ni~~'~distlicti~rprQl?osed thl'Ql.\gh.;Z~Pll" 
~p02·to .be,:appl~e.~,.to,·,six,p.ar~els :~ei1eJ.~all~ .. ~vithi~.,· .• Qlle-~alf,.mile, .pfth~,.· .. ~.ll~set .Tt~»sit·Qente~'., 
r.£';his .. : .• area.Qfvta~hi1l.~tQll ... ~O,~~~y'is.,Stlrl·oul).de~· •.. b,y··:~.yaJ:iety,pf It\lld···l1$~ .. tli$td~ts .•.. 'Tb,~ 
tr~:nsp.ol·tfl tioll.sel'Vices .pr~'Si(t~a '~t·.the .. 'Sl1.ns~t.···~~an$it. ,'C~n~~r .. ~',edl.tc~ .. the·;:llJlin.}j.$l·.t)f 
indi,vidual autolllO?ile~ .on .t~estl~eets .~nd~iS"hwa!s .. SUl·l·Ql111clin~tlie ~l:lnset t.J?~·fltlS.it O~)J).ter 
a~·e~andus~~~$ignatio1).$ t~atanow :£o~cQl)1l11En~cial)h~gh d~l1~jt.r reE)id~'l~tial, .~ndhigh 
dellsitr ..• ~li~~(l-use •. ~eve~Q~.~u~nt •.. ~his •.• ~r~p.?sal.··.inchtde;s~tnelldlnen~s:t9'1l18.·illtailJ' .. tbeeurt·ent 
ievel .. ~f ... resfdel1ti~ldensitY·l·~.qtlire~.·of.·~he·,. six..}Jsrcels. "'The .variety ·.of::aUowed··tleveloP'llJent 
~Ylleswithi~.th~~e-s .Z~llitlg di~trict()ffersQPPQ~·tJ1l:l~tie$ior J~esidents, ,employ~es~lld 
v~sitors~of t~e,subjectl)arcelsto~rely.oll.'$erviees .. witbinxeasonablew~lking: and ,biking 
distances. The combhlationoftransitavailability !8:ildi.1lix ofland uses is ~:xp~Gteclt9l:~e~l\.lqe 
l)(~l··c~pita anal'gy :cdnsumpti6li. 

Goal 14 iU"·bani.zation 
'q'? ~pl~6vi~elQl·.an~rdel·~i~1l;d. ~/fi~ient tr4nsitiQufr()in tl"l~al ;to ll,rbqn l(jrt~ 
ltsejtonccolld-ltoaate ,itrban populatioli !andlt1~banell~pl()yJ1tentil~$;ifJe Jtrbai" 
grriWthbOltl,z,daiies,to ,ell,Sltie efficieittnseofland, fJl'td topr(Juicle lCirltv{1,ble 
(JQ.n~ilnt1iities. . . 

This .proposal~illall?w~~eCity6fBeavertQntQ .carl'~()ncUl'l'entCollhty minim tun density 
reCJ.uirenlents. By 'continuingto require the ,saine le~el.ofden8ityover the :su parcels subJect 
to ZMA2011;;0002, 'this pi'op 0 sal 'will not increase pressure 011 the UGB. 

Remaining ;Go118 

Got"'llJ:Ag'~icul.tit·raJ LUIl-ds 
Goal 4:: Forest Laltds 

These.goalsap~l!tor~ral'llnihcol·~Qrated~l:eas.The City of Beavertoll;lS an lll'ban 
incol,'porated;area; therefore,the·goalsarenotapplica,ble~ 

The proposal tloeSllO't involve locating liecessary recreational facilities which include 
destination i'esoi'ts'Ol' ,Oppol'tt1l1.ities to satisfy,·ihe ~'eci'eationailleeds to "lsitOl'S ·and the 
Staff Repojit'Novt.'llibeJ,' ,SO,2Q 11 Sl~o:21 
TA2011;0003etat~o~~'Q()J:tlnlltll.itY·SllriS.(;it Text.J\.lllel)dtil~Ill 



~i~i7;e~s()~~lle~ta~~ .rrher~jQr~;~hisgoaiis. n()tappl~cable. 

Gj)al 15: Willarnet,t¢ GreettWay 

Tbj~<goalappli~stolallds,alongthe Wi11amette~iver.. TheWi~la:t11etteRiveris not within, or 
tldj~c€}nt .t(l,the Qity()~]3e~Yyl·t()Th,th\l~this goalis not applicable tothe,ptop6saL 

Q()aJ Itl.;'E$t~(l,ri!~e; ll~so~r~~s, 
GQal,:!'1: (Jo(J,$tal $:b()relit:1t.cJ.s~ 
Qoql, )8;:,Beq,eh~§4n41Ju1t~sj 
Goal J9:0ce(t1~Re.$ourCe8 

T.llef?€}g()~lsappJy ,to ()c~aJ}i(! OJ; ~ofzlst~l r~sour~es. TlleCitY9f J:jeavei1toilis:hiol'e tllun80 
ntil~sn;())l1.()Geani(ror(!oa§t~1 t"ef?Ollr(!~f3; thel'ef()reJ thesegoalsclo not apply to the 'City of 
8eayerton. 

Summary Findirtg: ~taf£finds thtl~, fOt~··tlter~~~9nf?iden~ifie~abhve,thei~rop(jse'd 
S;lmendmellt, Q()lnpli~swith Go~l~ 1,2,5,6, 7:,9~lO, 1~,12,13,and 14alidfindsth~t 
QQals:S., 4f 8Elud i5 thi"()ugll, ,19 fl:t~.~notapplic~llle.(!l·itel·ioll 1.5.1.Ais met. ' 

FQrth~ l'~a~oll~ identifiedab()y~,stafffin~~tha~Yll~"re~t~m~ndment satisfies tlleapproval 
critE}:L'ia,rot ·aText.Am,~nd1Uel1tpursua,l1ttQ Secti()1l4Q.85.15.1.0 ()ftl1~ Developlnent . Code of 
th¢CitYi)f 13eatJettQl~~ 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the facts ajl~1.fill(lillgspresented"staffcollchl(;lesthtl.tprop()SIlI,TA2011 ~OllO 3 
(Station COlDll}Unity .... S:u.hset Text Alllentiment) In~ets;thecriteriafor'appl'ovaL 

REQOMMENDATION 

Basetl on.th~ £actsanc:lfindjl1~$ pr~sel1ted,staff:t'eC!om~nel1;(ls .~~J?J1.QYMJ ofTA~Oll~O~03 
(Statioil COllllnttnity.,- SUl1set Te~t AmenQlllel1t)· withl1o}:6commendeclconclitions ·of 
a,PPl'ovaL' , 

~tafr~e~Ol'~Novell1b,er 30;~()11. ,S'Ri 22 
TA201i;o003 ··StatiOJ.iCOmmttllity;;Sl:iUset Text Anlenthu.en:t 
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MEMORANDUM 
Community and Economic Development Department 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Planning Commission 
Steven A Sparks, AICP 
December 5,2011 
Peterkort Amendments 

Please find attached Exhibit 21. Exhibit 21 is a revised Transportation Planning Rule Analysis to 
the proposed Peterkort Amendments: 

CPA2011-0002 Peterkort Station Community Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 
ZMA2011-0002 Peterkort Station Community - Sunset Zoning Map Amendment 

CPA2011-0003 Peterkort Corridor and NR-HD Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 
ZMA2011-0003 Peterkort CC and R1 Zoning Map Amendment . 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment 

Exhibit 21 includes edits to Exhibit 17 that staff feels are not substantive, in that they are part of the 
memo describing the analysis and are not errors within the analysis of Tables 2 through 5. The 
specific edits include: 

• annexation information and relative number of parcels per annexation year 
• clarification of UPAA requirements . 
• notation of Corridor Commercial zoning (not Community Commercial) 
• reference to a" existing Washington County zoning designations in Table 1 and on page 6 
• clarification of floor area allowed upon parcel 7 (1S103A002200) 
• clarification of the results of the analysis in · Table 4 
• replacement of Figure 2. 
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TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP 

Phone §03/9S9-&2§5 
Fax §03/324-3489 

November 27,2011 

City -of Beaverton 
~ttn: Steve Sparks 
4755 SW Griffith Drive 
Beaverton, Oregon 97005 

Transportation Engineering & Planning 
PO Box 282 

Banks, Oregan 97106 

RE: Peterkort Properties: Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map Amendments 
CPA 2011-0002/ ZMA 2011-0002 

Tax Lots: 181 02CA 00600 1S1 02CA 00500 
1S1 02CB 00100 1S1 03AD 00600 
1S1 02B 00500 1S1 03A 02200 

CPA 2011-0003/ ZMA 2011-0003 
Tax Lots: 1S1 03A 01600 1S1 03A 01700 

1 S 1 03AB 00200 1 S 1 03AO 02300 
1S1 03AO 02100 1S1 028B 07200 
1 S 1 02B 00400 

Dear Steve: 

The City of Beaverton and the Pelerkort ownership are proposing Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendments and Zoning Map Amendments on thirteen parcels located within the Sunset Transit 
Center Station Community boundary. Nine parcels were annexed to the Cily of Beave·rton in 2005 
as part of Ordinance 4334, and four were annexed in 2011 as part of Ordinance 4562. Each 
parcel presently carries Washington County zoning designations which are required by the Urban 
Planning Area Agreement (UPAA) between the County and City to be converted to City of 
Beaverton zoning most closely matching that of the County. Figure 1 depicts the parcels 
proposed for zone change and their current County zoning designations. Figure 2 illustrates the 
proposed zoning for each of the parcels. This letter analyzes the proposed zone change on the 
multiple parcels from County zoning to Beaverton zoning specifically with regard to compliance 
with the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), OAR 660-012-0060. 

This work product has been developed in cooperation with City of 8eaverton planning department 
staff, who have assumed responsibility for interpreting County and City zoning codes in order to 
facilitate determination of the appropriate City zoning designation for each individual parcel; and for 
purposes of this TPR analYSiS, to ascertain the potential "worst-case development" mix of uses 
under each agency's zoning code. The mix of uses yielding the highest trip generating potential 
under each respective zone's allowed uses was established by TCG in cooperation with City staff. 
An example of this incfudes use of medical office as a worst-case trip generation for the 
commercial/office land use type since it generates more trips per thousand square foot of building 
than general office use. 
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Beaverton staffs analysis of "maximum" land development alternatives under both County and City 
zoning are attached in Appendix A for reference. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
For proposed zone changes in Oregon, the applicant is required to evaluate the effect of such zone 
change on the transportation system's ability to service the impacts resulting from the zone 
change. The provisions of OAR 660-012-0060 provide the framework for this assessment. 
Typically, this requires a two-step process. The first step of the analysis is to determine if there will 
be a significant effect on surrounding transportation facilities due to the proposed zoning revision. 
In the event it is determined that the zone change yields a significant effect, the second step is to 

. identify and provide appropriate mitigation measures under OAR 660-012-0060(2), 

Determination of significant effect on a typical zone change analysis for TPR compliance would be 
based upon a comparison of "reasonable" worst-case development under the existing and 
proposed zoning designations through the adopted forecast year, currently 2035. This is because 
most TPR analyses relate to parcels undergoing a change in zoning to either intensify use or to 
alter the intended underlying use of the parcels, such as from residential use to commercial/retail 
use. The UPAA between the City and County does not identify correlating City zoning districts to 
the County's Transit-Oriented land use districts.. In this case, the transition from County zoning to 
City zoning is on a like-to-like basis, consistent with the UPM requirement, both for type of use 
and for intensity of use. For this reason, the methodology used compares maximum worst-case 
development scenarios, assuming in each case that development scenarios are taken to the 
maximum trip generating use mix allowed, and to the maximum intensity allowed as determined 
either by density, FAR, or height limitations under the respective County and City zoning. This 
approach has been taken in order to guide structural refinements to the City's Station Community .. 
Sunset zone text language to result in equivalent trip generation potential to that which would be 
achievable and allowable under County zoning. The concurrent Station Community - Sunset text 
amendment process is a result of this analysis. 

Commercial CC Zoned Parcels: For the two Peterkort parcels located south of Barnes Road 
adjacent either side of Cedar Hills Boulevard, the proposed conversion from County TO:RC zoning 
to Beaverton CC (Corridor Commercial) zoning was determined to yield equivalent trip generation 
potential. (See Table 2) As such, a determination of No Significant Effect was reached for these 
two parcels thereby eliminating the need for a 20-year "reasonable worst-case traffic operational 
analy~is for the two parcels located adjacent Cedar Hills Boulevard and south of Barnes Road. 

Residential R1 Zoned Parcels: The analysis described below identified that potential "maximum" 
worst-case trip generation under the City residential R1 zoning for parcels located north of Johnson 
Creek and for Parcel 1, located at the northwest comer of the intersection of Barnes Road and 
Cedar Hills Boulevard, (see Figures 1 and 2) would yield slightly less trip generating potential than 
under the current County Transit Oriented residential zones (TO: R 12-18 and TO: R24-40). Table 3 
provides the detailed trip generation calculations. For this reason, the analysis concludes that 
there is .No Significant Effect resulting on the transportation system from the zone change on the 
residential zoned parcels (Parcels 1, 6, 10, 11, and Open Space), thus a 20-year "reasonable" 
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worst-case :trafficoperational analysis ;s not required 'for the parcels slated to receive aR1 zoning 
designation. 

Sta,ioij;CQlrimi!nity -SUI1$Eft Zoned Parce!s:For Peterkort parcelsJo~t~d nQrthof B~rnes 
a9~~~t'~9fJ~1l9f~ohnson Creek,and eastof,CIi)~~rHtlls BJvd(se.e Figures 1 and 2) as well as for 
Jry~,~~~~r~~I~t.9pated on the south side of~~rl1~~~Q~(j~~stof the existing retail TowneSqLlare 
e,r~.I.~rye~rEilysisshowed that .~ direQtcoO}J;)!n:~9.~':iQr~~mumwQrst-case development under 

...... gel~<;'~D~RPyntyandCityzoningcould result:I~~9'i~.?r~.~~~in potentialtripgeneraiion underthe 
~ft~~~~~"~~~tiQnCQmmLinity ... Sunset (SC,;~;)z9fltng.fjrhllCirUythis Js due tosgneClter hei{Jht 
:~ll~~~0'ge~ryderBeaverton zoning than un~e(9011~tyZPQirg. The SC-Szone isuniquetothe 
;~.~~~'fl<Qttareaandit is r~cognized that it 'co~ld'~J~~necJt?'constrain ;use undertheSC~Szoneto 
~.~~l.Ir~ rlm~xIl11umJltrip generationpotential~f)not~xceed lhat whichc6Uld be achievabfe under 
\tn~;;~~gntr~onesforthese parcels .(TO:~40?6(),!9?B80-120, :and TO:BUS).ln order to ensure a 
'~;~';~~;~Q~9ltflt ·Effect finding, and to preclude the need fora 20-yeartransportation operational 
~.p~J,Y~f~;t~is led to. c1 recommendation that the SC..;S zoning code text be amended to regulate the 
rn~~dml;Jrn,amountofspecific .types .ofland uses which could be devefopedonthe SC-S zoned land 
as follows: 

Residential 
Office/Commercial 
Retai'l 
Hi~ Turnover Sit-Down Restaurants 
aUalityRestaorants 

5,115 du (attached housing) 
7,200,000 ,sf 
3,500,PDOsf 

65,900 sf,( 13 maximum) 
194,600s1 (16maximufn) 

'~:~::~~mmC;lfY,With the concurrent text amendment lathe Station Community - Sunset (SC .. S) 
7g~lQ~·R9~e.l~nguage to limit the size of potential development by use to ensure equivalent trip 
~Qr~~;(~'~nQP9tential,thisanalysis concludes that the proposed zone change from County zoning to 
~~~~~.~0f1S:9~Sz.oningon Parcels 7,12/171 Hillside,and the Station site WGulcj not have a 
~i~~i.ft9c;ant~ffectonthe transportation system. For this reason, no detailed20-year forecast or 
buiJ9.c:>~tIErtveIJoreGast of traffic oper~tjons is warranted for these parcels concurrent with the 
assignment of City SC-S zoning and approval of the concurrent text amendment to the SC-S zone. 

PerfPtfIJ'IJ~Measu,es:lt is important to note that, just as under County zoning, Development 
C()p~,~ri(jlg~O 86-95 tequirements,th~ ability todeveloplcmcj uses within the c(m~traint, 
est~pliShedpy >theCityofBeave~on's Zoning and Development Code, requires thea~ilityto 
proyi(jr~~G~ic transportation operations analysfi)sshowing that theactLJsl proposed development 
caf'l:b~ ~~f7IYcand iefficiently ·servedby the impacted transportation:system, with or witnout 
reo~mrnepdeg mitigation. In fact, Beaverton's adopted performcln.C(:} standards are more stringent 
th~nplJl!~r;lt~doptedCounty standards. BeaYerton requires mitigation to ensure a 
vOIUfl1el.c~p~?ity ratioofO,·98is.maintained.whi:le WashingtonCoLJnty requires.a 0.99 VIC rate. 
BeCivertoorequiresastudy encompassing the 5% impact area while the County requires a 1·0% 
jmp~ptareEl~·nalysjs. Past. transportation studies prepared by reG for the Peterkortshave 
ind.i~t~#th~tsomeadditional rpadwaY$y§tem. mitigation is CinticipatedtQsupport "reasonable" 
worst7'(lCi~elevelsof mixed use development, with the level of development trip ,generation deemed 
setviceable in past studies measuring well below the "theoretical" zoned trip generating capacity of 
the parcels identified in Tables 2\ 3, 4, and 5. 
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COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 

Flgure 1 depicts the Peterkort-owned parcels being considered for zone change from their current 
County zoning to new Beaverton zoning. Specifically, Figure 1 illustrates the current County 
zo~l~g, while Figure 2 depicts the proposed new Beaverton zoning. Both fjgures I-ist relevant tax 
lot de$ign~tions, gross acreage, net acreage, ,and the past Peterkort Parcel I-abel-jng designations. 

t able 1 summarizes the parcels under consideration: 

A detailed series of spreadsheets prepared by Leigh Crabtree, Associate Planner, with the City of 
Beaverton is included in Appendix A. AU calculations assume floor-to-f1oor heights in 
office/commercial uses at 10 feet and assume residential dwelling units at an average of1 ~OOO 
square feet per unit. A brief summary of each parcel's assumed type and intensity of use follows: 

CC Zpned _Parcels: Both County and City zoning allow similar types of commercial development 
including fetai.! and office type uses, with height limited in both cases to yield a maximum of 6 floors 
of development. Theoretically, this could yield 4,419,598 square feet of developed space on 
Towne Square' and 2,435,875 square feet on Towne Square II under both County and City 
zoning. Actual serviceable development intensity is considerably less, though for purposes of 
establishing zoning criteria, the existing TO:RC matches the City's CC zoning designation. 
Housing is optional in the City's CC zoning. For purposes of worst-case trip generation, no 
housing use is considered since it generates less trips per thousand square feet than other 
potential commercial and retail uses. Table 2 compares trip generating potential under both the 
existing County TO:RC zoning and the proposed Beaverton CC zoning. 

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP 
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R1Zoned Parcels: Parcel t, located atthe;fl()rth\ye~tql.l~<frant 'of the Barnes/Cedar Hills 
intersection" is currently zonecf ,TO:R24-40 ~ql.lth '()fd,qhosorGreekand TO:R 12·48 north of the 
creek. Maximum h~i~htIiJ11it~Yl9uld~I'?~up!~()~,~~~~7~~,squCire 'feetofdevelo~d space under 
th~CQunty 40ning; HPt~9,~~E),517~q~c:l~~.f~~t~n~r~R~¥~()ning. Devetopmentden~ity forthis 
parcel is limited on :tryi§'~~r~lnotbY'reig~~/ :~Hti~~~t'~~~Y;rrt~xirnl.lm resiqential(jen$ity. I.Jn(jer 
Courtyzoning,ama,xirnYrl'l()f77~ .;PW~~Ii,rlg'lIm~~;¥~H,~.,p~.pr()videdwhile8eavertonzoning' would 
allows maximum of '888 tlweUingunits~~C-O~~I~~gn~n~;poweverallows" Jnadditio.o to the 
residen:lialuse, upto 10% of buildablearea:~~:J;c~mrn;~r9i~luse. Table 3 details trip generation for 
the~stirnated81;556 square feet of CQmmerc;iaIJJ~~~f3~5JOOOsquare foot High Turnover Sit 
Down style restaurant, a 5,000 square foot Day ,Can~(theexistingKinder Care), and thepalance 
as Shopping Center -type use. 

Development ,of Parcel 6 under County ~oning9Qqlctyiekt a maximum Of 430 dwelling units and 
5,000 square,-feet of commerCiallretaillJse~.:~~Elvert9n~s;R1zonir1g could allow up to 469 dwelling 
unjts~ Table 3 details trip generation comparisQ,f'l~,a~sl.lrning the5~OOO square feet of retail space 
under County,Zoning is :comprised ofa2,Oqo~9lJaref()otcoffee/donut shop and the remaIning 
3.,000 sqLJarefeet is a small con"eniencestore; . 

Parcel 10 d~velppment C9uld ,yield up to 324cJWelli~Q:unjtsand p,OOOsqLJare 'feet 'of 
commercial/retail use under County zoning.Beav~rtorl'S R1zoning could allow up to 352 dwelling 
-units. T$ble3 Qetailstrip .generation compElrlsonsassumin" the 5,OOQsqucuefeetof rf>t~iI space 
under County zoning is comprised of a 2,000 square foot coffee/donutshop and the remaining 
3,000 square feetisa retail shopping structure. 

Parcel 11 would support up to 29 dwelUogunits, and 5,000 square feet of comrn~rci~ttt~t~il"'~fa 
under COlmty zoning and up to 31 dwelling units under Beaverton R1 ~oning; Table3;~~~I-I$trip 
generation comparisons assuming the 5,000 square ,feet of retail space under Countyzpoing,js 
cornprisedof 5,000 square feet of specialty retail space. 

Beaverton staff has alsoc,ompared development potential on the Open Spac~tr~9~.sry()'fJ~,pn 
Figures ,2 ,and 3" Under ,County zoning, staff calculates it could yield 353 ap~~~~ntu['l.i~~~.n~ 
5,OOOsqu,~refe~t()fc()mmerciallretaii use. ,Beaverton's R1 zoning could sUPPP'1~t>9~~llipg 
units., Table 3 details trip generation comparisons assuming the 5~OOOsquare~~t!ptr~~a;il$Hace 
underColJoty zoning is COmprised ofa 2iOOO square foot coffee/donut shopan(ither~rtlainhig 
3,000 square feet fis' retail shops, ' 

SC~SZOl1ed~arcels: " Parcel, 7"located on the :north side of Barnes ~oad between:~edar, ,," 
Boulevard and Valeria View Drive,is currently zoned TO:R40-80. Under the~urrent zoning, the 
parcel could support up to 954 dwelling units '(assumedat954,OOOsf),amatching954,OOO~uare 
feet of office space, and up to 10% retail space (assumed at 212,000 sf). The County ~oning 
inCludes aprQvisionthat retail use shall not exceed 10,000 square foot per parcel, but 'in the event 
Parcel 7 is portioned into multiple small parcels, the cumulative 10% retail provision would prevail. 
Under~eaverton zoning, a minimum of 177 dwelling units is required but the .maximumnumberis 
only limited by building height. Beaverton's SC-S ~oning, ascurrentlyadopted,cQuldallow a 
maximum of '6,236,050 square feet of buildable space. In order to estimate maximum worst-case 
trip generatingpotentiar under City zoning, residential use was held toa minimum with the barance 
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of buildableareaassurned as· medical office use with twos,aoo .square foot High-l'Urnover Sit 
Down style restaurants. 

])~~'.~1:UI(J~lr~t~~tp~lthe SC .. S zoning could .generatesignificantly more tripgeneratiotl than the 
99.~;~.'¥i:f~:~~~~p:Z:9ning, promptin~the needtopursuetextamendment$ to the SC .. ·Szoning 
~~~~,,~9:;f;i~~t~~arr)()~nt of each land use type within the SC.:Szon~to rem~in compatible with trip 
.~~~~r~~~~r:)R().!ntitilJunderthecurrentCounty zoning. As described below., this is the case for all 
P~~~1§'p~~p?~edtore~eivesC~S zoning- . Table 5 Ulustrc.testripgeneration ·~mparis()nsWi1h 
:~ppedarnoLJntsofuseon aU of theSC-S zoned parcels in order to assure TPR compliance. 

~~;~~J~ J~~n.d17(Hollysite) are locatedonthehorthslde of Barnes Road extending frorn Valeria 
Sli~~;.Rriy,etil$tto.th~ PeterkortCentresite .. The parcels are boundedonth~ north by the Johnson 
gt~~'~9~rr~a()r.e~r~1 12 is currentlyzoneq TO:R40-80while Parcel.17 (Hol'/ysit~J ,is zoned 
.~;;;;'''' ~,.~(),,'ndTO:13US. Beaverton staff has proposed the SC-Szone-as the most compatible of 
~,~(.j~~~ye~pnzones. For maximum potentia'dtaye.lopment~nder the County :zonin.g, housing 

Jr~:t9.p~m~~mizedatits limit of 2,261 dwelling units. UndertheCounty zoning, 
; •••• ii.""' ..... <.,I,l~~, pf'()'ffi~~~d 'comm:~rcial use are granted in conJunction with housing. Within the 
t9',~~~~~9.~On~flJPt050% .oftotal builging arE;)a ·c~n be develope.d as office use pluss" 
~~~;\t.IQ,~~il,~'1:19~Y-~rlCle()fup to 10% commerciatWithin ·the TO:RSO-120 ·zone., up to 25% of total 
.~~t '.~,~~a.~I'l~qevel()pe<ias Qfflce use piUS ~nadditional aUpwance of up to 1;0% 
~R">:>.(.,:,~(;i<il.;~'y~~averton ,slaffs calculations. this could potentially allow upt() 3., ~7f()~$,,$9uare 
~~~~;Pf)~~ye.l()pm~pt.under COl,lnty .zoning. Under Beaverton's;SC~S code,n"i~~9,Q~~;~.,r~~ir~d 
~M~.".J~~it9~Jninlrnum 302 dwelling units. The remainder of buildablesP2lCf)j§th~~r~~i~:lty 
~n~t:~!I~~.~<?rylybYheight. restrictions which could allow development up to 1~sl~~ie~'()ry~oe9ro,ss 
~~~~i~~::j"f')7()[,~ti9BUYJ this could yield a total of 11 ,S20t749 square feet ()f?e"~19.r.l~~R~ge. A 
;',,',.':.: .. 'Y;:;Qt:inpr~~sein trip generating potential would :exist unlessconstraints~r~.pl~~eg'prl 
~~¥~;~e.m~.pf~nd~rthe SC,.Szone. For this reason, the SC~Szone textamen~ITl~t\t'~9rj,rj~ 
~;~g!~~~~~ortP ... rr~nt with these plan amendment and zone change processe~jl"lorcj~rto:~~§tr'ict 
d~"~!()J)mentpotential under the SC .. S zone lobe com,patiblewith that whichcouJd bedevetoped 
l,Inderthe County zoning. 

rb~~(tljll~id~ West site is zoned TO:R40 .. aO and is also pr6posed for conversiol1~pl~:~9-~;zonEt 
t.(~~:~~~~'~~t .~n~::17"the poteotialmaximum deveropment under the SC-S~pl1~(J()HICI 
$j~.~~Q~p~I¥'e)(~edt~a~ which could be developed under the Countyzoning.~'m ~~'ITi~~g'.~rl1 
3Q~"~\III~ll,lrl~un!tsuncj~rthe County zoning, Beaverton staff has calculated th~~t()t~J9~y~,·q.Prn~nt 
,~.lJl~r~~ch 686~6t37squ~refeet. Under th~ SQ-S zon~tstaff estimates 2,017.6~~t$quaref~et.Of 
;~~~~Ic:>;~r~~:P~P7c:()yJ<:I result. Amendments to the SC-Scodeare proposedtore.~t1Ct ' 
~}(~!9prn«:lnttoJ«:l'!l~inf<>mp;atible withthatwhichcouldpotentianybedev~I()~eHnq~rt~$ 
I9:~~O-~9'lJry~~reit"ercode,this theoretical maximum develop'mentstrnf~(7)(~~d~that which 
~~ .. ~!~~9n.~~~'t1d.E;.Llpported by-the transportation system,. notwithstanding "mltigation 
il11p~p,¥7~~n~~.'ri.~~1~ting the level of developmentwiU be addressed through the City':s tand 
~£tv~I.()P~7tltE)t1titlement process, with adherence to adopted transportation performance 
measure,s -remaining as the final determinant of allowable development use, mix, and density. 

T~~l-tiU~id~ East parcel carries an existing TO:R40-80 zoning and the Sunset West parcel carries 
Ei,..(.>.:B1JS'zoning. Both are proposed forconyersion to SC-S zoning .. Including 391 dwelling units, 
itis~~timated that a potential maximum of 6,889, 104 square feet could be developed under 
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CounJy ~oning. Under the SC-Szoning,staff estirnat~samaximum of 11 ,191 f435sqLJ~re feet 
includlngaminimum,of 406 dwelling units could ·theoretically :be developedt based upon height 
timitationappliedov~rthee,ntiregrosssite area. Use of acappedSC-S zone will be required to 
elisureTPRcompliance. . 

rfl~\~ynset Homestead parcei,locatecjnear the :eastern end oftheStationsiteiisclJrrentlyzoned 
7rQf,~LJ~. Staff estimates that, under Count yzoning, a minimum of 22 dwelling units would be 
r~~i~~ancJmaximLJmPQtentialdeyeIQpment could reach 1,122; 105 square feet based upoothe 
:;.iq'ijt:~t99'height limitation. The Beaverton SC-S zone allows for up to 12 floors, resulting Ina 
"p,()t~(1ti~1 ,'1,663,158 square feet with a minimum 0153 dwelling units, Capping use under the SC~s 
;z:one}Willpe requir~ for TPR :compliance. . 

Ttt~Su~~et'Eastparcelis :z:oned 10:8U$ and is slated to cpnvertto SC-Szoning,.A rninimum, of 5 
dW~IUrlgunits would be required under County zoning with maximum potential development based 
upon:8 flpors of ' maximum height totaling 243;936 square feet. Under the SC-S zone, a minimum 
0t4~\IV~ltinQ units would be requiredandamaximumof uplo :304,920 square feet could result 
giverJ~eB.e~verton12 floor height Jim·it.A cap of use within the SC~Szone will be required to 
assure TPR compliance. 

;COMPARISON OF TRIP GENERATION POTENTIAL 

T:h~J"q(fuse comparisons prepared by City of Beaverton staff were converted into PM Peak Hour 
trip$~fiUzjng 'the 8th Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation ManuaL 
Basicptincipres carried throughout the trip generation calculations presented in Tables 2,34 4 and 
5aresOmmarized below: 

• For maximum trip generation by parcel under the County TO:R24-40, TO:R40 .. 8Q,and 
TO:R80-120zoning, the number of dwelling units 'is required to be maximized since ~ 
allows matching percentagesofnon-residentiaf building area in commercial and fetal! uses. 

• Formaximurn trip generation by parcel under the CitySC-S'zoning, the number of dwelling 
uriitsis required to ~minimizedsince itg.enerates less trips per thousand square feet of 
building area than commercial or retail uses. 

• All residential use trip generation under both City and County zoning has been 'based upon 
ITt; Land Use Code 22310r Mid~Rise Apartments. 

• AU offi~commercial uses under both City and County zoning have been based uponlTE 
Land Use Code 720, Medical-Dental Office Clinic as it generates more trips per thousand 
square feet thangeileraloffice, is allowed under both City and Coonty .zohing, and is a use 
likely to be sited on Peterkort property in some measure due to the proximity to the St. 
VincerttHospital. 

• For retail Uses., it was determinecJthat the t~ip tables would consider gr()ss trips ~nci net trips 
reflecting reduction for pass-byfrips. 'norder to maximize trip generating potential, it was 
recognized that Quality Restaurants CITE LU#931 ) generate more net new trips per 
thousand square feetofbl,Jildingarea thanH'igh .. TurnoverSit-Down style restaurants (ITE 
LU#932) due to the pass-by trip reduction. Both generate trips at a higher trip rate per 
thousand square feet than Shopping Center (ITE Land Use Code #820). Under both 
County and City zoning; the total number offest~urantsare held equal and apprOXimates 
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the number and density of restaurants found at the Bridgeporl Village development, 
reflecting the ianticipationthatthernarket in the PeterkQrt area is C8ipable ofsustainlng a 
similar number of -establishments. 

• No modal trip reduction or mixed use trip reduction has beenas$umedinthisanalysisas 
the Jevel of devetopmentspecificity 'is unavailable :for this high-level comparison. 

J~,~J~g,:,a~~c.hed at the end of this letter.sumrnarizes:potential'worst-case trip generation potential 
_f~t,t_Q~t\YPi~9rnrner~iaUyzQnedparcelslocated _ adjaCf3nt -tQCeejar Hills Bouleyardand between 
Y:~?rg~.~J'1d~.$rf)es- Road. These parcels are referred to asPeterkort Centre J. (the existing retail 
f~gil_i~y)afl(tP~terkort Centre 11 (the vacant site previously consi~ered foraWaIMart).Undereither 
';q-~_~R:t~T8:.~G_zoningor City CC zoning, gross PM Peak hour trips couldtheoreticaUy reach 
i:perQ~,iO'l~tely _ 24;878 vehicles per~our with n~t tripslotaling ,22,150 trips perhour.As such, No 
'~!~p;~8~11~;f~ff~t on the transPQrtationsy~temis t:}xpect~dfromtheapplicatiQn of the proposed CC 
~~n:i~~~~i"nCltion.Bycomparjson~ .past :Peterkort transportation .master plan studies considered 
~.~~~,I·q,yeiopment proposals, or con~ivable "rf3ssonabh3" worst-case d~velopment,on these two 
~!tfl.~.::~~~~lio,,~pproximately 1100 net PM Peak Hour vehicular trips. This reinforces the previous 
8,"" .••.. , ... ·.9,~thc,ltt~is TPRcoOlpliancecornparison oftheoreticat maximum worst';csse trip generation 
fe.n::l~qr~~e~ofmatching ,zoning requirements is ,an exercise which yields very Htlle insight to how 
~~~~?fLALJre<.jevefoprn~nt will be delivered. That remains to be determined through subsequent 
tran~portationmaster plan and traffic lmpact-analysis studies . 

. :T~~l~_~~tthe.nd of this letter provides a slim mary of potential worst-casetdp .generation for 
'e~~~I~:1t6,10, 1t,:andthe Open Space tract. Whiledevelopmenthasslready occurred on the 
nq~q'7rl1p()rtton()fParceI1 and thefuH area of Parcels 6, 10, and 11,. theworst~case trip 
igf7.nrr'~i9nfil~ul1'lptions presented in Table 3 are based upon zoning capacity undercurrent 
99~~JY~onil'lg~ndproposed Beaverton R1 zoning,andareoot based on . actual buill"product. As 
';~.~~~t;~~,QfJpageS.4 and 5, tHe BeavertonR1zoningwouldaiiowslightlymore resid~nti~1 
~~.IIi~~ynitsc9mparedwithcurrent County zoning. The County zoning how~v,er~JJ?VV~'fe~rsome 
de~~gp01~"tofsupportivecommerCiallretailspace. Table 3summarizestheoretic;al\\iorst--case 
triiB:;9.~:9~r~ti()rlPQtential under County and City zoning and finds that potential;ly:tl1e.~0tJntYzoning 
cgyt8:~~.9:~rate~35n1pre PM Peak -Hour trips than could be.generatedunderC~ity~1~?ning· 
T~~r~tfPa'ly ,County zoning could generate 1164 PM Pea,k Hour 'nettrips :curnylatively()naUof 
t~!~~;~r~ls.I3Y comparison, based upon recent traffic CQunts and prior Tr~~9 bnpactAn~lyses, 
ac.tH~lpp!l,t~evelopment under County zoning on the developed parcelsls:g~n.ffl)til'lg 
;~ppte~j[fl~!eJY ~33 ~ripsin the PM Peak HourcolTlpareclwith -the theoreticall11~i'TIurTl~'Tlger 
P9~JDtY~9I'li~~'9!475 ·tripsforthese -same developed parcels .. NoSignificap~r;f!",?t~n 'tn~ 
tr~".~p()rt~i()rr~¥stemjs th~santicipated through the 'application of theR 1zoriing~Qn the parcels 
being considered in this application. 

"~R~~-4,:Elttac,..edatthe end of this letter, provides a summary oftheoreticalworst~case trip 
9~~er~tionfor~Clrcets 7 f 12/17, the Hillside Parcel, and the Parcels which compri,se the Station 
~i:tf);>.LJndercurrent County ~zoning, these parcels couldtheor~ticaHy generate 37,311 net PM Peak 
~u.r~rips: With/the SC-S zoning as it currently exists, 111 .. 948 net PM Peak Hour tripsoould 
t~e~retioaUybe>generated.Because of this disparity. the SC-Szoning text is :being amended to 
r~~tric:tth~a,.mountof residential density and non~residentialftoorarea development in order to 
;en~u.r(;):t~eor~;tical trip generating capacity is reduced below 'that which could theoretically be 
deyeloped -under the existing County:zoning. TableS at the end of this I'etter reflects trip 
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generation with cumulatively capped non-residential development at 1 0,960,500 square feet for all 
SC-S ~oned parcels, limited ~s follows: 

Residential 
Office/Commercial 
RetaH 
Hi-Turnover Sit-Down Restaurants 
Quality Restaurants 

5,11-5 du (attached housing) 
7 J200,()OO sf 
3,500,000 sf 

65,;900 sf (13rnaximum) 
194,600 sf (16I1laximul1l) 

:Theres(jlting theoreticCJI ,cumulative PM Peak Hour net trip generatipn with SC-Sland use -cap,s in 
pl~(j~is37,305 trips~ approximately 6 trips below that which could theoreticaHy be developed under 
'HQ.Qnt,yzoning.By pompa rison, past Peterkort transportation master planstudies have proven the 
~R~~,~ty~()servi~;approximately3t200 net.PM Peak Hour trips on Parcels 7, 12, 17,HiIIside,snd 
·~~~ipn'~ite~~~~the '8C~S zone capped as detailed above, maximum trip generating potential ,for 
t~e~eparce'swirrbe slightly reducedfrpmthat whicheould theoretically be generated under 
'g()~htY2:otlfng~1\~such, No Significant Effect is anticipated from the rezoning of these parcels to 
the CltySC-:Szone design~tion. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE COMPLIANCE 

"Ttli~/~~otio!1e~~luat~s the compliance of the proposed land use actions with TPR. OAR Section 
~~g .. '1~"9060ofth~ TPRestablishes the criteria for evaluating comprehensive plan and zoning 
Clr:ri~ndm!3n!s ... Ta.bleSsummarizes the criteria in SectionS60-012-0060and their applicability to 
theprQPosed rezoning of Peterkort parcels. 

1 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

TableS 
Summary of OAR 660-012-0060 Criteria 

Description 
: pescribes how to determine jf a proposed plan or zone change 
. 9meoamentresults ina significant effect. 

Applicable? 
See response below 

~$cribes me~sures ·for complying with Criteria #1 where iii Significant No 
.. .tfeoti.s determined. 

DeScribes measures -forcomplying with Criteria #1 and #2 without 
·.sSuring that the allowed Jand ljses are consistent with the flJnction I 
···capacity, and performance standards of thetranspprtation facility. 
. \~t~fJllinations undetCriteria #1,#2,and#3arecoordinatedwith 
·apprQpriate road Buthorityagencies.(ODOT,City,and .County) 

'lincf'iCaItestha,t the presence of a transportationfaei:lity shall not be the 
basJsfpranexception -to allow development on rural lands. 
In:CIicales th~tlocalagencies should credit developments that provide 
reduction in trips. 
Outlines requirements for a local street plan,access management 

- plan, -or future street plan. 
Provides guideUnesfor mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods, 

No 

See response below 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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As noted in Table 6. then~ are eight criteria that apply to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Amendments. Of these, Criteria #1 and Criteria #4 are applicable to the Peterkert proposed 
amendments. These criteria are provided below in italics with our response shown accordingly. 

(1 )Whereaf)arn(f)ndment toa fl1flctio[Jal plan~ an acknowledged (;()mpreh~nsiye plan, or a 
landose regulation Wotild$ignificantlyaff~ct an existing orplanned transportation 
facility, ,the lQCliJ1 gov~rnment~h(jllputin place mea:sures as providec/ioseotion (2) of 
thisfuleto assure lhatallowed/and uses are consistent with the identified 'function, 
c(jpacity~and performance standards (e.g~ leverof serviGe, volumeto.capacity ratio, 
etc.Jofthe facility~ A plan orland use regulation amendment significantly affects a 
transportation facility if it WoUld: 

(a) Change the functional classification afan existing orplanned transportation facility 
(exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan); 

(b) Change standards implement/nga fUnctiona/classification system; or 

(c) As measiJredattheend of the planning period identified in the ,adopted transportation 
system plan: 

(A) Allow land· uses or levels of development :that would result in types or levels of travel or 
access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned 
transportation facility; 

(8) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum 
acceptable performance standard identified in ,the TSP or comprehensive plan; or 

(C)VVor~en the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise 
.projectedto perform below the minimum acceptable petformancestandard identified in the 
TSPpr comprehensive plan. 

~~~a<?,I1.~:, The transportation impacts of the proposed plan and ~oning'amendments, When 
aq9Rmpanie~ bytheqoncurrel'ltt~xtamendment to the SC-Szone, will be a netreQuctionintrip 
g~~~rtatiQn potential co rnpa red to that Which could theoretically be generated undercurrent County 
~QDinSJ.A~~u<mJ the proPQsedland ~seactions de not have a Significant Effect on the 
transportation system for TPR purposes. 

(4) ,DetfJrminations under sections (1) - (3) of this rule shall be coordinated with affected 
tfl)nsportation facility and service providers and othetaffected local governments. 

~~,.p.prise: '" The assessment of transportation impacts associated with this series of land use 
aqtionsiSbeing coordinated with OOOT, the City of Beaverton, and Washington County_ Meetings 
hClve.been ·held with agency representatives to discuss the methodology used in this analysis. 
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I trust this letter adequately addresses the comparative transportation impacts associated with the 
City :of Beaverton and Peterkort's ptoposedplanandzone amendments On the subject parcels. If 
you have any questions or comments, please contact me .at(503) 969":6255 . 

. :~"'.':I'D~~· ~ 
RaId· P. Odermott,PE 

TrEinsportation Consulting Group 

Figure 1 Existing County Zoning Map 
Fig lire 2 Proposed6eaverton Zoning Map 
Table 2 Maximum Worst-Case Trip Generation for Commercial Zoned Parcels 
Table 3 Maximum Worst ... Case Trip Generation for Residential Zoned Parcels 
Table 4 Maximum Worst-Case Trip Generation for SC-S Zone Mixed-Use Parcels 
Table 5 Maximum Worst-Case Trip Generation for CappedSC-S Zone Mixed-Use Parcels 
Attachment A land Use Development Assumptions 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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Table 2 
Transportation Planning Rule Compliance - Trip Comparison for Commercial Zoned Parcels 
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Table 3 
Transportation Planning Rule Compliance - Trip Comparisan for Residential Zoned Parcels 
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Transportat:ien Planning Rule 'Compliance .. Trip,Camparisen far Mixed Use Zones with Existing SC-S Code 
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1S1 03A 01700 - Towne Square II - TSU 
9.32 gross acre~ ! 7.46 f~et acres 

5c.er'tarILl~5um~:; 1.000 (11)&5 saoam leet pt:>f dwelling ur\ll e. i 0 ""'i1lcal 'eet Ol'lr noor 

TO:RC land use dlstrlct 

no dwelling un!! requirement 

101.495 square feet (0.25 FAR (CDC)) 

no maxlmum 

.. 

76,121 square feet 
to 

1 .826,906 square feet 

25.374 square feet 
to 

608,969 square feet 

1111)4$5' squareJeet 

2A3U15 .SQuare,feet' 

CC zoning use distnct 

81 dwelling units (r10t -reqUIred) 

406 dwelling units (not reqwred) 

no FAR requirement 

B 1 ,000 square feet 
to 

406,000 s.quare feet 

81,000 s.quare feet 

2.435,815 square feat 

maximum building mass (gross square feet of tax lot multiplied by maximum building mass (gross square feet of lax lo! multiplied by 
number of !loors under the maximum building height of thetha nutnber of floors under the l'naxlnw m bUllthng heigh! of the 

district) distnct) 

324,958 sf (' floor on net acreage) 

1.949,746 sf (6 floors on net acreage) 
2,435.875 sf (6 floors on gross acreage) 

324.958 sf (1 floor on net acreage) 

1,949.746 sf (6 floors on net acreage) 

2,435,875 sf (6l1oors on gross acreage) 

~ AsSUnlptloft$ TPRAssumptJOf\s · 
ratios square feet ratios SQuarefeaf 

0% 3% 65,00' 

79% 1.925.875 76% 1.a60.875 

21% 510,000 21% 510,000 

2 .. 435,875 2 .435,875 

100%. 2i43Sj S1S 100% 2A35~15 



1S1 03A 01600 ~ Towne s.quare ~ T8 
1691 gross acres 113,53 net acres 

Sc~naj)o sssllme~ 1 000 QfOSS ",quam l~"lt per dwelling unn & I () I,'f'rtlr..ai 'eet ~r floor 

TO:RC land use district 

no dwemng unit requirement 

202.576 square teet (0,25 FAR (CDC) 

no maximum 

151,932 square feet 

3,314,699 square feet 

50,644 square feet 

1 ,104,900 square feet 

2:a~$16 ~quare feet 

4j419i~ .f$quare feet 

CC zomng use district 

147 dwelling units (not reQUired) 

737 dwelling unitl; (nol feQuire<l) 

no FAR requim'len 

47.000 951 
to 

737,000 9sf 

147}OOO square feet 

4,419.698 squamfeet 

f maximum btJitdlng mass (gross square feet of tax lot multiplied by maximum building mass (gross square feet of tax 101 muit:pHed by 
.., ~ the number of floors uncler the maXImum building height of the the number of Hoars under the m.flc'imllm tlijildiliQ heIght of the 

district) district) 

5891367 gst (1 floor on net acreage) 
3 ,536,201 gsf (6 floors on net acreage) 
4,419,598gsf (6 floors Ofi gross acreage) 

589,367 gsf (1 floor on nm acreage) 

3,536,201 981 (6 floors on net acreage) 

4 ,419,598 951 (6 floors on gross acreage) 

TPRAsSumptlona 'TPR AssumptIohs 
ratios square feet ratiOs square feet 

0% 0% 

9% 3,497,002 79% 3,497,002 

2'1% 922,596 2 1% 922,596 

4.419,598 4.4 ' 9 ,598 
1'DOOi/o 4il1n9i5Q9 1000/Cl 4.41tMS98 



1 S1 03AB 00200 - Kindercare, Open Space, Peterkort West - 1 
20 38 gross acres! 9 73 net acres 

St'fi.'I'I8rtV }.i$$l.;!flt':''> i . 000 91os.<;; ".Quare f~t l)t3! cN.-ell!ng lim! & j {) vef1H;ai teel P€f :loor 

TO:R1Z-18 land u.sedlstrict 
TO:R2440 land use district 

267 dwelling units. mlhlmum 

771 dwelling units, maximum 

563,666 gsf, minimum 

no mW(lmum 

267,000 square feet 

to 
771 ,000 square feet 

81.556 square feet (up to 10% commercial) 

261.,000: ~quareteet 

8&~"6 ' squarefii;et 

~~"1\b~',",1:'f > ,~~ 

R1 zoning use district 

302 dwelling units, m inimum 

888 dWelling units, maximum 

no FAR 

302,000 square feet 
to 

888,000 square foot 

302.000 square teet 

888,000 sql.!9tefool 

."'" ~ The maximum number of dwelling units allowed by zone multiplied The maximum number of dwelling units a llowed bV zone multiplied 
by1 ;000 square feet per cl\.>I8Hing unit + potential commercial by 1,000 square feel per dv~lUng unit 

423.839 gsf building mass (1 floor on net acreage) 

2,401,027 gsf building mass (4 or 6 floors on net acrea~ 
5 ,148,792 gsfbuilding mass (4 or 6 floors on gross acre 

423,839 gsf building mass (1 f loor on net acreage) 

2 ,543,033 gsf building mass (6 floors on nat acreage) 

5,326.517 gsf building mass (6 Room on gross acreage) 

Tf'JR Assumptions 'TPR A!isumf)tlon& 
ratios square feet ratios square reet 

00% 771.000 100% 8S8,000 

0% 0% 

1% 10,000 0% 

781,000 886,000 

&2% 152,556 100% SSQ'.OOO 



151 OlA 02300 - Tract ·'A", Open Space . as 
B.B3gross acres I 0.00 net acres 

&;ltnam) 3S;Sl.nnes ~ .tJOO (1t(}~S 'k'JOiJW Hwt ~1 Ci't.el!!!1Q unll &. "10 Vi3mCal feet per fioor 

TO:R2440land use dIstrict 

dWelling units, minimum 

353 dwelllng units, maximum 

gsf, minimum (0.25 FAR (CDC») 

no ma)(imtlrn 

square feet 
to 

353,000 square reat 

< 5,000 square feet (Washeo CDC, 375-7(3)) 

'sqoare,feet 

358 • .000 .sq~,~t 

c 

R1 zOning use distnc 

dlfielHng units, minimum 

385 dwelling units, maximum 

no FAR 

square feet 

to 

385,000 square feet 

square feef 

385,000 equare ~1 

~ j The maximum number of dWelUng units allawed by zone multiplied The ma~imum number of owelling units allowed by zone multipl ied 
J by 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit + potential OOI'lllnercial by 1,000 square feet per dwelling urllt 

2,307,809 9$1 (6 floors on gross acreage} 2,307,809 gsf (6 floors on gros;; acreage) 

TPRAssvmptlons TPR Assumptl()ns 
ratios square feet ratios square feet 

99% 353,000 100% 385.000 

0% 0% 

1% 5,000 Q<l/(I 

358,000 385,000 

1000/1i 35&.000 100% 3115i'OOO 



181 03A 02100 - Deveraux Glen, northwest ~ 6 
10 76 gross acres I 8 6 'I m:lt acres 

&:'-encrtO W'.;s.o'f'l('S 1,000 9fOS$ '>QLJ;;trn feet PC! d .... '€lIi II}:! un;! &. ~ U \tertica! it-el OI'3r fl:x;., 

TO:R2440 land use district 

258 dwelling units. minimum 

430 dwelling units, maXimum 

304.659 gsf, minimum 0,65 FAR (CDC) 

no maximum 

258,000 square feet 

to 

430,000 square feet 

rlt;:: 

< 5,000 square feet {WashCo CDC, 37S·7(3») 

' uikot)~:r sqf.l~'~ 

43SitJOO tsqusre Je,et 

R1 t onlng use district 

375 dwelling UOIts, m'lnimum 

469 dwe!!lng units. maxImum 

no FAR 

375,000 square 1eet 
to 

469,000 'Square feet 

315.000 st!ware feet 

489,000 square feat 

,,,. • The maxImum number of dwelling units allowed by zone multipl1ed i he maximum number of dwelling units allowed by t one multiplied 
~ by 1,000 s.quare feet per d'ltelling unit + potential commercial by 1,000 square f~t per dwelling unit 

315.052 square feet (1 flooron net acres) 

2,250,310 square feet (61loors on netacres) 
2.812,234 SQuare feet (6 floors on gross acres) 

375.052 square feet (1 floor on net aCres) 

2,250,310 square teet (6 floors' on net acres) 
2.812.234 square feet (6 floors on gross acres) 

TPR Assull1pttolJ$ 'W~ Assumptions 
!'atlas square feet cahos square feet 

99% 430,000 100% -469.000 

0% 0% 

1% 5.000 0% 

435,000 469,000 

1000b 435.000 100% 46t.OOO 



151 028907200 • Deveraux Glen, northeast .. 10 
a.09 gross acres I €tit; net acres 

S,*-110110 as.~lUlfle\l l ,<]0G gross sql,)are~ per OWellmg. Uf1n &10 VtrtK:a1 feet pet {ICIeIf 

TO:R244 0 land use district 

194 dwelling units. minImum 
3.24 ol,.veUing units, maximum 

229,050' gsf. minimum (0,65 FAR (C~C)) 

no maximum 

194,000 square feet 
to 

324,000 square fee1 

< 5,000 square feet (WaShCO CDC, 375-7(3)} 

194.DOt;lsquara;feet 

iJ2S,Ootf squala.~llst 

.~; 

R1 201'\1'\9 use dlstnct 

282 dwelllng units. minimum 

352 dweJling Ufllm. maximum 

no FAR requirement 

282,000 square fee! 
to 

352.000 square feet 

282;600 square feet 

352,00'0 S(1U3ra feet 

. The maximum number of dv.relfing units allowed by zone multiplied The maxImum number of dwelling units allowed by zone multiplied 
by 1.000 square feet per dwelling unit + potential commercial by 1.000 square feet per dwellfng l.!f'Iit. 

281 .833 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 
1,690,999 square feet (6 Iloors 01'\ net acres) 

2 ,114,402 square feet (6 floors on gross acres'} 

281 ,833 squam feet (1 floor on net acres) 

1,690,999 square feet {6 floors on net acres) 

2,114,402 square feet {6 floors on gross acres} 

TPR As.slJrnptiQnlJ 1'PR AssttMptlOIl$ 

ratios square feetraUO$ square feet 

96% 324.000 1000 352,000 

0% 0% 

2% 5,000 0% 

329,000 352.000 

1&0% 329,000 1000/41 3S2iOOO 



151 028 00400 • Deveraux Glen, Clubhouse -11 
0.72 gross acres 1058 net acres 

Scenano :aSSuffl~ 1 (.lOO 9fP$~ SQJ,,mrB (~I ~r. I1Vf111!m.g ~j f'Jlt 8. i t.l ""'rtiC~1 Ie~! t-'Vf tl{1N 

TO:R24-40 land .use district 

17 dWelling units, mtnlmum 

29 dyreliing units, maximum 

20,366 SSf, minimum (0.65 FAR (CDC)) 

no maximum 

,~ 

17,000 square feet 

to 

29,000 square feel 

< 5,000 square feet (WashCo CDC, 375-7(3)) 

'11.000" squarafeat 

34;000: . SQuareJeet' 

:ef :1 

R1 :;toning use dismcl 

25 dv\.-ellIng umfs. mlnlmllm 

31 dwell ing VM S, maximum 

no FAR requirement 

25,000 square fee! 

to 

31,000 squals feel 

11,520.749 square feet 

31,000 square fee! 

The maximum number of dweIHng un lIS allowed by lOne multiplied The maxlmUI1l number of dwelling unIts aliowed by zone multlplted 
by 1, 000 square feet per dwelling unIt + potential commercial by 1.000 square feet per dwelling unit 

25.265 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 
151.589 square f~t (6 floors on net acres) 

188.179 square feel (6 floors on gross acres) 

2.5 "265 square feet (1 floor On net acres} 

151 ,589 squam feet (6 floors on net acres} 

188,179 squam feat (6 floors on gross acres) 

'fT>R Assumptions TPR Assumptions 
ratios square feet ratios square feel 

85% 29,000 100% 31,000 

0% 0"/0 

15% 5,000 0% 

34.000 31,000 

100% 34.00'n 100% 31.000 



1S1 03A 02200 ~ Johnson Creek South, west portion ~ 7 
t 1,93 gross acres /7 37 net acres. 

Sc:enarfi,1 ilSS'Jrn!;i!'; 1,Of)o gross souaro ~Erf.'l pel dw""lIing unit .S 1 fJ 'iHtit:<l! feet {:If!' !lour 

TO:R40..s0 land use district 

471 dwelling unUs, mlnlmum 

954 dwelling units, nW/lmum 

519,671gSf, minimum {1,OO FAR (CDC)) 

no maximum 

ift» 

477,000 square feet 
to 

954.000 square feet 

954,000 square feet (up to 50% of all develoment) 

21 2,000 square feet (up to 10% retail, <10,OOOsf) 

'471,QOOF> square feet· 

2~120,OOtl SQuEriarwt 

sc-s zonina use dish'! 

117 QI"teliing units, minimum 
no dwelling units, m3)(It'r'IUm 

192,570 gsf. minimum (0.60 FAR) 

no m~imum 

177,000 square feet 

177 »00 square fee 

6:236.050 5quam fl!91 

T he maximum number of dwelling units allowed by zone muttlplie<l The maXImum Building Mass (gross site square feet of tax lot 
I by 1,000 square feet pErr d......,elling unit + the maximum office multiplied by the number of' "o·ors under The maximum buHding 

"'~ allowance + the maximum tommerclal allowance height of the district) 

321,031 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 

2. ;568,298 square feet {8 floors on net acras) 

4 ,157 .366 square feet {8 floors on gross acres) 

321.037 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 

3,8S2A46 square feet (12 floors on nat acres) 

6 ,236,050 square feet (12 floors on gros. .. acres) 

1PR Assumptions TPR Assumptions · 
rat iO'S square feet ratios square fael 

45% 954.000 3% 177,000 

45'70 954,000 97% 6,049.050 

9% 190,600 0% 10.000 

991>)0 2.120.000 1000/0 6,236;050 



51 028 00500 - HoUy & Johnson Creek South, east portion - 12 & 17 
22 04 gross acres 1 1259 net acres 

Sc~nanti {;l';SUi1leo-,. 1 000 gross souare fe~t per awaittng urnl IS. 'j (l vertlC'-31 '001 per tll)()i 

TO:BUS land use district 

TO:R80-120 fand use district 
TO:R40..s0 land use district 

1,072 dwelling units 
2}241+ dwelling units 

960.062 square feet (1 .00 FAR (CDC» 

no maximum 

1.072,000 square feet 

2.261,000 square feel 

1,279,397 square feet 

427,302 sf(upto 1Q% R, 40% com BUS) 

1"Ot210flO' ~1eQt 

3,9&7,6'99 isqUll!'efeet 

:: maximum d'lf6l!1ng units altov.ted by zone multiplied by 
1,000 sfldu + maximum Office allowance (uP 10 50%. 40-80, 25% 
8.0·'2Q) +maleJl'num commercial allowance or up to 10% 

TO:BUS = maximum building mass (gross square feet of BUS 
zoned a/ea multlplied by the number of floors under the maximum 
buUding height of'the dlsttict). Includes the minImum dwe!llng unit 
share reQuired by ASe 11 multiplied by 1,000 sffdu + maximum 

, commerclal allowance of up to 40% + remainder to Office 

548,420 square feef (11roor on net acres) 
4,387,363 square f~t (8 floors on net acres) 
7,680.499 square feet (8 floors on gross acres) 

sc..s zoning use district 

302 dv,,-elling units 

no dwelling units 

~29, 105 square feet (0.60 FAR) 

no maximum 

1HfiJ 

302,000 square feet 

302,000 squam feet 

11,52:0.749 square feet 

I" 

The maximum bUilding mass (gross SIte square tem of tat let 
mull/plied by the number of floors under the maximum building 
height of 'the district) 

548,420 square feet (1 floor 011 net acres) 

6,58' ,045 square feet (12 floors on nel acres) 

1,520,749 SQuare feet (12 floors on gross acres) 

'TPR Assumptfons TP~ As$umpUons 
ratios .square feet ratios SQuare feel 

57% 2.247,000 3a(. 302.000 

31% 1.232,844 97% 11,208.749 

8% 228,771 0% 10,000 

93% 3,961,199 100% 11,62.0.149 



151 03AO 00600 - Hillside. west portion 
3.86 gross acres 11 i 7 fI/?! acre~ 

HS 

SCi":ni"1no a8.SU1l'lIl:3 \OO!) gross a.qut5;e fool p~tl ' dweHmo Will I c;. 1 n V':li.lcal !~l per \lOOf 

TO: R40-S0 land use district 

101 cM'Slling units. minimum (CH-CM) 

309 dwellIng units, maXimum 

168,142 gsf. minimum (1.00 FAR (CDC») 
no maxtmum 

110. 000 square feet 

to 
309.000 square f~t 

square feel 

to 
309,000 square feet 

square feet 

to 
68,667 square feet 

11 O~OOf) $qttare~:f*t 

S86.6i1 squa~ feet 

.' 

50,965 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 

407,722 square teet (e noors on net acres) 

1.345.133 square feet (8 floors on gross acres) 

SC-S zoning us.e distnc1 

28 dwelling units. minimum 

no dwell ing units, maximum 

30,527 gsf. minimum (0,80 FAR) 

no maxtmum 

28,000 SQuare feet 

28.,000 square feel 

2,017,699 square feet 

The maximum building mass (gross site square feet of tax lot 
rnLlltlplied by the number of floors under th~ maxImum building 
heigh1 of the dlstrict) 

50,965 square r~1 (1 floor on net acres) 

611 ,582 square teet (1 2 floors cn net acres) 

2.017.699 square feel (12 floors on gross acres) 

• 

TPR l\Ss-umpti(IJ'l$. TPR, Assutnptlons 
ratios square feet ratios square feet 

45% 309,000 1% 2,000 

45% 309,000 99% 1,995,899 

40ft .. 30,900 0% 

94% 686,661 100% 2,011,699 



181 OleB 00100 ~ Hillside, east portIon & Sunset. west portion 
21 41 gross Gcres J 15 82 net acres 

Sr.'1nano <lS:\>l.irrv"'·, I ,000 gross " • .qtltlf'? loot De, dwe!lInq unit & 10 ','I"lrncalle?\ P;?f 11001 

TO:8US land use district 
TO:R40-80 land use dlstnct 

216 dwelling units, minimum (CH-CM) 

268+ dwelling units, maximum 

932,620 gSf. minimum (1.00 FAR (CDC}) 

no maximum 

216,000 square feet 

391,000 square feet 

349,016 square feet 

3,921,129 square feat 

314,6n square feet 

2 .576.975 square feet 

819.693- ~U9re·~t 

'6,88$,1tl4' square f~t 

",. TO.R '" maximum dWelling units allowed by zone multiplied by 
' .000 sf/du ... maximum offIce allowance (up to 50% 40·80) 
+maximum commercIal allowance of up to 10% 

~ 

! TO:BUS'" maximum bUilding ma.$$ (gross square faet of SUS 
loned area multiplied by the number olfloors undertM maximum 

• building height of the district). Includes t.he minimum dwelling unit 
share required by ASe 11 multiplied by 1,000 sf/du + maximum 
commercial allowance of up to 40% ... remalndef to office 

689.119 squarefee1 (1 'floor on net acres) 

5.512,954 sqoare feet (8 floors on net acres) 
7 ,460, 957 square feet (8 floors on gross acres) 

'Oft 

sc~s ~onll'lg use district 

406 dWelling Units. minimum 

no dwelling urnts, maJomum 

413,367 gSf. minimum (0.60 FAR) 

n o maximum 

406,000 gsf 

406t OOO s~u~ feet 

11,191 A35 square fest 

The maxlmumbuildll'lg TTIaS5 {gross site square 1eel of tax lot 
multiplied by the number of floors under the maximum building 
height 01 the district 

689,119 5~uare feet (' iloor on net acres) 

a,2Sg,430 square fe€t (12 floors on net ac~) 

11,191,435 square feet (1 2 floors on gross seres) 

TPR Aasumptlofl$ 1PR Assumptions 
ratios square feet ratios square~1 

6% 392,000 3% 325,000 

57% 3,920.129 960/. 10,768,235 

37% 2,571 .020 1% 98.200 

100% 6.88$,104 10cr 11,191,435 



151 02eA 00500 • Sunset. Homestead portion • S 
3.22: gross acres! 2 16 net acres 

,,,,.t,,,anQaS5t!m~f> 1 .(:lClC omss sqUrlr~ lef~l per (.lv/afling urll! & 10 1{"~r11C3! test per flOOf 

TO:8US land use district 

22 dwelling units; minimum (CH-CM) 

no dvvell1ng units, maximum 

140.263 gsf. minimum (1 ,00 FAR (CDC» 
no maximum 

22.000 square feet 

22,000 square feet 

62.158 square feet 

651 \263 square feet 

56,105 square feet 

448,842 square feet 

~4o.2$:3 square 'feat 

1.122tIO$Squarefeet 

",,; maximum building mass {gross square feet of BUS zoned area 
, mulli\:ilied by the number of floors under the maximum building 

"». M ight of the distt1ct}, Includes the minitl1JJm dwelling unit share 
required by ASe 11 multiplied by 1,000 sfldu + ms>elmum 

~ commercial allowance of up to 40% + remainder to office 

94,090 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 

752.717 square feet (81l00TS on net acres) 

1.122.108 .square feet (8 f1oors On gross acres) 

rh)n'" 

SC-S ZOning lise dlstnct 

. 53 o\...eHtng umts; minllTlUm 

no dwelling units, maximum 

5S,454 gsf. minimum (O.SO FAR) 

no maximum 

53,000 square feet 

&3,000 square foot 

1,683,158 square feet 

The maximum building mass (gross site square foot of tax lot 
multiplied by the- number of floors onder the maximum building 
height of tne district) 

94,090 square feet ( ' floor on net acres) 

1,129,075 square feet (12 floors 01'1 net acres) 

1 ,683.158 square feet (1 2 floors on gross acres) 

TPR AssumptIons llIR A$$umpUOJl$ 

ratios square feet fatlOS square feel 

2% 21,000 43,000 

56% 652,264 97% :640,158 

40% 448.842 0% 

1000/0 1.122;t05 100% 1,683.158 



151 02CA 00600 - Sunsett east portion - S 
0.70 gross acres I 0.1 B net acres 

&:~f,~tiO ass"Jm~:, Loon ~1ross squsr~ fMt Pl:'f dwelll fl\:l Ufllt ~ to ... ertlcal frZSI \.)€ci fk.l·:,t 

TO:BUS land usedlslrlct 

5 dwelling units. minimum (CH-CM) 

no dwelling units. maximum 

30A92 gsf. miflimum (1 .00 FAR {CDC) 

no mayjmum 

5,000 square feet 

5,000 square feet 

13,295 square feet 

141,362 square feet 

12,197 square feet 

97,574 square feet 

3Qr492 'sq~afeJeet 

243'i936Squaf~Jee{ 

.- maximum building mass (gross square 1eet of BUS zoned area 
multiplied by the number or floors under the maXImum building 

,ill height of the distrieo. Includes the mjl1imLiI'n dwelling unit share 
required by ASC 11 muitiplied by 1, 000 sf/du -+- maximum 

''} commercial allowance of up to 40% + remainder to office 

8,015 square feet (1 'floor on net acres) 

64,120 square feet (8 floors on net acres) 
243,936 square feet (8 floors on gross acres) 

l1.0fl11: 

sc·s zoning usa district 

4 dwelling units. minimum 

no dwelling units. mSXlrnum 

41809 9SI. minimum (0.60 FAR) 

no ma>dmum 

4,000 square feet 

4.000 square feat 

304.920 square feet 

The rnaxll"'(lurn buifdlng mass (groos site square feet of tax lot 
multiplied by ina number of floors under Ihe maximum bUilding 
height of the district) 

8,015 square feet ('I floor on ria! acres) 
80115U squBre fee1 (1 2 floor$ on net acres) 

304.920 $t'I ~l.9re feet (1:2 floors on gross acres) 

TPR AssLimptlons W·rt .Assumptions 
ratios square feet altlos sqUElre feat 

2% 5.000 1% 4 .000 

58% 141 ,362 8"7% 265,720 

40%, 97,574 12% 35,200 

100°11) .2:43.'.36 1 ()OO/6 304,920 
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MEMORANDUM 
Community and Economic Development Department 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Planning Commissip3-.. ~ 
Leigh M Crabtree ,\ 
December 7, 2011 
TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment 

Please find attached revisions to the proposed Text Amendment language, highlighted in yellow. 

------------



TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment 
Proposed modifications to the Development Code of the City of Beaverton are included, below. 
Proposed deletions are in strilro out form and proposed additions and replacements are underlined. 
Notes regarding proposed language changes provided in italic Arial font. 

20.20.20 LAND USES 

1. Dwellings 

A. Attached 

P~ 

D. Planned Unit Development 

C~ 

add superscript 66 within table, for the text of superscript 66, see 20.20.25.66, below. 

20.20.25 USE RESTRICTIONS 

66. The requirements identified in Section 20.20.40 apply. 

20.20AOOTHER SC-S ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

1. Within the SC-S zoning district, a Conditional Use Permit - PUD (Planned Unit 
Development), pursuant to Section 40.15.15.4 of the Development Code, shall be 
required for development of a parcel equal to or greater than 112 acre in size. 

2. Within the SC-S zoning district, the following development targets shall be satisfied: 
A. A minimum of 1,899 residential dwelling units. 
B. A maximum of 5,115 residential dwelling units. 
C. A maximum of 10,960,500 square feet of non-residential development. 

3. All land use applications, with the exception of Sign Applications, submitted for 
development proposals within the SC-S zoning district shall demonstrate, through the 
submittal of a land use analysis, that the minimum and maximum development targets 
identified in Section 20.20.40.2 have been or will continue to be satisfied on the 
properties that comprise the SC-S zoning district. 

4. No more than 80 percent of approved non-residential development approved through a 
Conditional Use Permit - PUD (Planned Unit Development) application may be 
constructed prior to construction of the minimum dwelling requirement for the 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language 



40.15. 

40.15.05. 

properties located within the SC-S zoning district. Once the minimum dwelling unit 
requirement for the properties located within the SC-S zoning district is constructed and 
has received receiving Certificate of Occupancy, construction of the remaining ~20 
percent non-residential development may resume. 

CONDITIONAL USE 

Purpose. 

The purpose of a Conditional Use application is to review uses that may be compatible in the 
underlying zoning district but because of their size, operation, or other characteristics require review on 
a case-by-case basis. These uses are subject to the regulations in this Section because they may, but do 
not necessarily, result in significant adverse effects upon the environment, overburden public services, 
alter the character of the surrounding area or create nuisances. Conditional uses may be apprpved, 
approved with site-specific conditions designed to minimize or mitigate identified adverse impacts, or 
denied. A Planned Unit Development is a special kind of Conditional Use that permits the modification 
of the development standards in the underlying zoning district to achieve innovative design, preserve 
natural resources, reduce energy consumption and/or otherwise address unique site opportunities and 
constraints. Such approval allows the modification of such design standards without the necessity for 
separate Adjustment or Variance applications. Within the SC-S (Station Community-Sunset) zoning 
district, a Planned Unit Development is required to ensure that specific development requirements are 
satisfied. This Section is carried out by the approval criteria listed herein. [ORD 4473; February 2008] 

40.15.15. Application. 

4. Planned Unit Development. [ORD 4432; March 2007] 

A. Threshold. A Planned Unit Development is an application process which: 

.L May be chosen by the applicant when one or more of the following thresholds 

mm.lY 

-ha. The Planned Unit Development (PUD) may be applied to Commercial, 
Industrial, Multiple Use, and Residential properties that are 2 acres or 
greater in size within any City zoning district except Residential­
Agricultural. 

;hb. When a land c)ivision of2 acres or greater in size within any City zoning 
district except Residential-Agricultural requires collectively more than 3 
of the following land use applications or combination thereof: 
fuD Minor Adjustment; 
lr.2} Major Adjustment; 
&.-1) Flexible Setback; or 
4.4} Variance 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language 



2. Is required when development is proposed within the SC-S (Station Community 
- Sunset) zoning district on a land area greater than 112 acre in size. 

B. Procedure Type. The Type 3 procedure, as described in Section 50.45 of this Code, shall 
apply to an application for PUD approval. The decision making authority is the Planning 
Commission. 

C. Approval Criteria. In order to approve a PUD application, the Planning Commission 
shall make findings of fact based on evidence provided by the applicant demonstrating 
that all the following criteria are satisfied: 

1. The proposal satisfies the threshold requirements for a PUD application. 

2. All City application fees related to the application under consideration by the 
decision making authority have been submitted. 

3. The proposal meets the Site Development Requirement for setbacks within the 
applicable zoning district for the perimeter of the parent parcel unless otherwise 
provided by Section 60.35.03. 

4. The proposal complies with the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

5. The size, dimensions, configuration, and topography of the site and natural and 
man-made features on the site can reasonably accommodate the proposal. 

6. The location, size, and functional characteristics of the proposal are such that it 
can be made reasonably compatible with and have a minimal impact on livability 
and appropriate development of properties in the surrounding area of the subject 
site. 

7. The width of proposed lots or staggering of bulIding setbacks within detached 
residential developments vary so as to break up the monotony of long blocks and 
provide for a variety of home shapes and sizes, while giving the perception of 
open spaces between homes. 

8. 

9. 

The lessening of the Site Development Requirements results in significant 
benefits to the enhancement of site, building, and structural design, preservation 
of natural features and the surrounding neighborhood as outlined in Section 
60.35.15. 

The proposal provides improved open space that is accessible and usable by 
persons living nearby. Open space meets the following criteria unless otherwise 
determined by the Planning Commission through Section 60.35.15: 

a. The dedicated land forms a single parcel of land except where the 
Planning Commission determines two (2) parcels or more would be in 
the public interest and complement the overall site design. 

b. The shape of the open space is such that the length is not more than three 
(3) times the width the purpose of which is to provide usable space for a 
variety of activities except where the Planning Commission determines a 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language . 
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greater proportioned length would be in the public interest and 
complement the overall site design. 

c. The dedicated land(s) is located to reasonably serve all lots for the 
development, for which the dedication is required. 

10. For proposals within the SC-S (Station Community - Sunset) zoning district, the 
requirements identified in Section 20.20.40.2 and 20.20.40.3 are satisfied. 

-UhlL If the application proposes to develop the PUD over multiple phases, the 
decision making authority may approve a time schedule of not more than five (5) 
years for the multiple development phases. If a phased PUD has been approved, 
development of the future phases of the PUD shall be filed within five (5) years 
or the PUD has received an extension approval pursuant to Section 50.93 of this 
Code. However, all PUD phases must commence construction within five (5) 
years of the date of decision of the PUD. Refer to Section 50.90. 

-l-h 12. Applications and documents related to the request, which will require further 
City approval, shall be submitted to the City in the proper sequence. 

D. Submission Requirements. An application for a PUD shall be made by the owner of the 
subject property, or the owner's authorized agent, on a form provided by the Director 
and shall be filed with the Director. The PUD application shall be accompanied by the 
information required by the application form, and by Section 50.25 (Application 
Completeness), and any other information identified through a Pre-Application 
Conference. 

E. Conditions of Approval. The decision making authority may impose conditions on the 
approval of a PUD application to ensure compliance with the approval criteria. 

F. If the application proposes to develop the PUD in a single phase, the decision shall 
expire two (2) years after the date of decision. Refer to Section 50.90. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

Phasing of the development may be permitted with approval of the Planning 
Commission. A deed restriction for those areas of the parent parcel in which deferred 
development will occur shall limit the number of future units developed to an amount 
consistent with the minimum and maximum density or Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
permitted for the overall development. 

Appeal ofa Decision. Refer to Section 50.70. 

Expiration of a Decision. The PUD decision shall expire five (5) years after the date of 
decision. Refer to Section 50.90. 

Extension of a Decision. Refer to Section 50.93. 

TA2011-0003 Station Community - Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

CALL TO ORDER: 

ROLL·CALL: 

December7, 2011 

Chairman Ric Stephens called the meeting to 
order at 6:30 p.m. in the Beaverton City Hall 
Council Chambers at 4755 SW Griffith Drive. 

Present were Chairman Ric Stephens; 
Planning Commissioners, Mimi Doukas, 
Jennifer Nye, Kim Overhage, Eric Johansen, 
Dan Maks, and Scott Winter. 

Principal Planner Steven Sparks, Associate 
Planner Leigh Crabtree, Senior Transportation 
Planner Don Gustafson, Senior Transportation 
Engineer Jabra Khasho, Consultant Sambo 
Kirkman, and Recording Secretary Sheila 
Martin represented staff. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairma'n Stephens who presented 
the format for the meeting. 

VISITORS: 

Observing that Commissioner Johansen is stepping down after serving on 
the Planning Commission since September 1997, Councilor Cathy 
Stanton expressed her appreciation to Commissioner Johansen for over 
14 years of service to the City of Beaverton. She pointed out that he has 
also served the citizens of this city in many other capacities over the 
years, adding that the City Council has appreciated his consistent and 
thoughtful service and hopes that he enjoys the free time he will now 
have. 

Expressing his opinion that he should have managed to retire long before 
his fellow Commissioner, Commissioner Maks mentioned several physical 
changes that he had noticed since Commissioner Johansen had started 
on the Commission. He noted that Commissioner Johansen had always 
been thoughtful in his questions and never changed his stripes, missed 
very few meetings, emphasizing that he had never seen anyone row a 
one-man boat upstream so well. Pointing out that independent voices 
have always been one of the qualities of this Commission, he expressed 
his appreciation of Commissioner Johansen for the strength of his 
convictions, adding that it has been a pleasure to serve with him and that 
he will miss him. 
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Commissioner Stephens noted that he will miss Commissioner Johansen 
and his voice of reason as well. 

STAFF COMMUNICATION: 

Principal Planner Steven Sparks announced that the Planning Department 
had won a million dollar grant award from HUD, adding that this 
sustainable communities planning grant will be used to fund the Creekside 
District Master Plan and that the Planning Commission will be very 
involved in this project. 

Observing that Senior Transportation Planner Don Gustafson has served 
the City of Beaverton for ten years, Mr. Sparks noted that he is now 
planning to retire. He congratulated him on his retirement, adding that 
staff is going to miss him and his expertise. 

NEW BUSINESS: 

I. 

Chairman Stephens opened the Public Hearing. 

Observing that there are five items on the agenda under new business, 
Mr. Sparks recommended that all five items be opened and heard 
concurrently and introduced and described the applications, and described 
applicable approval criteria for each application, as follows: 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

TA 2011-0003 - STATION COMMUNITY - SUNSET (SC-S) TEXT 
AMENDMENT 
The City is proposing to modify Development Code Sections 20.20.20, 
20.20.25, and 20.20.40 to add requirements for development within the 
SC-S (Station Community - Sunset) zone. The City is also proposing to 
amend Development Code Sections 40.15.05 and 40.15.15.4 to require 
Conditional Use - Planned Unit Development, review of development 
proposal over % acre in size within the SC-S zoning district. The key 
elements of the proposed Development Code text amendment include, but 
are not limited to: 1) require Conditional Use - Planned Unit Development 
review of proposals over % acre in size; 2) require the development of a 
range of 1,899 to 5,115 residential dwelling units within the SC-S zoning 
district; 3) allow no more than 10,960,500 square feet of non-residential 
development within the SC-S zoning district; and 4) limit non-residential 
development to no more than 80 percent of the maximum approved 
square footage prior to the construction of the required minimum humber 
of dwelling units. The purpose of the amendments is to ensure 
comparable minimum and maximum residential densities, non-residential 
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intensities, and uses as allowed by th~ applicable Washington County 
Community Plan and Development Code regulations. 

II. PETERKORTSTATION COMMUNITY LAND USE AND PETERKORT 
STATION COMMUNITY SUNSET ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 
A. CPA 2011-0002 - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT 
B. ZMA 2011-0002 - ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 

The City is initiating a Quasi-Judicial Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendment (CPA) and a Discretionary Annexation-Related Zoning 
Map Amendment (ZMA) to replace Washington County TO: R40-80 
(Transit Oriented: Residential 40-80 dwelling units per acre), TO:R80-
120 (Transit Oriented: Residential 80-120 dwelling units per acre) and 
TO:BUS (Transit Oriented: Business) land use districts with the City of 
Beaverton SC (Station Community) land use designation and SC-S 
(Station Community - Sunset) zoning district over six (6) parcels. 

III. PETERKORT CORRIDOR & NR-HD LAND USE MAP & PETERKORT 
CORRIDOR COMMERCIAL & R1 ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 
A. CPA 2011-0003 - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT 
B. ZMA 2011-0003 - ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 

The City is initiating a Quasi-Judicial Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendment (CPA) and a Discretionary Annexation-Related Zoning 
Map Amendment (ZMA) to replace Washington County TO:RC (Transit 
Oriented: Retail Commercial), TO:R12-18 (Transit Oriented: 
Residential 12-18 dwelling units per acre), TO:R24-40 (Tran,sit 
Oriented: Residential 24-40 dwelling units per acre) and TO:R40-80 
(Transit Oriented: Residential 40-80 dwelling units per acre) land use 
districts with the City of Beaverton COR (Corridor) land use 
designation over three (3) parc,els, NR-HD (Neighborhood Residential 
- High Density) land use designation over four (4) parcels, CC 
(Corridor Commercial) zoning district over two (2) parcels and R 1 
(Residential 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit) zoning district over 
five (5) parcels. 

Mr. Sparks asked if there were any ex parte contact, conflict of interest or 
disqualifications in any of the hearings on the agenda. 

Observing that she does not believe that she has any conflict of interest or 
any biases with regard to these proposals, Commissioner Doukas 
disclosed that she does have some history with regard to the property 
involved and explained that while she had previously been employed with 
Cardno WRG she had done some consulting work with the Peterkort 
Homestead Group, which has an ownership interest in a small portion of 
the land. She pointed out that this is a legislative issue and that the 
analysis for conflict of interest is slightly different, adding that she is willing 
to participate in this hearing and decision unless it creates a problem. 
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Noting that she had received a telephone call from Bruce Bartlett, 
Chairman of CPO 1, Commissioner Doukas noted that she had advised 
him that she would prefer that any discussion with regard to these issue 
occur during the public hearing. 

Mr. Sparks questioned whether any member of the audience challenges 
the right of any Commissioner to hear any of the agenda items, to 
participate in the hearing or requested that the hearing be postponed to a 
later date. There was no response. He briefly described the hearing 
process and applicable approval criteria for these proposals. 

Associate Planner Leigh Crabtree and Consultant Sambo Kirkman 
introduced themselves. 

Ms. Crabtree presented the Staff Reports and briefly described the history 
of this site, which is a portion of the Peterkort holdings, and applications 
associated with these proposals. Observing that the properties involved 
had been annexed into the City of Beaverton, she discussed the 13 
properties which had been split into two different reviews for the staff 
reports. 

Observing that she is providing assistance with the review of seven 
parcels located north of Highway 26, Ms. Kirkman described the proposed 
land use designations and zoning districts and explained that all 
applicable approval criteria has been "met. 

Ms. Crabtree explained that she is addressing the remaining six properties 
that are located along Barnes Road and pointed out that these parcels are 
current within the Transit-Oriented zoning districts of Washington County, 
adding that a portion of them are also located within the Area of Special 
Concern 11 in the Cedar Hills / Cedar Mill Community Plan. 

Noting that staff has been working with Washington County, Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT), Metro and Department of Land 
Conservation (DLCD) in an attempt to propose specific zoning districts 
with which they feel comfortable, Ms. Crabtree explained that they had 
worked with County staff to determine what Washington County allows in 
order to determine which zones best match what is currently designated 

. by Washington County, adding that all applicable approval criteria has 
been met. She described several attachments and exhibits that have 
been submitted and distributed including a memo with public comment 
exhibits and a memo with further amendments to the proposed language 
associated with the text amendment. 

Observing that there are two primary issues involved, Mr. Sparks 
explained that it is important to clarify that we are dealing with land that is 
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located in the City of Beaverton that still has Washington County zoning 
attached, in some cases since 2004. He pointed out that there was one 
landowner who was, until recently, half in and half out of the City, which 
could involve a myriad of different development review processes. Noting 
that the City is obligated under the Urban Planning Area Agreement with 
Washington County, to demonstrate what the City has determined to be 
the most similar City land use and zoning designation. 

Mr. Sparks explained that the second issue involves the technical review 
of traffic and transportation impacts, adding that at this stage of review, 
staff has a statutory obligation to review zoning impacts under the statute 
that is referred to as the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), which 
includes a lot of information but basically means do no harm to the 
existing transportation system. He explained that this involves coming as 
close as possible to having the same minimum density in terms of 
residential and commercial already allowed by the existing County zoning 
designation. He pointed out that the City is not recommending additional 
capacity or development potential on these sites than already exists by the 
zoning placed on these parcels by Washington County in 1997 or 1998. 
Mr. Sparks explained that the transportation analysis in the packet 
involves a very high-level review of zoning capacity and the potential 
traffic impacts that could result from the rezoning. Emphasizing that no 
development is being proposed or reviewed at this time, he noted that the 
Commission will review at least one PUD application for the entirety of 
these properties and will consider specific traffic impacts that could 
potentially be created through any proposed development. This future 
development review is another opportunity for the Planning Commission, 
community, staff and others to review development of these properties. 
He mentioned that staff is available to respond to questions and 
comments as well as both Mr. Gustafson and Mr. Khasho with regard to 
transportation issues. 

Commissioner Winter expressed his opinion that staff had done a fantastic 
job of synthesizing the many details that would easily spring off of what 
the Commission is attempting to accomplish this evening. 

Commissioner Maks addressed the additional change in the text 
amendment and suggested that this situation is similar to what had been 
done with Progress Ridge, specifically that certain things can only be done 
under certain circumstances. 

In response to Mr. Maks' comments, Mr. Sparks repliedthat the school 
district had expressed concern with regard to the number of dwelling units 
and the impact to schools during the Murray Scholls Town Center 
planning process and that the City had put a cap on the number of 
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dwelling units in the Progress Ridge area. This is not the case in this 
proposed text amendment or rezoning. 

Commissioner Maks pointed out that he would need statistics with regard 
to AM peak periods with a PUD application in helping to determine 
intersection locations and other transportation improvements. 

Referring ,to the similarity of zoning, Commissioner Johansen discussed 
the issue of maximum allowable density. 

Ms. Crabtree noted that staff had needed to find a way to derive maximum 
development capacity, adding that the County has regulations that allow a 
developer to go beyond a maximum if it is demonstrated that it will not be 
detrimental to the transportation system. She explained why staff had 
decided to stick with the maximum height requirements of a zone and 
apply them to reach a maximum' FAR number to derive a theoretical 
maximum development capacity for the TPR analysis. 

Commissioner Maks followed up with a question regarding review of a 
PUD application and his understanding that the City's traffic analysis 
standards are higher than those of Washington County; specifically the 
City has a higher volume to capacity ratio standard. 

City Transportation engineer, Mr. Khasho, responded that the City 
standards are more strict than Washington County. The County uses a 
.99 volume to capacity ratio over all intersections whereas the City looks 
at lane groups and the City uses a .98 volume to capacity ratio. 

, Ms. Kirkman explained that staff has provided an exhibit illustrating the 
sum totals of the densities in the zoning districts and the rationale for 
choosing the R 1 zoning district being that the other options would reduce 
the minimum density. 

Commissioner Johansen asked if there is 'a summary available regarding 
the impacts of density on transportation. 

Ms. Kirkman explained that an increase in dwellings with the proposed 
City R 1 zoning does not include for limited commercial that may be 
constructed under the County zoning. 

Commissioner Maks noted the inclusion of the range of uses in the 
transportation analysis, specifically medical office which is a high 
transportation user. 

Commissioner Winter reminded the Commission that this hearing does not 
involve a site-specific development application and that the issue only 
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involves bringing land is in the City as close to the County's designation as 
the City allows. 

Chairman Stephens questioned whether staff is anticipating a PUD 
application with regard to this property any time soon. 

Observing that there is no application at this time, Ms. Kirkman advised 
Chairman Stephens that the property owners should be able to address 
this issue. 

Commissioner Nye expre~sed her concern that it appears that the City is 
not meeting both the minimum density and the minimum FAR. 

Ms. Crabtree explained that Exhibit 15, the Development Capacity 
Analysis, demonstrates the analysis prior to adding to minimum density for 
the Station Community-Sunset zone. She noted that Commissioner Nye 
is correct that the overall FAR is lower, partially due to the fact that the 
Corridor Commercial zoning district does not have a minimum FAR. 
Observing that this district has zero setbacks, she noted that staff is 
reasonably certain that it can accommodate a .25 FAR with development. 
She described that with the proposed text amendment and zoning map 
amendment this wi" now be the highest dwelling unit residentially zoned 
area in the City based upon matching the current requirements of the 
County zoning. 

Mr. Sparks noted that he would like to compare theoretical zoning capacity 
to reality, observing that a .25 FAR is a very low intensity and noted that 
the City is seeing commercial developments in the neighborhood of .35 to 
.40 FAR. Mr. Sparks noted that once a development goes beyond .40 
FAR, structured parking is typically involved, which is very expensive. The 
City wi" address development capacity at the development review process 
which will identify specific issues, specific floor area, traffic generation and 
the City wi" identify appropriate mitigation at that time. He discussed the 
development reality in the Regional Center, noting that the Development 
Code allows building heights of 200 feet and floor areas that are a 
minimum of .60 FAR, and explained that while he has not calculated the 
numbers, the amount of non-residential floor area that we could potentially 
accommodate ,in the Regional Center zoning district is probably 
approximately 50 million square feet. . The reality is that the square 
footage needs to be parked and there are transportation impacts to 
consider. Development of that size is not likely to occur for those reasons. 

Commissioner Nye requested clarification with regard to the origin of the 
80% non-residential number. 
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Mr. Sparks explained that this is a number developed by staff based upon 
expectation of the type of development they anticipate will be developed in 
an area over time. He noted that due to the current financial market, a 30-
unit to the acre type of density is highly unlikely at this time, adding that 
there is currently a rather large supply of housing available. He mentioned 
that staff had decided to reflect the County code section in one area of the 
Peterkort parcels (the northeast corner of Barnes Road and Cedar Hills 
Boulevard) where residential is required, adding that if you reach a certain 
point, commercial may be allowed. He pointed out that staff is not 
ignoring the need to provide housing and a complete community, adding 
that they are attempting to create an environment that is attractive for 
housing. 

Commissioner Nye noted that she did not notice open space integrated in 
the proposed Text Amendment. 

Mr. Sparks advised that the PUD code includes open space requirements. 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

Expressing his opinion that the 80% threshold for commencing residential 
development is far too lenient, LARRY BATES observed that he believes 
that a more appropriate threshold would be in the range of 25% to 50%. 
Emphasizing that historically, the Peterkort property has developed at a 
very slow pace, he noted that he is also concerned with implementing 
residential development as a more appropriate use for a Station 
Community area. 

Observing that he is the rookie on the Peterkort team, SCOTT EATON 
and introduced other members of the Peterkort team. Mr. Eaton explained 
that Mr. Sparks has done an excellent job of trying to present these 
materials with regard to the TPR and zone change and the reality that the 
applicant will face when they proceed with the PUD after this phase. is 
complete. He explained that it is difficult to attempt to simultaneously deal 
with the theoretical and the reality of this particular situation, adding that 
the Peterkort team has worked closely with all jurisdictions involved in 
order to address all of the issues. Concluding, he noted that the property 
owner does intend to go through the PUD process and noted that there is 
some urgency with getting this through in' a timely manner and they would 
like to see the. proposals adopted. 

JIMMY BELLOMY, representing WH Pacific, explained that he has been 
consulting with J Peterkort and Company for over 15 years. He has 
worked on the Master Plans through Washington County, annexations 
with the City of Beaverton and development of the SC-S zone 
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Observing that he has served as the Peterkort's transportation 
professional for the past 19 years, DON ODERMOTT explained that he 
has had extensive experience in zoning issues as well. He discussed the 
Transportation Planning Rule and explained how this exercise represents 
the City's attempt to create a match of zonings from translating County 
zoning to City zoning while remaining neutral using theoretical trip 
generating potential. He pointed out that it is important to consider 
whether a land use change creates a significant effect on the 
transportation system and if so, it is incumbent on the applicant to 
determine what it would take to mitigate that change either through 
transportation improvements or choking back the level of development so 
that there is no net effect. This proposal is striving to strike a balance in 
the land use where theoretically the trips generated under a County 
zoning matches the theoretical trips generated under City zoning. Noting 
that Commissioner Johansen had questioned whether this would create 
an increase in trip generation, he explained that while there would be an 
increase in trips on a residential basis, as Ms. Kirkman mentioned, in the 
County code, there is an allowance for a small amount of 
commercial/retail that supports the residential. So, in the trip comparisons 
when you add trips from commercial/retail allowed under County zoning 
there is a reduction with the City R 1 zoning. He further describe that by 
using the theoretical maximum provided by staff he translated that into 
trips and that in the CC zoning there was no net effect, thus no significant 
impact, noting that with the residential, while there is an uptick in housing 
it translates into a theoretical reduction in trip generating potential. 
Specific to the SC-S zone, with a goal to match the blend in the County 
zones, in the analysis it was identified that theoretically the County zoning 
could deliver 11,000,000 square feet of development and theoretically the 
SC-S zone could deliver 32,000,000 square feet of development which 
meant that there was a need to mitigate the theoretical effect as proposed 
in the text amendment to cap the use to bring balance. Noting that 
11,000,000 square feet of development generates 37,000 trips in the PM 
peak hour, Mr. Odermott further discussed that in the context of the size of 
roads that are generally acceptable in this community they are able to 
deliver development that generates 4,000 trips a day which will be 
discussed through the PUD and specifics of development including mixed 
use trip reduction. Following up on Mr. Khasho's statements, he noted 
that within the County table the footnote for transportation capacity is in 
the zoning code and the County development standards they use 
Resolution 8695 to write safety-driven conditions for safety improvements 
relying on transportation capacity and safety measured at zoning; in the 
City and other jurisdictions the cross check is made at the development 
review stage through a Traffic Impact Analysis and the City's standards 
are more stringent than the County's standards. 
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JAKE MINTZ explained that his property is in the Westhaven 
neighborhood located just north of the Peterkort property and mentioned 
that he had been involved in the station area planning with Washington 
County which gives him some experience with this type of comparison. 
He pointed out that while he is speaking on his own behalf this evening, 
residents of CPO 1 are unfamiliar with the process and what is happening 
and would like to become involved on some level, possibly in the City 
Council hearings. He stated that he rs speaking for himself. He stated 
that Washington County had specific standards for the station site and that 
he believes the urban planning area agreement wasn't worked out for 
consistency between the two agencies and explained that certain things 
need to occur in transit centers with Barnes Road being an obstacle and is 
concerned that the neighborhood doesn't have any certainty prior to 
review of a development proposal. Mr. Mintz relayed that he agrees with 
Brent Curtis's points regarding the prior public process and the body of 
work. He concluded with concerns over Goal 1 relative to the PUD issue 
and Goal 2 regarding zone to zone analysis. 

Observing that his family had moved onto their property immediately west 
of the Peterkort line in 1921, GEORGE CHOBAN explained that they have 
been good neighbors with the Peterkorts since they purchased their own 
property 66 years ago. Noting that there is a limited number of vehicular 
trips allowed in the area and that this could limit further development, he 
pointed out that his major concern is that he does not want to be 
precluded from doing any further development on his property because 
the Peterkorts had taken advantage of all opportunities that would be 
allowed in that area. 

Commissioner Doukas assured Mr. Choban that she understands his 
concern with vehicular trips as it relates to potential development of his 
property and explained how this might affect Mr. Choban's property. She 
advised him that although this is a legitimate concern, the process does 
not provide any means for the Commission to prevent this from 
happening, emphasizing that once the zone has been established, there 
will be a race to claim the trips and capacity allowed in the area and that 
property owners will need to be ready to protect their own interests as 
there is a long term risk. 

Mr. Choban observed that it is his understanding that Commissioner 
Doukas just informed him that he will not have the ability to develop his 
property if the Peterkorts develop their property and don't leave any room 
for additional capacity on Barnes Road. 

Commissioner Doukas advised Mr. Choban that he is correct in his 
understanding of the situation and that there is a very real long-term risk 
that the area will reach its maximum capacity through development of this 
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area. She further advised that in order to change that scenario another 
mass transit or transportation solution will need to be constructed. 

Mr. Choban expressed his appreciation of Commissioner Doukas' 
honesty. 

Commissioner Maks further pointed out that Metro could change· the 
transportation standards and there could be no impact on trips for Mr. 
Choban. 

Expressing her appreciation of Commissioner Johansen and. Mr. 
Gustafson, KIRSTEN VAN LOO explained that she has represented the 
Choban family since 1989 when she worked on an Access Management 
Plan, adding that she agrees with Mr. Odermott with regard to the TPR 
analysis. She observed that she believes the analysis in the reports 
shows consistency in County zoning to City zoning. She noted that she 
has several questions she would like staff to provide answers to prior by 
the City Council hearing, as follows: 

1. Observing that the Choban family is not interested in changing from 
County to City zoning, how will the City process an application 
concerning 12 acres (9 acres of Peterkort property and 3 acres of 
Choban property) if it involves one application that includes both 
County and City zoning? 

2. Who manages Barnes Road, and if it is the County, will it continue 
to be managed by the County. including access management or 
how will it be managed through the City? 

3. The question of a potential moratorium on development in the area. 

Commissioner Doukas pointed out that when capacity is reached, while 
this does not exactly mean a moratorium on development, it does mean 
any development would be an extremely expensive endeavor. 

Responding to a clarifying question from Commissioner Overhage, Ms. 
Van Loo noted that the Choban family does support these applications for 
the Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Zoning Map Amendments. 

ERIK MACE identified that he lives in the Westhaven neighborhood 
northeast of the subject parcels. He explained that he had been made 
aware of the proposals by Mr. Mintz and another neighbor which led him 
to start looking into the proposal one week ago as the staff report was 
being released. Initially he viewed the proposal as housekeeping changes 
to the zoning, but now feels that there are some significant differences 
between the County plans and the City proposed plans; specifically the 
maximum allowances and allowances for commercial development along 
the north side of Barnes Road. Observing that, while the neighborhood is 
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not anti-development, it appears the community would like to have been 
more involved in the process. Mr. Mace requested that a decision be 
delayed to give the community some time and to establish and inclusive 
process whereby the community involved, following that he is not 
necessarily opposed. 

8:00 p.m. through 8:05 p.m. - recess. 

Advising Ms. Van Loo that Barnes Road is and will continue to be under 
the jurisdiction of Washington County, Mr. Sparks noted that because the 
road is located within the city, the City of Beaverton does have some 
underground responsibilities with regard to utilities. 

Mr. Sparks discussed the process that would be involved if the City 
process an application concerning 12 acres (9 acres of Peterkort property 
and 3 acres of Choban property) if it involves one application that includes 
both County and City zoning, emphasizing that although this is 
complicated, it can be and has been done. 

Mr. Sparks pointed out that the present hearing is the public hearing, 
adding that the City Council will only become involved in a public hearing if 
there is an appeal of a recommendation by the Planning Commission. 

Referring to Mr. Choban's concerns with claiming trips in an area, Mr. 
Sparks explained that there are cur-rently valid land use approvals for both 
St. Vincent's Hospital, which is a major traffic generator, and the 
Peterkorts through a master plan approved by Washington County, 
emphasizing that at any time the Peterkorts may choose to use those 
trips. He further explained that the City is required to respect prior valid 
land use approvals and generally speaking the City and the County will 
look at broad impact to traffic during the development review process. 

Mr. Sparks discussed Mr. Mintz's and Mr. Mace's concerns that the public 
has not had adequate involvement and explained what type of 
involvement will be available to the public through a PUD application 
process. He pointed out that there are both requirements and 
expectations of a developer with regard to community engagement, 
emphasizing that the expectations are not requirements. He followed up 
on comment by Mr. Mintz regarding Barnes Road as a barrier and noted 
that while there has been some mention of a bridge over Barnes Road, 
this is not a matter that can be addressed at this time and would be 
specific to a particular development and mentioned that this had been an 
issue with a former development application at the corner of Cedar Hills 
Boulevard and Barnes Road. 
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Observing that she would like to discuss Master Plan requirements, Ms. 
Crabtree noted that Washington County required a Master Plan with 
development in this area that includes specific design review requirements 
related to these properties and that the City of Beaverton also has design 
review requirements. She explained that staff has provided a crosswalk of 
those standards between what is required by both jurisdictions, adding 
that the City's approach to design review is citywide and is not limited to 
transit-oriented zones. Noting that there are specific requirements for 
design review, generally, for. multiple-use zoned properties there is an 
added level of expectation and for properties on Major Pedestrian Routes 
there is a greater level of expectation, all of which have been built into 
Chapter 60 continuing with a description of the Major Pedestrian Routes in 
the subject area. 

Continuing, Ms. Crabtree discussed the noticing protocols that were 
followed for the proposal, including notice 45 days prior to the hearing to 
the Department of Land Conservation and Development, Washington 
County, Metro, and the chairs of the local citizen involvement groups on 
October 20th

, she further explained that notice was mailed 20 days prior to 
the hearing to owners of property within 500 feet of the subject parcels 
with the addition of the chairs of the local citizen involvement groups. 

Referring to Mr. Mace's comments, Ms. Crabtree clarified that Washington 
County zoning does allow for commercial development along the north 
side of Barnes Road stating that Washington County requires residential 
development along the north side of Barnes Road, but under certain 
circumstances does allow for up to 50% of the development to. be office 
use and does also allow for limited retail use. She further explained that 
the Washington County retail allowance is 10% or 10,000 square feet 
whichever is less, but that it wasn't clear from the County how the 
restriction is applied with a development application. 

Recommending approval of all five applications and forward the 
recommendation to City Council, Mr. Sparks noted that staff is available to 
respond to questions at this time. 

The public portion of the Public Hearing was closed. 

Observing that a phenomenal amount of work has gone into these 
applications, Commissioner Winter noted that all involved jurisdictions are 
working together and are in support of the proposal and that. staff had 
clearly demonstrated that all statutory noticing requirements with regard to 
the public have been met. adding that he is in support of all five 
applications. 
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Commissioner Nye noted that while she agrees that staff has done a good 
job on these applications, she still has some reservations with regard to 
the 80% and density issues, adding that she is in support of all five 
applications. She further encouraged community members to be actively 
involved and engaged in the PUD process. 

Commissioner Overhage expressed her appreciation of the tremendous 
amount of efforts that had been done with regard to these applications and 
planning efforts over the years, adding that all jurisdictions have extended 
their support. She was impressed with the work done in the TPR analysis 
and that the results of that analysis were reflected back into the text 
amendment. She suggested that staff or the developers consider 
attending the next NAC and / or CPO meetings, adding that she is in 
support of all five applications. 

Commissioner Maks explained that he agrees with this process for 
matching up the zones when annexing property into the City and urged 
the public to pay close attention to the PUD process and attend the 
hearings, adding that he supports all five applications as they meet the 
City's criteria. 

Emphasizing that these applications involve a complex transit oriented 
district with amazing potential, Commissioner Doukas noted that the 
housekeeping is very complex for such an area. She clarified that the City 
is trying to take the same concept for the Peterkort Center and what it was 
expected to be and equate it to a City of Beaverton bundle of tools. She 
discussed the difficulty involved in trying to work with the requirements of 
two different jurisdictions. Emphasizing that the transportation 
infrastructure will be what controls the intensity of this district. Noting that 
this PUD will involve a big public process she encouraged community 
involvement. She expressed her support of all five applications. 

Commissioner Johansen expressed his general agreement with the 
statements of his fellow Commissioners and pointed out that this process 
is long overdue. He commended staff for achieving what he cODsiders the 
best possible scenario for this situation, adding that while it is not perfect, 
it is the best possible solution. He expressed some concern for the 80 
percent threshold. He stated that he feels that all five applications meet 
the approval criteria and will support a move to approve. 

Expressing his appreciation to staff for their efforts on this proposal and 
the content of the testimony provided, Chairman Stephens emphasized 
that extensive efforts had been made to notify the public and that he would 
like to see the community involved in the PUD. He then asked for motions 
to approve or deny the applications. 
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Commissioner Overhage MOVED and Commissioner Maks SECONDED 
a motion to APPROVE T A 2011-0003 - Station Community --- Sunset 
(SC-S) Text Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff 
Report dated November 30, 2011 ,and additional Memorandum dated 
December 7, 2011. 

Motion CARRIED 7:0. 

AYES: Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, 
and Stephens. 

NAYS: None. 
ABSTAIN: None. 
ABSENT: None. 

Commissioner Overhage MOVED and Commissioner Maks SECONDED 
a motion to APPROVE CPA 2011-0002 - Peterkort Station Community 
Land Use .& Peterkort Station Community Sunset Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff Report dated 
November 30, 2011. 

Motion CARRIED 7:0. 

AYES: 

NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, 
and Stephens. 
None. 
None. 
None. 

Commissioner Overhage MOVED and Commissioner Maks SECONDED 
a motion to APPROVE ZMA 2011-0002 - Peterkort Station Community 
Land Use & Peterkort Station Community Sunset Zoning Map 
Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff Report dated 
November 30, 2011. 

Motion CARRIED 7:0. 

AYES: 

NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, 
and Stephens. 
None. 
None. 
None. 

Commissioner Overhage MOVED and Commissioner Maks SECONDED 
a motion to APPROVE CPA 2011-0003 - Peterkort Corridor & NR-HD 
Land Use Map & Peterkort Corridor Commercial & R 1 Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff Report 
dated November 30, 2011. 
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AYES: Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, 
and Stephens. 

NAYS: None. 
ABSTAIN: None. 
ABSENT: None. 

10 Commissioner Overhage MOVED and Commissioner Maks SECONDED 
11 a motion to APPROVE ZMA 2011-0003 - Peterkort Corridor & NR-HD 
12 Land Use Map & Peterkort Corridor Commercial & R 1 Zoning Map 
13 Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff Report dated 
14 November 30, 2011. 
15 

16 Motion CARRIED 7:0. 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
23 

AYES: 

NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, 
and Stephens. 
None. 
None. 
None. 

24 MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS: 
25 

26 ELECTIONS FOR CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR - 2012 
27 

28 Expressing his appreciation for the outstanding service and 
29 accomplishments of Chairman Stephens during the year 2011, 
30 Commissioner Maks MOVED and Commissioner Doukas SECONDED a 
31 motion that Commissioner Stephens serve as Chairman of the Planning 
32 Commission for the year 2012. 
33 
34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

Motion CARRIED, unanimously. 

Commissioner Maks MOVED and Commissioner Doukas SECONDED a 
motion that Commissioner Overhage serve as Vice-Chairman of the 
Planning Commission for the year 2012. 

40 Motion CARRIED, unanimously. 
41 

42 The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR 

THE CITY' OF BEAVERTON, OREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUESt!, TO 
ANIENDPORTIONSOFTHE 
DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATED TO THE 
SC-S (STATION COIVnvIUNITY - SUNSET) 
ZONING DISTRICIJ.'. CITY OF BEAVERTON, 
APPLICANT. 

) ORDER NO. 2273 
) RECOlVlMENDING APPROVAL OF trA2011-0003 
) STATION COMMUNITY - SUNSET TEXrr 
) AMENDNIENT. 

The matter came before the Planning Comnlission on'Decenlber 7,2011, 

on a request to alllencl portions of the Developnlent Code of the City of 

Beaverton \vith regard to the Station C0111munity ~ Sunset zoning district. 

Specific changes.inclucle § 20.20.20.1.A and 20.20.20.1.D (add superscript 66, 

refers to new § 20.20.25.66), § 20.20.25.66 (new), § 20.20.40 (new), § 40.15.05 

(language added), § 40.15.15.A.2 (threshold added), § 40.15:15.C.10 (criterion 

added) .. These anlendlnents include provisions to maintain Ininilllulli. density 

requirements established throughvVashington County planning efforts, 

establish "maXilllum densities to maintain transportation capa~ities . for the 

IJlanning area, require construction of the mininlum residential compoilents 

prior to completion of greater than 80 percent of the non-Tesidential 

components, and required Planned Unit Developnlellt review of proposals over 
. . 

one-half acre in size 'within the SC-S zoning district. TA 2011-0003 (Station 

Community - Sunset Text Anlenchnent) was initiated by the City of Beaverton. 
. . 

No new development is proposed with this application. 

ORDER NO. 2273 Page lofB 
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Pursuant to Ordinan~e 2050 (Developmen~· Coele» effective through 

- -Qrdinance 4542} Section 50.50 and Sections 50.55 through 50.58, the Planning 

Commission conducted a public hearing on December 7, 2011, and considered oral 

an~ written testimony and exhibits for the l)rOposed anlenclnlent to the Beaverton 

Development Code. The Planning COIDlnission adopts the following supplemental· 

findings in support of the final actions in response to issues of concern, as identified 

hel'ein. 

Transportation Impacts. Concerns weTe raised l'egarding traffic in1l)acts 

associated with the proposal, with emphasis to the subject aluendment to apply a-

. -

fixed lnaximum for non-residential development at 10,960,500 square feet over the 

parcel~ proposed for BeMS zoning, and effects on the surrounding area. Staff 

'explained that the propos~d maXinltlm square footage was established through 

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) analysis of the clevelopluent capacity of the 

subject zone (Exhibit 17) by calculating the cleveloplnent potential of the Countyfs 

TO ," (Transit~Oriented) (TO) land u?e districts to ,vlrich the SC-S zoning designation 

would be appliecl. Staff explained that the application does not propose 

developlnent at this size, but instead provides a land use cap for the l)tOposed SC-S 

parcels derived from existing County regulated fixed lllaxinl1.lms. Furthel'lllore, 

staff explained ho\v other linlitatiolls were established "where clear fixeclluaxinnnns 

wel'e l~ot identified in the County's TO zones. This derived developlnent capacity 

analysis proved that ~he existing County zoning allowed f01' up to 10,960,500 square 

feet of non-residential development. The City's" TPR analysis for an associated 

ORDER NO. 2273 Page 2 ofB 
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Comprehensive Plan lVIap Aluendment and Zoning Map Amendnl~nt .to apply the 

sc~s zone to an area adjacent to the Sunset Station area could allow for up to three 

times as much non~resiclential development anticipated by the' County land use 

designations. ~ The pl'op~sed Text Amendlnent corrects that. zoning capacity 

difference and brings the City's SC-S zone. in to substantial conforluity to the 

CountyJs zoning for tlle sanle geographic area. Anlending. the Developnlent Code 

with the proposed fixed non~l'esidential maXiU1U111 ensures 'that the applications 

i'eviewecl cOllcurrentlydo not have a significant effect on the transportation systelll 

as COlll1)ared to that which is allowed uncleI' the current COllnty scenario. '1'11e 

required TPR analysis is an ('academic" exercise to understand the vvorst case 

scenario as l'elatecl to transportation impacts and does not evaluate \vhether or not 

the worst case IS "realistic" for clevelolJlnent. The '(realistic" developnlellt capacity of 

the Peterkort area will be detel'lnined with submittal of a clevelopillent applicatiol1~ 

This application proposes that development of the parcels Pl'?posed for SC-S zOl~ing 

Will require sUbulittal of a Conditional Use Perlnit ~ Planned Unit Developnlent 

application. Staff reiterated that a TIA (Traffic hnpact Analysis) is l'equirecl once a 

specific proposal is sublnitted. The .TIA will address the specific inlpacts a. 

develolnllel1t will have to the 81.1rrOunding area and identify the necessary 

Initigation measures needed. The Commission concu.rred with staff's findings. 

Delay of Needed Housing; Concerns were raised that the SC-S zone does not 

requil'e residential developlnent as the County requires in the TO:R40~80 and 

TO:RSO-120 zones. As stated in the City's concurrent ZMA2011-0002 staff report, 

ORDER NO. 2273 Page 30fB 
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the City does not regulate developnlent in the salne way the County regulates 

d~veloplllent. The Developntent Code 0/ the City of Beaverton provides a list of 

permitted, conditional, and prohibited uses for each zoning distl·ict. For all City 

I 

nlultiple-use zoning c1istl~icts both residential and llonftresidential uses ?lay be 

perlnitted outright or with certain restrictions and none of the City's multiple-use 

zones require residential development on a specific site. This application is 

proposed concurrent with the Comprehensive Plan lYIap' and Zoning Map 

anlendlnents to require a· fixed lllininlulll.number of dwelling units to be built 

wi~hin the SC-S zoning district as established through County regulations. 

An additional concern raised was the ti111ing of residential developnlent and 

that the proposal to allow the clevelopnlent of up to 80 percent of the non-residential 

developnlent capacity in the SOwS zone before constructing any residential 

develop 11le nt . is too lenient and does not promote the developnlE?nt of a complete 

community. Staff explained that inlnultiple use zones the City's Development Coele 

does not require residential developluellt and that the combined amendnlents for 

the SC-S zoning district res'ult in a minilnulll residential l'equil'elnent and non-

residential limitation not required from othel' sinlilal' City zoning districts. 

Further, submittal of a PUD (Conditiohal Use - Planned Unit D eve lop l11ent) 

application provides opporttlllities for public notice, revie\v and involvement 

l'egal'ding how a developer plans to incorporate la~ld use components through final 

build-out ·which may include additional assurances regarding -the tilning· of 

l'esideiltial developn1811t in relation to cOl1llnercial components. The PUD does 

ORDER NO. 2273 Page 4 of6 

I 
[j 

Ii 
I j 

I . 
! 

L .. 
L.J 



address phasing and the timeline of construction for a Inaster plan in which the 

hearing body can place additional conditions of approval regarding the tilning of 

construction if it is deelneCl necessary. The Commission concurred that the 

residential buil(l~out requirement along ·with the pun requirelnent vvill allow the 

development of an appropriate timeline of development that balances the 

cOlnmercial ancl residential constructioll. 

The Planning Comlnission adopts by reference the Nov~lnber30, 2011, Staff 

Report, Staff lVIelnOrand1.nn dated November 30, 2011, Staff lVlelTIOrandulll elated 

1?~celnber 5, 201i1 ,two Staff :rvlenl0randa dated Decelnber 7, ·2011, a~d the 

supplemental findings contained herein as evidence and findings demonstrating the 
. . 

application satisfies all Text Alnen4ment approval criteria as stated uncleI' Section 

, 40.85.15.1.C of the Development Code and therefore: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that pursuant to Section 50.50.1 of the 

Beaverton Development Code, the Planning. Conlnlission RECOMMENDS 

APPROVAL of TA 2011-0003 to anlend portions of the Developlllent Code 

related to the SC~S (Station Comnlunity - Sunset) zoning district. The 

Planning Conllllission finds that evidence· has been p~ovicled demonstrating 

that all of the approval cl'iteria contained in Ordinance 2050, effective through 

. Ol'~linance 4542, Section 40.85.15.1.0 ~re -satisfied for tlie specific changes 

including § 20.20.20.l.A and 20.20.20.1.D (add superscript 66, refers to· new § 

20.20.25.66), § 20.20.25.66 (nevv), § 20.20.40 (lle.w), § 40.15.05 Oangu~ge 
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added), § 40.15.15.A.2 (threshold added), § 40.15.15.0.10 (criterion added) of· 

the Development Code. 

Motion CARRIED by the following vote: 

AYES: Overhage~ l\Ifaks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, and 
Stephens. 

NAYS: None. 
ABSTAIN: . None. 
ABSENT: None. 

Dated this. I Bft-l day of ~ ,2011. 

To appeal the decision .of the Planning COll11nission, as art~culated in 

Land Use Order No. 2273 an appeallnust he filed on an Appeal fornl provided 

by the Director at the City of Beaverton COlllllUnity and ECOllonlic 

Developluellt Departlnent's office by no later than 5:00 p.m. on 

:L0 .. ~;t1 -~---74-l-1 _________ , 2011. 

ATTEST:· 

KS, AIOP 
Principle Planner 

ORDER NO. 2273 

PLANNING COlVI:NIISSION 
FORBEAVERTONI OREGON 

AP:Z~ 
RIC STEPHENS 
Chairman 
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l Beaverton 

ORE G 0 N 

HEARING DATE: 

TO: 

STAFF: 

PROPOSAL: 

SUMMARY: 

APPELLANTS: 

APPLICANT: 

STAFF REPORT 

February 7, 2012 

City Council 

Leigh M Crabtree, Associate Planner 

APP2011-0002 Appeal of Station Community - Sunset Requirements 
(TA20 11-0003) 

An appeal of the Planning Commission's Recommendation to Approve 
TA2011-0003 has been filed contending that the proposal did not 
satisfy Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3, Chapter 5, Chapter 6, and 
Chapter 9 and did not satisfy Development Code Section 40.97.15.4.C.3 
regarding Title 1, Title 6, Title 7, and Title 12. 

Jake Mintz, Richard Battaglia, Gail Murphy, Robert Douglas, Eric J. 
Thompson, and Susan Chow. 

City of Beaverton 

DECISION CRITERIA: Appeal of the Text Amendment will be reviewed per the provisions of 
Development Code Sections 50.75 and 50.85 through 50.88. Approval 
Criteria for the TA is listed in Section 40.85.15.1.C of the Development 
Code. 

RECOMMENDATION: DENIAL of APP2011-0002 (Appeal of Station Community Sunset 
Requirements), uphold the Planning Commission's recommendation to 
approve TA2011-0003. 

Staff Report January 31,2012 SR-1 
APP2011-0002 Appeal ofPeterkort Station Community - Sunset (TA2011-0003) 



BACKGROUND 

APP2011-0002 Appeal of Station Community - Sunset Requirements 
(TA2011-0003) 

The City of Beaverton submitted a set of five applications in October of 2011. The proposals 
were related to application of City land use designations and zoning districts for 13 parcels 
with an associated text amendment. The five applications were organized into three 
packages for noticing and staff report writing, as follows: TA2011-0003 Station Community­
Sunset Text Amendment, CPA2011-0002 Peterkort Station Community Land Use Map 
Amendment with ZMA2011-0002 Peterkort Station Community - Sunset Zoning Map 
Amendment, and CPA2011-0003 Peterkort Corridor and Neighborhood Residential- High 
Density Land Use Map Amendment with ZMA2011-0002 Peterkort Corridor Commercial and . 
R1 Zoning Map Amendment. . 

Standard noticing procedures of the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Beaverton and the 
Development Code of the City of Beaverton were followed and included: 

1. The required inter-agency DLCD notice was mailed to DLCD, Metro and Washington 
County on October 20,2011 - forty-five (45) calendar days prior to the initial hearing; 

2. The required inter-agency DLCD notice was also mailed to the Chair of Citizen 
Participation Organization (CPO) 1, the Chair of the Central Beaverton Neighborhood 
Association Committee (NAC) whose boundaries include the properties for which the 
change is contemplated, and the Chair of the Committee for Citizen Involvement on 
October 20, 2011, at least forty-five (45) calendar days prior to the initial hearing; 

3. Legal notice was published in the Beaverton Valley Times on November 17,2011. 

4. Notice was posted in Beaverton City Hall and in Beaverton City Library on November 17, 
2011. 

5. Notice was mailed to property owners included in the proposed change area, by certified 
mail, on November 17, 2011. 

6. Notice was mailed to owners ofprbperty within 500 feet of the subject parcels for which 
the change is proposed on November 17, 2011. 

7. Notice was placed on the City's web site on November 16, 2011. 

On November 30,2011 the staff reports were made available to the public and were 
distributed to the Planning Commission. Staff provided a revised Transportation Planning 
Rule report to the Planning Commission via email on December 5,2011 with a cover memo. 
Staff started to receive written testimony within the week prior to the Planning Commission 
hearing. On December 6, 2011, upon the request of Paul Schaefer, staff forwarded his written 
testimony to the Planning Commission via email. Additional written testimony submitted to 
the Planning Division prior to 5:00 p.m. on December 7,2011 was submitted with a cover 
memo to the Planning Commission at the hearing. Also on December 7,2011, staff submitted 
revisions to the proposed Development Code text modifications with a memo. Jake Mintz 
presented his written testimony to the Planning Commission with his oral testimony. 

The Planning Commission commenced with the Public Hearing on December 7, 2011. At the 
hearing the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of all five 
applications to the City Council. Land Use Order No. 2273 summarized the Commission's 

Staff Report January 31,2012 SR-2 
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BACKGROUND 

recommendation to approve the proposed text amendment. Each of the Land Use Orders was 
signed December 14, 2011 and were mailed with the Notice of Decision on December 15, 2011. 

An appeal of the Commission's recommendation to approve the SC-S text amendment was 
filed on December 27,2011 by Jake Mintz, Richard Battaglia, Gail Murphy, Robert Douglas, 
Eric J. Thompson, and Susan Chow. The Appeal Submittal is included as Exhibit F to the 
Agenda Bill for APP2011-0002. The appeal designated Jake Mintz as the contact 
representative for the appellants. The appellants contend that the proposal does not satisfy 
Titles 1, 6, 7 and 12 of Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Chapters 3, 5, 6, 
and 9 of the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Beaverton. 

On December 26,2011 staff mailed a letter notifying the appellant that the appeal was 
accepted by the Community and Economic Development Department. Notice of Appeal was 
mailed on January 17, 2012 to the appellant, all other parties who participated in the 
Planning Commission's decision, and community members who provided their mailing 
addresses on the sign-in sheet at the CP01 January 3,2012 meeting. 

The full Planning Commission record, including draft minutes of the Planning Commission 
hearing, has bee.n provided to City Council members and the appellant. These materials are 
available for review at the Planning Division counter during regular business hours or online 
at the Planning Division's web page, http://www.beavertonoregon.gov/index.aspx?nid=177. 

The analysis and findings provided in this report will discuss the specific criteria being 
appealed as identified by the appellant in response to the requirements of Section 1. 7.2 of the 
Comprehensive Plan for the City of Beaverton and Section 50.75 of the Development Code of 
the City of Beaverton. 

Pursuant to Section 1.7.5 of the Comprehensive Plan and Sections 50.70.4 and 50.75.4 of the 
Development Code, the appeal hearing shall be de novo, which means any new evidence and 
argument can be introduced in writing, orally or both. A de novo hearing does not limit 
participation; therefore, community members that did not participate in the Planning 
Commission process have the opportunity to participate in the appeal hearing. 

Staff Report January 31, 2012 SR-3 
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BACKGROUND 

ATTACHMENTS 

A 
Analysis and Findings related to Appeal of 
TA2011-0003 STATION Community - Sunset Text Amendment 

Analysis and Findings 
Summary 

Conclusion 
Recommendation 

EXHIBITS 
1 NIA 
2 NIA 
3 NIA 
4 NIA 
5 Zoned Development Capacity Table 
6 City-County Coordination 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PAGE 

SR 3-4 

TA1-TA15 

TA 1- TA 14 
TA15 
TA 15 
TA15 

7 Letter from Mr. Don Odermott, P.E., Transportation Consulting 
Group, Dated January 23, 2012 

8 Written Testimony 
8.1 Susan Rosenthal 
8.2 Lori Manthey-Waldo 
8.3 Lorraine Heller 
8.4 Angela Hamilton 
8.5 Kira Goodwin Kvamme 
8.6 John Poelstra 
8.7 Multiple Comment Cards Received 
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ATTACHMENT A 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
For APPEAL ofTA2011-0003 Station Community -Sunset Text Amendment 

Section 40.85.15.l.C of the Development Code of the City of Beaverton states: 

C. Approval Criteria. In order to approve a Text Amendment application, the 
decision making authority shall make findings of fact based upon evidence 
provided by the applicant demonstrating that all the following criteria are 
satisfied: 
***** 
3. The proposed text amendment is consistent with the provisions of 

the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

Metro UGMFP Metro Code Chapter 3.07, the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan. 

The following discussion addresses Metro UGMFP 
Title 1: Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodation, Code 
Sections 3.07.110 - 3.07.120. The following discussion relates to Title 1. 

Appellant Contention 
The appellant contends that the City proposal does not meet the requirements of Metro's Title 
1 regarding requirements for housing over the properties proposed for SC-S zoning. The 
appellant further alleges that, "The county's transit oriented residential districts require 
housing earlier in the development process, not later as would be allowed through the text 
amendment," and that the City will not have a requirement for residential construction until 
80% of approved non-residential development is constructed. The appellant states that, 
"Absent the text amendment, there would be no housing." 

City Response 
The Text Amendment, TA2011-0003, revises that zoning district description so as to require 
a minimum of 1,899 dwelling units over the parcels proposed for Station Community­
Sunset (SC-S) zoning. TA2011-0003 also includes a requirement that a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) application be submitted and approved by the City of Beaverton for any 
proposed development of a parcel with SC-S zoning. A PUD and any subsequent land use 
application (except for a sign permit) requires a land use analysis to verify that the 
development targets of the entire SC-S zoning district, including the required number of 
minimum dwelling units, will continue to be met. 

Without this text amendment approximately 970 dwelling units would be required by the SC­
S zone over the subject parcels. The greater number of dwelling units prescribed by this text 
amendment matches the County's minimum 1,899 dwelling units as calculated by County 
staff. Thus this TA 2011-0003 requires that development of the six proposed SC-S parcels 
match the minimum residential density requirements of County zoning. 

Washington County's Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area and Community 
Development Code include several requirements for development within the Peterkort Station 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Area but does not include a timing requirement as the appellant alleges. The Cedar Hills -
Cedar Mill Community Plan does include a discussion of timing for land uses within the 
Barnes Peterkort section under Design Element 6 as follows: 

The Peterkort property is the largest undeveloped property in the subarea. It is likely 
the property will be developed in stages over a number of years, responding 
to market demands. Parts of the Peterkort property should be viewed as units in 
planning their development to assure that individual developments in each unit are 
complementary and viewed in context of an overall development plan for that unit. 
Although the land and circulation plans for the Sunset Transit Center area 
provide relatively detailed guidance for the property's development, they are 
not at the level of detail specified for a master plan by the Community 
Development Code, nor do they provide details about the timing of 
development phasing, as required ofphased"master plans by the CDC. 
Therefore, this design element requires approval of a master plan for each area of the 
Peterkort property shown on the Peterkort Property Master Plan Areas map before 
development can proceed in that area. 

Thus the appellants' statement that "The County's transit oriented residential districts 
require housing earlier in the development process" is not found in county planning 
enactments. The County does require residential uses in the transit oriented zoning 
designations as a required component and given certain circumstances, office and retail uses 
may be allowed with the required residential use. This does not mean that the County's 
regulations require residential construction prior to non-residential construction. 

It is standard throughout City multiple use zoning districts that an applicant may propose 
development of residential, commercial or both. The proposed text amendment resolves the 
minimum residential dwelling unit discrepancy between the County and the City for the six 
SC-S proposed parcels. 

Specific to Title 1, Metro calls for a density of 45 persons per acre for the Station Community 
design type. Metro does not require a number of dwelling units nor a specific ratio or mixed 
uses. For each of the design types in the Metro Urban Growth Management FunctionalPlan, 
Metro relies on the planning jurisdiction to establish unique minimum densities consistent 
with the design type. Washington County established these minimum densities in 1997. The 
City is continuing to apply these minimum densities established by the County in the area 
designated by the County. The only Metro requirement in this current process has been to 
ensure that there be no loss in density in the City's mapping amendment process. By 
requiring a minimum of 1,899 dwelling units to match the density requirements of 
Washington County, the City is maintaining the residential density of the County and 
thereby satisfying Title 1. 

Staff Report January 31,2011 TA-2 
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ATTACHMENT A 

The following discussion addresses Metro UGMFP 
Title 6: Centers, Corridors, Station Communities and Main Streets, Metro 
Code Sections 3.07.610 - 3.07.650 

Appellant Contentions 
... ' The proposal if implemented would have the net result of allowing an extremely dense (in 
terms of non-residential floor area, not residential densities) Regional Center by allowing 
nearly 11 million square feet of non-residential uses to be constructed. The area was planned 
as and needs to be developed as a less dense Station community, as reflected in the vision for 
this area adopted in October, 1997 ... 

.. . Amendments that allow Regional Center-type/style development on lands planned 
for .. . Station Community -type/style development are not consistent with Title 6. 

City Response 
Metro defines the Station Community design type, as follows: 

Station communities are areas of development centered around a light-rail or high­
capacity-transit station that feature a variety of shops and services that will remain 
accessible to bicyclists, pedestrians and transit users as well as cars. 

While the design type describes a mix of uses, it does not specify residential land use. The 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan outlines "Activity Levels for Centers, Corridors, 

. Station Communities and Main Streets," with recommendations, not requirements, for the 
number of residents and workers per acre, mix of uses, and mix of housing types. 

Were it not for the level of development accommodated in the County plans adopted in 1997, 
the City would not propose requiring the densities associated with the text amendment. 
However, the City cannot now change the trajectory of the regulations enacted by the County 
and approved by Metro and the State of Oregon over 14 years ago. 

The introductory statement in the Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan for the Barnes­
Peterkort Area states: 

This area includes the largest amount of vacant buildable land in the planning area. 
This land also is located close to two regional traffic ways (Highways 26 and 217) and 
two Arterials (SW Barnes andNW Cornell Roads). As a result, the currently 
undeveloped area is proposed for intense urban development over time, 
including high density residential, retail, and office commercial uses. For the 
most part, residential densities on the buildable land are "stepped down" next to 
existing single-family neighborhoods. Where this is not the case, new attached unit 
development will be required to include buffers which protect existing neighborhoods 
from possible impacts (including noise and lights) of increased densities. 

Varied natural features in the subareas - streams, slopes, and wooded areas - provide a 
backdrop for development designs which accomplish a degree of protection while 
accommodating new residential and commercial uses. Satisfactory implementation of 
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ATTACHMENT A 

the land use plan for this subarea will depend to a significant extent on development of 
the subarea's planned transportation system, including connection of new streets 
developed on the Peterkort property to streets in adjacent neighborhoods. 

The density planned for the Peterkort Station Area is greater than any planned density that 
the City currently has available to ensure the minimum residential density required by the 
County for the Peterkort Station Area. Without the text amendment, the SC-S zone would 
require a minimum residential density of 970 dwelling unit, still high by City of Beaverton 
standards. Without the proposed higher density the city would not comply with Title 1. 

In order to evaluate the transportation implications of the concurrently proposed Land Use 
Map and Zoning Map amendments, staff sought to understand the development capacity of 
the subject parcels. In order to calculate that development capacity, staff looked to the 
regulations provided by the County for floor area. However, the County Community 
Development Code does not prescribe a maximum floor area, as per Section 375, Table C, 
footnote (2): 

If non-residential or mixed-use development is proposed in excess of the minimum FAR 
standard, the applicant shall demonstrate that the transportation system serving the 
development site has adequate planned capacity to accommodate additional site­
generated traffic, consistent with the County's adopted level of service standard. 

Instead, the proposed 10,960,000 square feet floor area maximum is a development capacity 
derived from the County's Community Development Code Section 375, Table B regulations 
for maximum building height applied over gross acreage. Maximum Building Height was 
chosen for this exercise absent another objective standard. It should be noted that using the 
County's maximum building height standard for the calculation did not account for Area of 
Special Concern (ASC) 11 Section 9, which states: ' 

Buildings in the Sunset District of the Peterkort Station Area shall have no height 
limit if (a) they are designed to meet the design standards of Section 431 of the 
Community Development Code, including standards regarding step backs at certain 
elevations and (b) the approved master plan for development of the area shows that at 
least 40% of the land in the Sunset District will be covered by buildings, exclusive of 
land covered by parking structures. 

Staff chose gross acreage for all density calculations at county's instruction. Calculations 
toward zoned capacity for the parcels proposed for SC-S zoning" are included as Exhibit E5 to 
this report. The results of the development capacity analysis were also included with Exhibit 
15 and Exhibit 21 to the Planning Commission staff report of November 30,2011. 

, The City's proposed amendments to the SC-S zone will allow flexibility in location of land 
uses over the subject parcels while ensuring that the minimum residential density will be 
accounted for in a development proposal. The flexibility regarding the location of the uses 
allows the project owner to address the successful development of sites that currently stand 
vacant. The requirements for the PUD and Design Review processes will ensure that 
common areas and connectivity for pedestrians, bicycle, and vehicles are adequately 
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ATTACHMENT A 

addressed both at the master plan and development specific levels. 

The Planning Commission staff report compared the County's Transit Oriented zoning 
designations to the SC-S zoning district to show the compatibility of the transfer while 
meeting the intent of Metro's Station Community urban design type. 

The following discussion addresses 
Metro UGMFP Title 7: Housing Choice. 

Appellant Contentions 
The text amendment in particular sets a minimum number of housing units yet does not 
require any housing units to be constructed until 80% of the non-residential uses are 
constructed. As such the proposal, in particular TA2011-0003, can not guarantee that any 
housing let alone affordable housing, will ever be provided. 

The Text Amendment requires a minimum of number residential dwellings in the area and 
that the dwellings will be completed before the project area is built-out. None of the multiple 
use zones within the City requires residential development be constructed on the subject site 
or specific parameters such as those found in this text amendment. These parameters were 
added to ensure that the spirit of mixed-use development from the Cedar Hills - Cedar Mills 
Community Plan was being met. Further, as stated in the Planning Commission staff 
report, the minimum density requirements in all the City's multiple use use zones are below 
the numbers required in the Cedar Hill/Cedar Mill Community Plan. Staffs proposal to 
include the minimum density requirement for the SC-S zone in TA2011-0003 not only 
requires residential development, but ensures the number expected with this Community 
Plan are being met. The proposed text amendment also requires build-out of the residential 
prior to completion of a master plan. The allowance for 80% of the non-residential 
commercial to be built was to provide some flexibility to allow the market to dictate how the 
project could be phased successfully. While there are no guarantees with regard to the needs 
of the housing market, this additional requirement, which is not found in any other City 
zoning district, provides additional assurances that the residential development will be built 
before the development of the area is completed. 

As stated in the Planning Commission staff report, "The City continues to support affordable 
housing programs through the Community Development Block Grant and HOME programs, 
the Citywide Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program, and partnership with local non-profit 
service providers. Goal 4.2.3.2 states "Promote the production of new affordable housing 
units in the City." Participation in local non-profit efforts to develop affordable housing, 
providing an ombudsman to assist in the development review process, developing revolving 
loan funding, exploring land banking and employer sponsored affordable housing, supporting 
alternative funding for affordable housing, and continuing to explore tools and strategies to 
encourage affordable housing development are actions to implement Goal 4.2.3.2. These goals 
and actions comply with Title 7." This proposed amendment does not prevent the City from 
meeting the goals of affordable housing 
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The following addresses Metro UGMFP 
Title 12: Protection of Residential Neighborhoods. 

Appellant Contentions 
The appellant's contentions regarding Title 12 relate to transportation impacts of future 
development upon surrounding neighborhoods: uThe Text Amendment (TA2011-0003) allows 
nearly 11 million square feet of non- residential uses, which in turn would generate nearly 
300,000 Average Daily Trips (ADT~equal to the average daily trips generate by 30,000 
detached single family homes. This much traffic (and trips) will severely impact the 
surrounding neighborhoods." 

Facts 
As shown in Exhibits 17 and 21, Transportation Planning Rule Analysis (November 30,2011 
Staff Report), the maximum capacity of 10,960,500 square feet was established when 
evaluating the worst case scenario development potential under the existing Washington 
County's land use regulations. In order for the City to prove that the text amendment would 
result in no greater effect on the transportation system than currently allowed by the County, 
the City proposed the 10,960,500 square foot floor ar.ea maximum. Absent this maximum, the 
potential development capacity calculated for the parcels would have been up to three times 
the· County maximum. The City has proposed a maximum floor area compared to no effective 
maximum floor area under the current County regulations. 

The City is not reviewing a development proposal for any of the subject parcels at this time. 
Once a specific development proposal is submitted to the City, the impacts of traffic to the 
surrounding area will be reviewed through the submittal of a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). 
The TIA will demonstrate whether or not a proposal can be accommodated within the existing 
transportation system, the types of mitigation that may be required, if the intensity of a 
proposal will need to be reduced, or a combination of the three. 

Summary Finding 
Staff finds that, for the reasons identified in the Planning Commission staff report 
of November 30, 2011 and the reasons identified above, the proposed amendment 
complies with applicable Titles of the Metro Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan. 

Therefore, staff finds the proposed Text Amendment satisfies criterion 3. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Development Code 40.85.15.1.C.4 sets out the following criterion for a Text 
Amendment: The proposed amendment is consistent with the City's 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3, Land Use Element 

The following addresses City Comprehensive Plan 
Section 3.5 Mixed-Use Element states: 
... Mixed use areas are conceived as urban neighborhoods containing a variety and 
intermixing of uses that complement the established surrounding communities. These 
areas generally integrate compatible land uses vertically, horizontally, or both .... 

3.5.1 Goal: 
Beaverton mixed use areas that develop in accordance with community vision and 
consistent with the 2040 Regional Growth Concept Map. 

Appellant Contentions 
The appellant contends that "the proposed amendments do not guarantee that the build-out 
of the area will be a dense, vibrant, urbaJ:l mixed-use community, with housing and retail and 
a 24.,hours a day livability." Further contentions relate to timing of housing construction, 
implementation of provisions of the Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan that, the 
appellant states, "ensure that housing is located at/near the station," and prescriptive 
requirements of the County regulations for the station area, specifically "The Green." 

City Response 
The County requirements for the Sunset Subarea of the Peterkort Station Area include 
provisions· for 150 dwelling units. The Sunset Sub Area is roughly 23 acres in size and there 
are no provisions in the County regulations that state, specifically, within that 23 acres area 
w here the residential components are to be placed or when they are to be constructed. Figure 
12.1h, Required Phase One Buildings, Section 431 of Washington County's Community 
Development Code depicts facility improvements and building frontages. As discussed above, 
the Community Plan specifically states that the timing of development will depend on the 
market. 

The City SC-S ratio requirements for residential density result in a minimum of 420 dwelling 
units over the net acreage of the Sunset Sub Area when a residential only product is 
proposed. This minimum density calculation is the result of the requirements of 
Development Code Section 20.20.15.B.1 and footnote 1 that require 30 dwelling units per acre 
within 400 feet of a Light Rail Transit station platform. For a development proposal that 
includes a mix of uses, this minimum density requirement may be reduced within the Sunset 
Sub Area. However, the text amendment also includes provisions for a minimum of 1,899 
dwelling units over the entire SC-S zone to match County density requirements calculated 
from gross acreage. The 1,899 dwelling units may be spread over the larger 63 gross acres; 
however, the properties are constrained by steep slopes, easements, future right-of-way and 
expected other uses. The specific location of uses will be reviewed at the time of a 
development application, namely a Planned Unit Development application. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

The City does regulate specific standards and guidelines for landscape, open space and 
natural areas within Chapter 60 of the Development Code. Additionally, the text amendment 
requires development review in the SC-S zone by a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
application which in turn, per Section 60.35 of the Development Code, requires a minimum of 
20 percent open space. 

The following addresses City Comprehensive Plan 
Section 3.8 Station Community Development 

The following addresses 3.8.1 Goal: 
Station Communities that develop in accordance with community vision and consistent with 
the 2040 Regional Growth Concept Map. 

Appellant Contentions 
The appellant contends that the "text amendment makes a 'veiled' attempt at requiring 
residential densities needed to generate ridership" but that there is no requirement for 
locating high density housing at or near the station; and that to allow delay in constructing 
the minimum residential density until after constructing non-residential land uses on up to 
80% of a site, is not comparable to the County's requirements. 

City Response 
County Sub Area density requirements for the Peterkort Station Area were the only 
requirement for any residential density at or near the station. County Community 
Development Code Section 375, Table C does not include requirements for residential uses 
within the Transit Oriented: Business (TO:BUS) zoning designation. Similar to the County's 
requirements, the City is not fully relying on the site development tables in Section 20~20.15 
to determine the number of dwelling units required in the Sunset Sub Area. 

The proposed minimum 1,899 dwelling units over the SC-S zoned lots is a higher density than 
the County technical requirements for minimum density. Although the County does allow for 
,.reductions to the minimum density prescribed in Community Development Code, Section 375, 
Table C through the provisions of Section 300-3.1 K, below, the County instructed City staff 
to calculate minimum density from gross acreage. Therefore, the calculations for minimum 
density resulted in a higher minimum than technically required by the County Community 
Development Code. 

300-3 Density Transfers for Unhuildahle Lands 
300-3.1 Applicability: 
Transfer of density from one area of land to another shall be permitted for any 
unbuildable portion of a lot or parcel when a portion of the subject lot or parcel is 
within any of the following areas. 
The provisions of Section 300-3 are not applicable in the North Bethany Subarea in the 
Bethany Community Plan. 
A. Flood Plain; 
B. Drainage Hazard; 
C. Jurisdictional Wetland; 
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D. Slopes over twenty (20) percent; 
E. Significant Natural Resource area; 
F. Power line easement or right-of-way; 
G. Future right-of-way for transitway, designated arterials and collectors; 
H. Water Quality Sensitive Areas; 
1. Vegetated Corridors; 
J. Regionally Significant Fish & Wildlife Habitat areas as designated on the current 

edition of Metro's Regionally Significant Fish & Wildlife Habitat Inventory Map. 
K. In transit oriented districts, land within an area identified above, or land needed for 

public or private streets, including sidewalks, accessways, greenways, public parks 
and plazas, and common open space as defined in Section 431-3.4. 

As discussed previously in this report, the County does not specifically require where in 23 
acres 150 dwelling units are to be built or when the residential dwellings are to be 
constructed. 

The following addresses City Comprehensive Plan 
Section 3.15 Urban Planning Area Agreement 
The Washington County Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA), including Exhibits 
A and B, which is dated October 25, 1998 and was signed by the City on May 15, 1989 
and signed by the County on February 10, 1989 is hereby incorporated as section 3.15 
of this Land Use Element. 

Appellant Contentions 
The appellant contends that, "the city's SC-S zone is not the most comparable zone to the 
underlying county transit oriented residential districts." Additionally, the appellant contends 
that the proposals do not implement design provisions required by ASC 11 for development of 
residential uses at or near the station, that the City provides a loophole to review of lands 
under one-half acre in size. 

City Response 
The appellant does not present a more comparable City zoning district. The City first 
developed the SC-S zoning district prior to annexation of the subject properties to allow 
future modifications to better represent the County policies as to the Barnes-Peterkort area of 
the Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan. There is no zone within the City Development 
Code that requires as much density as the SC-S zone with its proposed modifications. As 
stated in the Land Use Order 2274: 

" ... the UP AA does not provide specific direction in determining the correlating City of 
Beaverton zoning district to the Washington County Transit-Oriented zoning district 
and the difficulty in finding a zoning district that was the "same" as the Transit 
Oriented land use districts. The analysis in the findings of the ZMA staff report show 
the SC-S as shown on the proposed map most closely approximates the Transit -
Oriented land use districts based on the density, uses, and standards of each district 
for the subject tax lots. The Commission addressed the difficulties in trying to match 
zoning districts and concur with staff that the finding provided show how the proposed 
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ATTACHMENT A 

designations provided in the ZMA report closely approximates the County's Transit­
Oriented districts for the subject tax lots." 

Regarding the 'one-half acre loophole,' it must be clarified that a one-half acre parcel within 
the proposed SC-S zoned parcels does not current exist. A one-half acre parcel may only be 
created through the review and approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application 
and a Land Division application. Currently, the smallest parcel proposed for SC-S zoning is 
0.70 acres and cannot feasibly be development without the 3.22 acre parcel to its west. 

One of the purposes of the UPAA is to ensure that the City and County coordinate the 
transition of plans from County jurisdiction to City jurisdiction once annexation has taken 
place. City staff coordinated with County staff over a period of 16 months prior to the 
Planning Commission's hearing on this matter. A table is attached as Exhibit E6 to this 
report outlining coordination efforts between City and County staff. 

So, what is different? Below is an outline including descriptions of prescriptive development 
requirements for specific properties and transportation that compares Washington County 
regulations to City of Beaverton regulations. 

Prescriptive development requirements for specific properties 

Washington County 

Within the County's Community Development Code Section 375 regulates Transit 
Oriented land uses, dimensional requirements, minimum and maximum density and 
level of process for development review. 

Through the County's Community Development Code Section 431, Washington County 
regulates design for Transit Oriented development through principles, standards and 
guidelines for circulation, streetscapes for pedestrians, parking areas, garages and 
parking structures, common open space, transitions in density, landscaping, water 
quantity/quality facilities, and signs. 

Section 431-12 of the Community Development Code specifically regulates for design in 
the Peterkort Station Area and works in tandem with the requirements for Area of 
Special Concern (ASC) 11 of the Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill Community Plan. Together 
these two sets of regulations include regulations that dictate distribution of land uses, 
facility improvements and first phase development implementation for the Peterkort 
Station Area. Requirements for development of ASC 11, in part: 
1. No more than one (1) hotel, not exceeding 500 rooms 
2. No more than one (1) theatre, not exceeding 70,000 square feet, with no more than 

3500 seats and 16 screens 
3 .. Up to 150,000 square feet of retail space within mixed use buildings that are at 

least two stories high 
4. 150 dweclling units minimum within the "Sunset District" 
5. 200 minimum dwelling units within the "Hillside District" 
6. 450 minimum dwelling units within the "Holly District" 
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7. The first phase of development shall include: 
a. Plans for buildings along both sides of the "Main Street" through the Sunset 

District, as well as retail buildings at all four corners of the western intersection of 
Barnes Road and Main Street and fronting on both sides of the "Green" (see Figure 
12.1h of Exhibit 11 of the Planning Commission staff report dated November 30, 
2011) 

b. Full improvement of the Main Street 
c. Full construction of the "Green" (see Figure 12.1c of Exhibit 11 of the Planning 

Commission staff report dated November 30,2011) 

City of Beaverton 

Chapter 20 of the City's Development Code regulates site development standards, land 
uses, use restrictions, other zone specific requirements, and density calculations. 
Chapter 40 of the Development Code outlines the different applications that may be 
required for development; specific to the concurrent text amendment proposal, 
development within the SC-S zone would be required to first satisfy the requirements 
of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application. Chapter 50 provides the 
procedures relative to each type of application; a PUD application would follow 
procedures relative to a type 3 application. 

Chapter 60 of the Development Code outlines several special requirements that may 
apply to a development application dependent on the proposed improvement city-wide. 
Chapter 60 is a rough equivalent to Section 431 of the County's Community 
Development Code. Section 60.05 describes the design review principles, standards and 
guidelines requirements including building design and orientation, multiple use 
district building orientation and design, circulation and parking design, landscape open 
space and natural areas design, lighting design. Most development in the City of 
Beaverton is subject to standards or guidelines within Section 60.05 and depending on 
the zone or location along a major pedestrian route the standards become more 
prescriptive. Chapter 60 also includes regulations for signs, facility improvements, 
transportation, and multiple other facets related to development. 

The City does not prescribe specific land use locations and distribution, facility 
improvements, building locations or phasing for specific property in the Development 
Code or other regulatory documents. The type of specification outlined by the County 
for ASC 11 and the Peterkort Station Area would be subject to review through a 
development application. 

The text amendment, TA2011-0003, would result in requirements for a minimum of 
1,899 dwelling units and a maximum of 5, 115 dwelling units over the six parcels to 
receive the SC-S zoning designation. 1,899 dwelling units would have to be included in 
the PUD in order for the application to satisfy the requirements of the SC-S zone. The 
location of the proposed dwelling units would be reviewed and discussed along with the 
location and quantity of commercial uses ,at the PUD stage. All uses proposed with the 
PUD would be reviewed together with a required Traffic Impact Analysis that will 
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need to account for all transportation impacts for the residential, commercial and other 
uses combined. 

The key difference between the County's zoning and the City's zoning is that the City's zoning 
does not proscribe the type and location of development on the parcels in close proximity to 
the Sunset station. 

The following addresses City Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 5, Public Facilities and Services Element 

Appellant Contentions 
The appellant takes exception to a statement in the Planning Commission staff report that 
"the proposal, "is not expected to affect ... " the ability of urban services providers to serve 
the build out of this area." The appellant contends that more analysis would be required to, 
"understand the ramification of nearly 11 million square feet of non-residential uses ... " 

City Response 
The context of the quote "is not expected to affect ... " is as follows: 

"This ptoposal is not expected to affect the City?s projected provision of the Public 
Facilities Plan, Capital Improvement Plan, Urban Service Area, Storm Water and 
Drainage, Potable Water, Sanitary Sewer, Parks and Recreation, Police, or Fire and 
Emergency Medical Services. Additionally, because the density opportunities for the 
six parcels that are subject to SC-S zoning through ZMA2011-0002 would be similar 
with the proposed amendment to the existing Washington County land use districts 
upon the parcels, school district forecasts for capital improvement and service 
provision should not be significantly affected." 

The City's projected provisions for public facilities and services would be the same under 
either the current County Transit Oriented zoning designations or the City's proposed SC-S 
zoning district. This conclusion is based upon the analysis and findings of the Planning 
Commission reports of November 30,2011. 

The proposed floor area maximum of 10,960,500 square feet is a theoretical maximum 
derived for the associate Transportation Planning Rule analysis. The derived development 
capacity was based upon a worst case scenario that was based upon current County 
regulations. 

Neither the County nor the City prescribes Floor Area Ratio (FAR) maximums. Both 
jurisdictions rely on the submittal of a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) with a development 
application to determine how the level of development intensity proposed will affect the 
transportation system. Depending on the findings of the TIA an applicant may be required to 
reduce the level of intensity proposed or mitigate for the impacts. If the transportation 
standards of the regulating jurisdiction cannot be met, the decision making authority may 
deny the development application. . 
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A Planned Unit Development (PUD) application is subject to discretionary review and 
application of conditions of approval by the Planning Commission at a Type 3 quasi-judicial 
public hearing that hears from multiple jurisdictions including Washington County, TriMet, 
Metro, ODOT,. Tualatin Valley Water District, Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue, Tualatin 
Hills Park and Recreation District, and Clean Water Services. 

It is important to note that the minimum floor area that would be required with 
development of the SC-S zoning district is just over 1,025,000 square feet. The County's 
current requirement for minimum floor area over the same parcels is just over 2,750,000 
square feet. Without a development application and associated TIA to review, there is no way 
of knowing how much non-residential floor area in combination with the required 1,899 . 
dwelling units can be accommodated on the subject parcels. . 

The following addresses City Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 6, Transportation Element 

Appellant Contentions 
The addition of almost 11,000,000 square feet of commercial retail and office uses, not 
including the required housing units (if built), and the resulting hundreds of thousands of 
estimated ADT's (nearly 300,000 ADT pursuant to ITE manual estimate calculations) will 
significantly impact the transportation system ...... "The resulting trips and heavily congested 
roads will also serve as a barrier for pedestrians crossing Barnes Road to get to and from the 
station." 

City Response 
As discussed previously in this report, the proposed floor area maximum of 10,960,500 square 
feet is a theoretical worst case maximum derived for the purposes of the TPR analysis. 
The proposed maximum floor area for the SC-S proposed parcels translates the maximum 
that was derived from County regulations for the existing Transit Oriented zoning 
designations. 
The County Community Development Code does not state a maximum floor area. Instead, 
Section 375, Table C, footnote (2) states: 

"If non-residential or mixed-use development is proposed in excess of the minimum 
FAR standard, the applicant shall demonstrate that the transportation system serving 
the development site has adequate planned capacity to accommodate additional site­
generated traffic, consistent with the County's adopted level of service standard." 

Again, without a specific development application and associated TIA to review, there is no 
way of knowing how much non-residential floor area in combination with the proposed 
required 1,899 dwelling units can be accommodated on the subject parcels. This condition 
does not change with the adoption of City zoning in place of County zoning. All development 
intensity is governed by the capacity of the transportation system. As noted at the bottom of 
page 2 of the letter from Transportation Planning Group, submitted on January 23,2012, the 
City's requirements for assessing the transportation impacts of a proposed development are 
more stringent than the County's requirements. 
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Specific requirements for transportation improvements and mitigation measures are 
addressed with a specific development proposal. In fact, the better the integration of multiple 
uses in a development, the more credit to intensity the development can achieve. Since 
Washington County will continue to maintain jurisdiction over Barnes Road and Cedar Hills 
Boulevard, the specific issues related to crossing of Barnes Road will be reviewed by County 
staff along with other access management issues at the time of development review. This 
includes review for pedestrian and bicycle connections. 

The following addresses City Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 9, Economy Element 

Appellant Contentions 
"Allowance of almost 11,000,000 square feet of new commercial retail and office uses at this 
location will adversely impact existing nearby commercial ventures as well as future 
development in centers." The appellant states concerns about 'regional center' non­
residential intensities in a Station Community dwarfing existing Regional Centers along with 
a delay in or loss of housing for the subject SC-S parcels. 

City Response 
The proposed amendments would result in a requirement to include and plan for 1,899 
dwelling units. This discussion now ties back to transportation planning where by the 
capacity of the transportation system equates to a specific number of trips. Out of the specific 
number of available trips, the trips for the proposed residential dwelling units (minimum 
1,899 dwelling units) will have to be accounted for in the development planning. The 
remaining trips can then be divided among non-residential uses. 10,960,500 square feet of 
floor area can only be built if the remaining available trips allow that level of intensity. In 
any recent study for the Barnes-Peterkort area there is not enough transportation capacity to 
serve that level of intensity. That level of intensity is a theoretical worst case maximum 
derived in lieu of no prescribed maximum. 

Were it nbt for the level of development accommodated in the County plans adopted in 1997, 
the City would not propose requiring the densities associated with the text amendment. The 
City cannot now change the trajectory of the regulations enacted by the County and approved 
by Metro and the State of Oregon over 14 years ago. 

Summary Finding: Staff finds that the proposed Text Amendment is consistent 
with the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Therefore, staff finds the proposed Text Amendment satisfies criterion 4. 
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SUMMARY 

For the reasonOs identified in the Planning Commission staff report of November 30,2011 and 
the reasons identified above, staff finds that the Text Amendment satisfies the approval 
criteria for a Text Amendment pursuant to Section 40.85.15.l.C of the DeiJelopment Code of 
the City of Beaverton. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the facts and findings presented to the Council and the Planning Commission, staff 
concludes that proposal, TA2011-0003 (Station COIDlllunity - Sunset Text Amendment) 
meets all relevant criteria for approval. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the facts and findings presented, staff recommends DENIAL of APP2011-0002 
(Appeal of Station COIDlllunity Sunset Requirements), upholding the Planning 
Commission's recommeOndation to approve TA2011-0003. 
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