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i35 Capitol Street, Suite 150

Salern, OF. 97301-2540

Theodore F. Enbongoski, Govemor (503) 373-0050

Fax (503) 378-5518
www. lod state or.us

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT g
03/14/2012
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

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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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 of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000

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 DLCD? [X] Yes [ |No Date: 10/20/2011
[ ] Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment [ 1 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
X Land Use Regulation Amendment [ ] Zoning Map Amendment

[ ] New Land Use Regulation [ ] 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 Hllls 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

E&DD&EED&E&E&EDDDDD
Was an Exception Adopted? [ ] YES [X] NO
Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment...

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? X Yes [ ]No
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? [1Yes [ ]No
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? [ ]Yes [ ]No
DLCD file No.

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

Local Contact: Leigh M Crabtree Phone: (503) 526-2458 Extension:
Address: 4755 SW Griffith Dr, POBox4755 Fax Number: 503-526-3720
City: Beaverton Zip: 97076-4755 E-mail Address: Icrabtree@beavertonoregon.gov

DLCD File No. 008-11 (19027) [16964]
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

Section 1.

Section 2.

ORDINANCE NO. __4578 - Page 1

ORDINANCE NO. _4578

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

the Council finds that pursuant to Development Code Sections 50.50.2 through
50.50.6, the City provided the required notice of a Planning Commission initial
hearing to consider this legislative text amendment (TA); and,

the Planning Commlssmn 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 ora! testimony submitted at the

hearing; and

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

an appeal of the Planning Commission’s recommendation was filed on
December 27, 2011; and

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 ‘

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 revised 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:

Ordinance No. 2050, the Development Code is amended to read as set out in
Exhibit “A™ attached to this Ordinance and incorporated by this reference.

All Development Code provisions édopted 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 _February , 2012,
Passed by the Council this __5th day of __March , 2012,

Agenda Bill No. 12049
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Approved by the Mayor this __6th

ORDINANCE NO. ___ 4578 - Page 2

day of _ March , 2012.
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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-out 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 fo and approved by the Planning
Commission at the Hearing of December 7, 2011

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

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

TR e R T s TR T e
20.20.20 LAND USES
1. Dwellings
A. Attached
pee
D. Planned Unit Development
6

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

20.20.25 USE RESTRICTIONS

060. The requirements identified in Section 20.20.40 apply.

20.20.400THER SC-S ZONING REQUIREMENTS

1. ithin the SC-S zoning district a Conditional

Use Permit - PUD (Planned Unit Development), pursuant to Section 40.15.15.4 of the
for-
2. On or before the full development or redevelopment of all property lying within the SC-
S zoning district, the following development ﬁ shall be met:
A. A minimum of 1,899 residential dwelling units,

o EXHIBIT A

TA2011-0003 Station Community — Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language
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10,960.500 square feet of non-residential

development.

shall demonstrate, through the submittal of a land use analysis, that the
minimum and maximum development identified in Section 20.20.40.2
have been or will continue to be met

§4.  No more than 80 percent of appreved 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
- 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 reeeiving Certificate of Occupancy, construction of the remaining 2520

percent non-residential development may resume.

40.15. CONDITIONAL USE

40.15.05. 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 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]

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

Zb. 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&1) Minor Adjustment; -
b:2) Major Adjustment;

e:3) Flexible Setback; or

é4) Variance

2. Is required when development is proposed within the SC-S (Station Community

~ Sunset) zoning district on a land area greater than 1/2 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

0605

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

16:11. 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.

$-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.

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

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.

G. Appéal of a 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.

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

TA2011-0003 Station Community = Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language
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EXHIBIT B

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, Tﬁe Notice of Appeal
contends that the text amendment does not .satisfy Comprehensive Plan Chapters 3
(Land 7Use), 5. (Public Facilities), 6 (Transportation) and 9 (Egonomy) and
Development Code Section 40.97.15.4.C.3 regarding - Metro Urbaﬁ Growth

‘Functional 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-BeavertoanPAA.” .
In fact this TA came before the Planning Commission and the Council as a
Legislative Text Améndment for whichA the criteria for approval are set out in other
Development Code Sections, namely Sections 40.97.15.2.C.1-8. Those criteria
include conformance with appl;'cable 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 policiés

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 following issues:

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO, 4578 . " Pagelofl2 008
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State of Oregon, Statewide Planning Goals, Goal .I 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 priorAto the initial hearing to the chairs
of Citizen Pérticipation O'rg’an'izatio‘n (CPQ) 1, Central Beavertop 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 BCCI. 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 BCCI and NACB, and that the City was entitled under its ORS Chapter 195
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 DLCD 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 (QDOT), the Oregon Department of Land

' Conservation and Development (DLCD), 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 correct.

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 appiicant is td start with the minimum FAR and may propose as
much floor area as available within the capacity of the transportation system.
County regulations do regulate maximum heighf 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 Cbuncil 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,

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 Page 3 of 12
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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 reg'iohal 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 lettef 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 8.3 Community Plan Context. The Council finds

that adoption of the county’s Cedar Hills — Cedar Mill Community Plan as a new

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 Page 4 of 12 0011
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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 Plé.n; therefore, it does not relate to the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and the étructure >of the Goals and Policies of other
Community Plans adopted by the City. The City’s Community Pléns are not
| enacting ordinances and are not included in review of development applications, as
are portions of the County’s Commuhity Plans. Specific and prescriptive sections c;f
the county’s Community Development Code and Cedar Hills - Cedar Mill
- Community Plan are .similarly addressed by multiple sections of the City
Development Code ﬁaving 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 ﬁrovisions 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 PlanpedUm't 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

provisions of Area of Special Concern (ASC) 11 of the Cedar Hills — Cedar Mill -

Community Plan.

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 ' Page b of 12 0012
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Comprehensive Plan Section 3.15, Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA).
The Counecil 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-districts.

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
thatr 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 aménded, will require a developerAto

achieve the aggregate minimum residential density and not exceed specific

.

maximum densities over the six subject parcels, without need for the very

prescriptive requirements of County Code for ASC 11l

Althbugh specific sections of the County Community Development Code and
Cedar Hills — Cedar Mi_ll 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

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 Page 60f 12 ()013
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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 Couﬂty 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-S) 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 would 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

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 ‘ Page Tof 12 0014
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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
iﬁtensity of the county zone.

The appellants suggested that the purposé statement for the .SC—S,zoning
district be modified in a manner proposed by 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 appli.cations. PurposeAstat‘ements 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; arid, 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 vefy important to
the County and the City recognizes that concern as the properties within the SC-S
zoning district will access cbunty roads. The Councﬂ 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 ion.ing district is a multiple-use zoning

district and, as amended, requires 1,899 dwelling units residential and allows for

. 'SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 Page 8 of 12 0015
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other uses. The SC-S zoning district will not réquire residential development at or
near the Sunset Transit Center, however, the SC-S zoning district does allow for
dense multiple-usé development around the Sunset Transit Center that is trahsit
supportive.

Amendments to this TA adopted by the City Council after the hearing. The
Council ﬁndg that the additional modifications to the text of thié TA as the Council
adopted after the hearing are sufficient to Ameet the appellant’s concern aé to an
alleged one-half acre partition “exception” to the PUD requirement for development
in thié 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 foof 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 allovfed 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 maximum; a figure not
challenged by the County and accepted by all other agencies that reviewed the TPR
analysis. The Council relied on testimony at the hearing that upwal"ds of
10,960,500 square feet of developed non-residential floor area is not realistic given
the constrained transportation system and that the nomilial 63 acres within the

zone will be reduced by required infrastructure and other unbuildable areas. The

e Rt R 2 Sh ey i e
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F;loor Area‘ Ratio (FAR) of the SC-S zoning district is too high for single level
construction and will require verticality and structulzed parking 1n 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.b The County in fact requires, in ASC 11,
that buildings prescribed for retail uses be constructed in the first phase of
development. Both thé countj' 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 PUD process requires a developer to

“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 PUD process, subsequent Design Review and other
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applications will be subject to review for compliance with the PUD conditions of -

approval,

Development Code, Section 60.55 Tfansportation Facilities. As to the
appellants’ allegation tﬁat construction Aof commercial uses would leave no capacity
for residential development, the Council finds that the required PUD application
process will verify that the development térgets for the SC-S 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
account forl 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 deveiopnient
applications to verify consistency with the approved PUD.

Transportation mitigation measures may include turn lanes, traffic signal
timing dr other measures, A PUD proposal and corresponding TIA must assume
the full transportation system build out for the full zone, including residential uses.

Design Element 1 of the Barnes — Peterkort Subarea for the Cedar Hills -

‘Cedar Mill Community Plan. The text of this county plan states in part as follows:

“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
&ﬂl be reviewed during the City’s land use process for development review. This
- will include specific access and pedes'trian crossings along Barnes Road as approx}ed
by Washington Couﬁty. As for the TA itself, again, the Council relies on staff
testimony that the County, Metro, ODOT and TriMet e;s well aé .representatives of
Providence - St. Vincent’s Hospi_tal nearby to the east also agree with the TPR
analysis that supports this TA. A TIA will be required with a developmentA
applicatibn which will include the background growth rates assumed in the regional
model of Metro's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

Other Contentions. The appellant contends that Metro's Urban Growth
Managéinent Functional Plan (UGMFi’) Titles .1, 6, 7,'and' 12 and the City’s
Comprehensive Plan Chapters 3, 5, 6, and 9 were not satisfied by the proposed
amendment. In response the Council éites the supplemental findings for Ordinance
No. 4578, and the ﬁndings provided iﬁ the Staff Report to City Council dated
January 31, 2012 as adequately addressing the appellant’s argument with regard t:)

each of those UGMFP Titles and Comprehensive Plan Chapters.

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS TO ORDER NO. 4578 ' Page 12 of 12 6 019

& NN



HEARING DATE:
TO:

STAFF:
PROPOSAL:

SUMMARY:

APPLICANT:

DECISION CRITERIA:

RECOMMENDATION:

STAFF REPORT
December 7, 2011

Planning Commission

Leigh M Crabtree, Associate Planner \)\N\G/%

TA2011-0008 Station Community — Sunset Text Amendment

The City of Beaverton is proposing to amend portions of the
Development Code related to the SC-S (Station Community - 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 (threshold added), § 40.15.15.C.10 (criterion added).
These amendments include provisions to maintain minimum density
requirements established through Washington County planning
efforts, establish maximum densities to maintain transportation
capacities for the planning area, require construction of the minimum
residential components prior to completion of 80 percent of the non-
residential components, and require Planned Unit Development review
of proposals over one-half acre in size within the SC-S zoning district.

City of Beaverton

Criteria for Text Amendments are listed in Section 40.85.15.1.C of the
Development Code. '

Approval of TA2011-0003 (Peterkoﬂ Station Community —
Sunset Text Amendment), with no associated conditions of approval.
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BACKGROUND
TA2011-0003 Station Communlty Sunset Text Amendment ’ <

The SC-8 (Statlon Community — -Sunset) zomng dlstmct was adopted into the Development
"Codeof the CLty of Beaverton as anew zoning: d1str1(:t forthe City in 2010 as part of an update
to Chapter.20. The adoption of the SC-S zoning district reflects the City’s first attempt at

blending the C1ty s existing zoning structure with the requirements of Washmgton County’s

TO (Tr ans1t Oriented) land use dlstucts in, place near the Sunset Transit Center.

As pmposed in éoncuitent apphcatmns CPA2011-0002 (Peterkort Station Commumty Land
Use Map Amendment) and: ZMA2()11 0002 (Peterkort Station Community unset Zomng
Map Amendment) the Cityis 1equest1ng application of the SC-S zoning district: upon six tax
lots. These parcels are generally within one-half mile of the Sunset Transit Statmn light rail
platfm m. Approximately two-thirds of the:acreage proposed for SC-5zoning is within ASC
(Avea of Special Concern) 11 as identified in the County’s Cedar Hllls-Cedau Mill Commumty
Plan, which cariies with it spemﬁc minimum dwelling 1 umt counts and minimum FARs (ﬂom
area 1atlos) in order to achieve @ high density mix of uses around. the Sunset Transit Center.
All six parcels-currently carty interim W ashmgton County TO (Transit Oriented) land use
districts. “

Clarification of County vequirements for the genelal Peterkort area and analysis.related o

the concurrent apphcatlons for land use and zoning implementation indicated to Clty staff a

need to amend the SC-S' zomng district: The amendments proposed include provisions for:

¢ CU-—PUD (Condltlonal Use Planned Unif Development) review-of project over one- .

half acre in size. Q
minimum and maximum- density 1equuements ]
requirements for land use analysis
requirements for construction of the minimuin number of dwelling units prior to
completion of non-residential development

The full body of proposed. amendments is attached as Exhibit 20 to this staff report.

(O
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ATTACHMENT A

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
TEXT AMENDMENT

Section 40.97.15.4 of the Development Code of it-f’h,e, City of Beaverton

- C. .Approval Cr iteria. In order o approvea Text Amendment application, the
decision making authority shall make findings of fact based upon e idence
provided by the applicant detmonstr atmg that all the fallowmg criteria are
satisfied:

1. - Theproposal sat;sf;es thethreshold requirements fm a Text
Amendment application.

Facts}sand Findings:
One threshold requirement is identified for:a Text Amendment in Sectlon 40:85.15,1.A.1,

which states:

Any changes to the Development Code, excluding changes to the zoning map.
This proposal is to-amend specific sections of the Development Code.

Therefore, staff finds the proposed Text Amendment satisfies eriterion 1.

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

Facts and Findings: - ‘
Policy Number 470.001 of the City’s Administrative Policies and Procedures manual states
that fees for a City initiated application are not required where the application fee would be
pald from the City’s General Fund, The Community and E¢onomic Development Department
is-a General Fund program and initiated the application. Therefore, the payment of an

application fee is not required.

Therefore, staff finds that eriterion 2 is not applicable to this proposal.

3. The proposed text amendment is consistent with the provisions of
the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

The effective Tltles of the Metro Ulban Growth Management Functional Plan and the
Regional Transportation Plan are addr essed below.
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Chapter 8,07 Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

-
N

Title 1: Requirements for. Housmg and Employment Accommodatwn
Sectmns 8:07.110~8.07.120

Section 8.07.110 of the UGMFP st’ate;s:ﬁ

The Regwnal F) amework Plan ’alls for a compa‘  urban. for M andga fau -share”

its housmg capacv,ty‘ except a: ,i?ﬁqvtd.ed in .sectwn, 307 120 ‘

The City of Beaverton has adopted minimum density requirements for each zoning district
which allows residential development Application of Ci ¥ land use designations allows fm
application of City zoning districts. The proposed Station Community land use distric

the subject parcels will allow the C1ty to apply Station Community zoning distx icts that

require similar densities to those required by the County.

Two concurrent apphcatmns, CPA2011 0002 and ZMA2011-0002, if appmved allow for
apphcatmn of the SC-8 zoning district upon six parcels. ThlS p10posa1 requires that the
minimum dwellmg units. equned by County ‘egulatlons is maintain over the six pamels
sub]ect to- CPA2011-0002 and ZMA 2011:0002. Exhibit 15 to this veport; attached, is a
Development: Capacﬂ;y analysis that depicts density requirements of the ex1st1ng County land ]
use dlst1 icts compared to proposed City zoning districts, without Text Amendment-apptroval, &

Title 2: Regtonal Parkmg Policy
(Repealed Ord. 10-1241B, § 6)

Title 3: Water Quality and Flood Management
Sections 8.07.310 = 3.07.370

Section 3:07.310 of the UGMFP states:

To protect the benefzcml water uses and functwns and valites of resources within the
Water Quality and Flood Management Aveas by lnmtmg or mztzgatmg the impact on
these areas from development activities and protecting life and property from
dangers associated with flooding.

In concert with other local governments in Washmgton County, the City par tnered with
» Clean Water Services to enact legislation acknowledged to comply with Title 3. The subject
proposal does not miodify compliance with Title 3. ‘
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Title 4: Industmal and Other Employment Areas
Sections 3.07.410 — 3.07.450

Section 3.07. 410,ofthe UGMFP states:

«Toi unprove the economy, Title 4 seeks to pr, ov;de and protect a supply of sites for
employment by lumtmg the types and scale of non-industrial uses in. Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas(RSIAs), Industrial and Employment Areas. ... Title 4

~ further seeks to protect the. capacity and efﬁctency of the regwns traznspor tation
systeny for the movement of goods:and services and to encourage the location of other
types of employment in Centers, Corridors, Mam Streets and. Station. Commumtzes

This apphcatlon doesnot propose modlﬁcatmn of Development Code text wlnch would affect
any of the lands 1dent1ﬁed on the Metr0’s Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map.
The SC:S zone does accommodate non-industrial employment; this proposal does not include
amending allowances for mdustnal and non-industrial employment “This proposed
amendment does not modify compliance with Title 4 and is not applicable to the amendment.

Tttle 5 Nezghbor Cztzes and Ruml Reserves
(Repealed Ord. 10- 1238A, §4)

Title 6: Centers; Cm ‘ridors, Station Communities and Mcun Sireets
Sections 3.07.610— 3:07.650

Section 3.07.610 of the UGMFP states:

The Regional Framework Plan (REP) identifies. Centers, Corridors, Main Streets and
Station Communities throughout the region and recognizes them as the p: znctpal
centers of urban lifein the region. Title 6 calls for-actions and investments by cities
and counties, complemented by regional investinents, to enhance this role...

The areas in and around the palcels subject to CPA 2011-0002 and ZMA 2011-0002 include
existing regional investments in light rail transit, bus service, pedestuan and bicycle access,
and -automobile travel options. Specific investments include the Sunset Transit Station and
associated improvements, Barnes Road, Cedar Hills. Boulevard, Highway 217 and nghway
26. Metro's 2040 Regional Growth Concept Map depicts the Station Communities, Town
Centers-or Corridors design types over all or part of the parcels subject to CPA 2011-0002-and
ZMA 2011-0002. This proposal maintains Washington County réquirements for master
planning the SC-S area, through a PUD (Planned Unit Development) process, and minimum
residential density. This proposal requires: submlttal ofa: land uge analysis with apphcatmns
for development within the SC-S zone toensure that the mix of development approved in the
master plan is satisfied and that no more than 80 percent of non-residential development is

* constructed prior to construction of the minimum dwelling unit requirement.
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This ‘proposal does not include amendments tothe: locatlon of land use, zoning or desugn
types: Additionally, this proposal does not amend the design standards and guldelmes for
development within the SC-S zoning district.

—
TN

The Clty 's SC-S zoning district allows for ‘development with a critical number of residents and
wo1ke1 s, a V1b1ant and Walkable ares, and a mIX of hous’- ’g.types Att" ched dwelhngs are

1equ11e’d-;j__ eatmg and d1 mklng estabhshments and retail trade are ge \
prohibition for bulk retml), educational ;g,tltutmns hosp1tals medical ofﬁces and facilities

are typically permitted uses; public buildings, services and uses are usually condltxonally
permitted. The specific locational regquirements for residential, office and retail envisioned by
County codes and plans are not established in City codes and plans The SC-S zoning district,
amended;-will allow a developer to propose a master- plan for the ared that aligns with market -
demand for location of varying uses while maintaining the minimum residential densities -

- expected by the County established by their prior commu_mty planning efforts.

Title 7: Housing Choice-
Metro Code '.S_,ecﬁ,io_ns 8.07.710-3.07.760

The intent of Title 7 is to enact a “fair:share” housing strategy for each jurisdiction which
includes a diverse range of housing types, specific goals for lows and moderate-income
housing, housing densities consistent with the regional transpor tation system, and 4 balance )
of jobs and housing. The City adopted Comprehensive Plan Chapter Fout to comply with this C
Metro Title. The sections of the Comprehensive Plan that are apphcable to this
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map Amendment ave addressed below to show consistency
with Title 7.

- Comprehensive Plan Goal 4.2.1.1 states, “Maxnmze use of. buildable residential land in the
City.” Action items applied to implement. this goal have been implemented. Goal 4.2.2.1
states “Provide an adequate variety-of quahty housing types to serve Beaverton’s citizenry.”
This proposal involves implementing a minimum density requirement that respects the
amount of housmg cuuently required by the County.

Additionally, the City continues to support affordable housing programs through the
Community Development Block Grant and HOME programs, the Cltyw1de Housmg
Rehabilitation Loan Program; and partnership with local non-profit service pr ov1dels Goal
4 2.8, 2 states “Promote the production of new affordable housing units in the City”
Participation in local non-pr ofit efforts to develop affor dable. housmg, prov1d1ng an
ombudsman to assist inthe 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 str ategies to encourage
-affordable housing development are actions to implement Goal 4.2.3.2. These goals and
actions comply with Title 7.

The proposed: aniendments to the SC-S zoning district will establish vesidential development
minimums for the zone and will not alter comphance w1th T1tle 7
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Title 8: Compliance Procedures
Metro Code Sections 3. 07.810-3.07.870

Information about this proposal was sent to the Chief Oper ating: Officer on October 20, 2011,
45 days prior to the fnst evidentiary hearing as vequired by Metro Code Section 3.07:820.

Title 9: Performance Measures
Repealed

Title 10: Functional Plan Definitions
Metlo Code Sections 3.07.1010

Tltle 10 pl ovzdes defnutlons for use 1n Metro s adm1n1st1 atmn of the UGMFP Whlle the

this p1 oposal to the UGMFP Thelefme thlS txtle does not requne a 1esponse 1elevant to th1s
proposal.

Title 11: Planning for New Urban Areas
Metro Code Sections 8.07,1105— 8.07.1140

Title 11 concerns: plannmg for new urban areas. The proposed amendment to the CltYs
Development ‘Code is not relevant to this title, The properties which would be subject to the
SC-S zoning district are not a ‘New Urban Area’ as they have been within the Urban Growth
Boundary since the adoption of the first 2040 Growth Concept Map. Therefore, this title does
not apply to the amendment.

Title 12: Protection of Residential Neighborhoods
Metro Code Sections 8.07.1210 - 3.07.1240

Section 3.07.1210 of the UGMFP states:

Existing neighborhoods are essential to the success of the 2040 Growth Concept...The
purpose of ! Title 121s to help implement the pohcy of the Regional Framewor % Plan to
protect existing residential neighborhoods from air and water pollution, noise and crime
and to provide adequate levels of public services.

The SC-S zoning district was initially crafted and is currently proposed to be amended to be
substantially similar to the County’s density and use provisions for the parcels subject to
CPA2011-0002 and ZMA 2011-0002. Therefore, this proposal results in little change in
impacts to the level of protection: provided for the surrounding residential neighborhoods:.
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Title 13: NatureIn Neighbor hoods .
Metro :Code Sections 8.07. 1310 8.07. 1370

The City, ag'a member of the Tualatm Basin Natur, al Resources Coordinating Committee
(TBNRCC), implemented a program that: complies with Title 18. The City has also enacted
Comprehensive Plan and Development Code 1egulat1ons that comply with Title 13 as patt of
‘the TBNRCC program. This apphcatlon does not-modify’ the City’s comphance with Title 13.

Title 14: Urban Gr owth Boundary
: Metro Code Sections 3.07.1405 - 8,07.1465

Title 14 applies to adjustments and amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary. This
proposal does not include adjustments-and amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary.

Regional Ti~an'sp_o_r:jta_ti_o-‘,n_,_Plan

Chapter 6 Implementation

Section 6.7 Implemeéntation Activitiesto be Addressed Post-RTP Adoption
6.7.1. Local Plan Implementation |

.Local plans and projects will be updated to implement the outcomes:based
RTPand Regzonal Transportation Eunctional Plan (RTFP). The RTFP
directs how city and county plans will implenent the new R I'Pthrough
their respective comprehenswe plans, local transpor tation system plans
(T'SPs) and other land use regulations. All of theactions included in the
RTFP will help the region begm proactively addr essing climate change,
improve mobility and support other desired outcomes:

The TPR includes provisions for local TSPS to be updated within one year
of adoptzon of the final RTP, bui allows for the RTP to determine o
schedule for local plan comphance A schedule for local transportation
system. plan updates is pr ovided in the Regional Transportation
Functional Plan, Table 3.08-4. The local plan updates are phased -
appropr iately to support local desires for completing plan updates in a
tinvely manner, in coordination with other planning effor ts-and to take
advantage.of state funding opportunities.

The Glty s 2035 Tlanspm tation System Plan (T'SP) was adopted in 2010 in advance of the
vxequn‘ed 2011 adoptlon identified in Table 3.08-4. The 2085 TSP was adopted with full
review by Metro for conslstency with the 2035 RTP and 2035 RTFP., Apphcable sectlons of
the Regional Transportation Functional Plan arve addressed, below.
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, Ghdpter 3.08 Regional Transportation Funé.tionai Plan (RTFP)

Title 5: Amendment of Comprehensive Plans
Metro Code Section 3.08.510

3. 03 510 Amendments of Ciiy and County "Com-prehensive‘-and Transportation System PZans

This-application is a Text- Amendment to the Development Code of the City of Beaverton. and
doesnot propose an amendment to either the Comprehensive Plan text.or the 2035

Ty anspor tation System Plan. The subject amendments are pr oposed in order to align the
Clty ) 1equ11ements more closely to the County requirements- upon the parcels subject to
CPA2011-0002 and ZMA 2011-0002.

Summary Finding: Staff finds that, for the reasons 1dent1f1ed above, the pr oposed
amendment comphes 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.

4. Theproposed amendment is consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan,

Facts and Findings:
Chaptels 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7,8 and 9 of the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Beaverton include

policies that are applicable to this Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment. Staff finds that no
other local plans are applicable to this proposal.

Chapter 2 Public Involvement Element

Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan reiterates criteria from Chapter 1 and goes further to
discuss pubhc involvement programs for the City in compliance with Statewide Planning
Goal 1, the City Council’s Goal for citizen involvement and participation, and the
Comp1ehens1ve Plan Public Involvement Goal. This:application satisfies Chapter 2 by
satisfying the applicable procedures within Chapter 50 of the Development Code.

Chapter8 Land Use Element

Section 8.2 Planning Context
In reference\._,t_o.Metrofs Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and local jurisdiction
application of the various 2040-design types, Section 3.2 includes the following discussion:

Station Communities in Beaverton include...The Sunset and 170"/ Elmonica Station :
Communztzes are located within Beaveirton’s urban ser mce areq.. Becwer tons zoning
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districts focus:on the z.mmedcate statwn, within % mile, and the outer perimeter, % to 1
mile. These zoning district categories are labeled Station Commumty and Station Area,

respectively. ... Metro’s target density is 45 persons per acre for the Station Community .

design: typ e

The subject proposal is to:amend the SC-S zoning district. Concurrent with this apphcatlon is

ZMA 2011-0002 that proposes the first 1mplementat10n of SC-S. The parcels included in
ZMA2011-0002 are generally within one- -half mile of the Sunset T1 ansit Center’s light rail

platform.
Section 3.8 Community Plan C‘ontext

The: Clty is relying upon Washington County’s Cedar Hills — Cedar Mill Community Planto
inform appllcatlon of City land use designations and zoning districts for 1espect1ve geographic
areas.

Section 3.4 Community Identity

8.4.2 Goal: Proper relationships between residential, commercial, industrial,
mixed and public land uses to pr -ovide a sound baszs for urbanization.

Policies:
@) The City, through its Planning Commission and City C'ou,nczl shall establish and

apply appropriate land use designations to property within the caty limits.

b) The City shall establish and maintain o Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map (Figure
II1.1) deignating land uses throughout the city.

¢) The City shall apply appropriate City land use designations to anneved areas.

This proposal does not include application of a land use designation.

Section 3.5 Mixed-Use Element

Mwed use areas are conceived as urban neighbor hoods containing a var Lety and
mter niixing of uses that complement the estabhshed surrounding conmunities, These
areas generally integrate compahble land uses vertically, horizontally, of both

3.5.1 Goal: Beaverton mixed use areas that develop in accordance with
community vision and consistent with the 2040 Regional Girowth Cornicept Map

This application proposes-amendments to the City’s Development Code to further align the

City’s requirements with the County’s requirements for development near the Sunset Transit
Center. Current County and City policies were developed in the context of the 2040 Regzonal
Growth Concept Map adopted prior to 2011. The newly Metro adopted 2040 Regwnal Growth
Concept Map continues to depict Statlon Community within one-quarter mile of the light rail

station platform
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3.8 Station Community Development

3.8.1 Goal: Station Communities that develop in accordance with community

vision and. conszstent with the 2040 Regwnal Growth Concept Map.

Policies:

a) Regulate new development in Station Conun,umttes to maximize the public
mfrast: wcture investment in light rail.

b ) Apply the: Station. Community land use deszgnatwn gene; ally: wzthm one: mv,le of hght
rail station platforms.

¢) Apply zoning districts as shown in subsection 3. 14 Comprehensive Plan. and Zoriing

Dbstl Lct Mat: m

Statwn Communzty A7 eas to pr avzde commumty vzswn

This- application proposes amendments to the SC-S zoning district to further ahgn the City's
requirements with the County’s requirements for development near the Sunset Transit
Center, These amendments re meant to maximize publicinfrastructure investment in. light
rail generally within one mile of a light rail station platform, The City doesnot have an
adopted. Community Plan for the areas around the Sunset Transit Station, but have relied.on
the County’s Cedar Hills — Cedar Mill Community Plan for direction.

2.8.2 Goal: Develop Station Communities: with sufficwnt intensitzes to generate
light rail ridership and around-the-clock acthty.

Policies:
. a) Regulate new development i in Station Commupnities to provide increased densztzes

and employment to support a high level of transit service.

b) Within % mile of the light rail station platform and along all major pedestrian
routes, require development to provide the highest level of design features for
pedestrian activity and public access to the light rail station platform.

¢) Within % mile of the light rail station plaiformn, design the arrangement of parking
and streets to accommodate construction-of mu.ltzple level structures for parking,
commercial, residential and mixed uses.

The Development Code of the City of Beaverton has been w11tten to regulate development
along MaJor Pedestrian Routes, near hght rail stations and in Station Communities at higher
levels-of density and mtensrcy Many requirements are based upon distance from the light
rail statlon platfmm Wlth the mtent to 1educe 1nd1v1dua1 mot01 vehxcle dependency the closer

resuientlal development expectatlon f01 the zomng dlstl 1ct that is conswtent w1th the

community planning completed by’ Washmgton County for the area around the Sunset

Station.

3.14 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning District Matrix

The City’s Comprehensive Plan provides the overall planning perspective for the City.
Integrating state and regional mandates, the plan provides land use patterns that are,
further implemented through zoning. The followmg Matri ix preser Lbes the relatwnslup
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between the Comprehenswe Plan land use deszgnatwns and zoning districts.
Complzance with the Compr eherisive Plan is achieved through development apphcatwn
approval consistent wtth the regulatzorw of the Development Code.

Concurrent: with th1s apphcatmn are pr oposals to apply the SC land use designation’ th1 ough

he § rough ZMA2011-0002; Pernote 1 of the

: Matnx for all pmpertxes currently within the City of Beaverton; the SC-S zoning district is
only apphcable to-the parcels subject to CPA2011-0002 and ZMA2011-0002.

315 Ur ban Plannmg Area Agreement

" The Washmgton County Urban, Planmng 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 szgned by the County on February 1 0, 1989 is her eby incorporated as section 3. 15 of
this Land Use Element.

The 1and use planmng processes and pohcy framework described in the CompwhenSwe Plan,
‘UPAA, and Developme Jode form the basis for decisions and actions, such as the subject
amendments. Concuireiit review of ZMA2011-0002 discusses application of the City’s SC-S
zoning district. In this case, “the CITY agrees to convert: COUNTY plan.and zoning
designations to- CITY plan and Zoning designations which most closely approximate the
density, use provisions and standards of the COUNTY des1gnat10ns » The subject
amendments to the Development Code 1 improve the correlation between existing: County and
City 1egulat1ons for the pr operties subject to ZMA2011-0002.

Chapter 4 Housing Element

4.2.1.1 Goal: Maxzmzze use of buildable residential land in the City.

4.2.2.1 Goal Provzde an adequate variety of quality housing types to serve
Beaverton’s citizenry

4.2.8.1 Goal: Promote the retention of existing affordable housing stock in the
City.

4.2,8.2 Goal: Promote the pr oductwn of new affordable housmg units in the
City.

In January of 2002, pursuant toa penodlc review work program approved by the State -
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) the City adopted a Housing
Element into its Complehenswe Plan (Ordinance 4187). Part of that process involved '
development of a buildable lands: 1nvent01y a housing type needs analys1s, and a housing
density assessment. Comphance with Title 1of Metlo s UGMFP standards was cited as a
compliance elementin. satlsfymg the requirements of Goal 10, Based upon the findings-of
those studies, the City. adopted policies to encourage a broad mix of housing types at. density
levels designed to maximize development potentlal The City’s policies that derived from tlus
process were hencefm th acknowledged to comply with Goal 10.
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The density allotted for the parcels subject to ZMA2011-0002 resulted from the County’s
process to comply with Metro’s UGMFP provisions; which were themselves subject’to
compliance with the Statewide Planning Goals. ThlS proposal involves amendingthe
Development Code to more-closely ahgn with-the County’s residential density 1equnements
continuing to allow for a variety of housing types and densities commensurate with a variety
of income levels as prescribed in Goal 10. :

Chapter $ P-u'b lie Fac’iliiies‘--and Services Element

Chapter 5 outlines the context of public facilities within the City of Beaverton, Many services
for citizens and property owners within the city are provided by districts and Ju1‘1sd1ct10ns
separate from the gover nment structure of the City of Beaverton. The portfoho of serviees
p1ov1ded in the city, whether by the City of Beaverton or another ageney; make Beaverton a

full service city.

This proposal is not-expected to affect the: Clty s projected provision of: the Public Facilities
Plan, Capital Improvement Plan, Urban Service Area, Storm Water and Drainage, Potable
Water, Sanitary Sewer, Parksand Recreation, Police, or Fire and Emergency Medical
Services. Addltlonally, 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 Washmgton County land use districts upon the parcels, school district forecasts for
capital improvement and service provision should not be significantly affected

Chapter 6 Transportation Element
6.2 ‘Transportation Goals and Policies

6.2.1. Goal: Transportation facilities designed and constructed in-a mannerio
enhance Beaverton’s livability and meet fedeml state, regional, and local
requirements. '

The subject text amendment is ploposed with the intent to maintain the density and intensity planned for by
Washmgton County Modlﬁcatlon to the des1gn and constmctlon of: suuoundmg tr anspm tation

6.2.2, -G,oa‘l: A balanced multimodal tz:anspo;*tatzon system that provides
mobility and accessibility for users.

The subject text amendment is proposed with the intent to maintain the density and intensity
planned for by Washington County. The proposed amendment is not expected to alter the
multimodal transportation system provided in this area.
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6.2.3. Goal Asafe ti ansportatwn systein.

The City of Beaverton, Washmgton County, TriMet, and the State of Oregon wmk
cooperatively to ensure a safe transportation system.

6.2:4. Goal: An efficient transportatzon system that reduces the per centage of
trips by single occupant vehicles, reduce_s_the number and length of tr zps,

limits congestion, and improves atr qualzty.

Comp1ehenswe Plan Section 6.2.4.¢ is relevant to the proposed amendment, It states as

Mamtam levels of service consistent with Metro’s Regional Transportation. Plan,
and the Oregon Transpor tation Plan. Appltcatwns for Comprehensive Plan
,Amendments shall comply thh the requu ements of OAR 66'0-012 006‘0 and as
L PY oposal wall not clegrade system pe; far mance below the acceptable two hom peak
demand-to-capacity ratio of 0.98...

The findings for Statew1de Planning Goal 12, p10v1ded later in this report, ave applicable to
this section. As dlscussed under Goal 12, the concurrent proposal to amend the land use
demgnatlon assigned to the sub]ect palcels fromi Interim Washmgton County Transit
Oriented to City SC (Station Community) is in compliance with OAR-660-012-0060.

It should also be noted that development of the SC-S zoned properties will require that the
traffic impacts be assessed by the applicant to demonstrate that traffic genelatmn deriving
from the-development will not impose excess constraints upon the system, If the impacts of
development are forecast to degrade the system beyond the 0.98 demand to. capacity ratio,
mitigation measures to alleviate the impact may bevequired. The analysis of the impact of
development would be tuggeled at the time when development of the. propeity is proposed

rather than with the proposed amendment. The subJect text amendnient is proposed with the

intent to maintain the density and intensity planned by Washington County to not adversely
affect the transportation system.
6.2.5, Goal: Transportation facilities that serve and are accessible to all
membersof the ccmmuhity,

No development is proposed with this anendment; however future: development of SC- S
zoned palcels may requue nnpmvements to ensme famhtles axe accessﬂale to all membels of

devel.opment :
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6.2.6. Goal: Transportation facilities that provide safe: efficient movement of

goods..
6.2.7 Goal: Implement the transpo; tation plan by working: cooperatwely with
federal, State, regzonal and local governments, the private sector, and

residents.

coopelatwely w1th the puvate secto1 and res1dents to 1mplement a safe and efﬁment
transportation plan. The subject proposal and its effect on the surrounding tlanspm tation
facilities has been the subject of several meetings between the agencies. ;

6.2.8. Goal: '..Crea-te « stable, fle-xib‘le financial ..sys‘tem.

The: ploposed text:amendment does not 1nc1ude modifications to any financial system that
may affect future pr oposed development.

6.8 Transportation Needs
6.4 Developing « Financially Constrained Transportation Plan
6.5 Transportation System Plan Improvements

The proposal is a text amendment to the Development code of the City of Beaverton. No
development is proposed with this application. Future development of SC-Szoned properties
W111 requne that the tlafflc 1mpacts be assessed by the apphcant to demonstrate that t1 affic

system If the 1mpacts of development are fm ecast to degl ade the system beyond the 0 98
demand to capacity ratio, mitigation measures to alleviate the impact may be required. This
may or may not include improvements that have been identified in sections above. The
analysis of the impact of development'would be triggered at the time when development of
the property is proposed rather than with the proposed amendment.

Fmdmg Staff finds that, for the reasons: speclﬁed above, the proposal is consistent with the
policies found in Chapter 6 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Implementation of the

ploposed amendments does not modify the projected provision of public facilities and services.

The goals found in Chaptel 6 of the City's Comprehenswe Plan are notexpected to be
advelsely impacted by the proposed. Therefore, staff finds that the pr oposed amendment is
compatible with the relevant goals and policies found in Chapter 6.

Chapter 7 Natural, Cultural, Historic, Scenic, Energy and Groundwater
Resources Element. '

The subject pmposal does not amend Chapter 7 or related resources. The current version of
Washington County’s Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan (Community Plan) does not
depict cultu1 al, historic, scenic or Goal b resources on the “Significant Natural and Cultural

' Resoul ces” map in: assomatton W1th the parcels that are subJect to the proposal for ZMA2011-
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0002. Prior versions of the:.Community Plan did depict significant natural resources, but
subsequent development-of the “Goal 5 Natural Resources Inventory and S1gn1ﬁcance
Determination for the Peterkort and Adjacent Properties in Washington County, Oregon”
(Study) published in July 1997 replaced the Community Plan mapping,

The multiple-use nature of the: SC> S zoning district and the proposed amen&ments allow for’

development at densities that reduce: Pressure on significant natural resources and reduce per

caplta energy. consumptmn

Chapter 8 Environmental Quality and Safety Element.

Chapter 8 of the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Beaverton addresses water quality, air
quality, noeise; seismic hazards, geologic hazards; flood hazards, and solid and hazal dous
wastes. Developments that may occur within the SC-S zonmg dlstuct are expected to
maintain watexr quality, air quality, noise levels, and provision of solid and hazar: dous waste
dlsposal services similar to developments that are allowed under the current County land use
districts. Additionally, developments will be required to meet engineering; construction and
building standards relative to any seismic, geologic or flood hazards that may exist. '

Chapter 9 Eco‘nomy Element.

The City’s Station: Cemmumty land use designation allows for 1mplementat10n of zoning
districts that require higher densities and, *...sufficient intensities to generate light rail
ridership and around:the-clock activity,” as stated in section 3.8.2 of the Comprehensive Plan.
The SC-8 zoning district, as amended, requires the highest density (minimum number of
residential dwelling units) of any zoning district available in the Development Code and the
SC S zone allows for the highest range of FAR.

Section 9.2.2.1 of the Comprehenswe Plan states, “support business development through an
effective transportation system, targeted land (re)development, and adequate 1nf1astructu1e,
as related to public partnerships; The parcels that are subject to ZMA2011-0002 are at an
intersection of fowr major public transportation facilities; the Sunset Transit Center, Barnes
Road; Highway 26, and Highway 217: The Sunset Transit Center provides multiple bus
connections, a palk- -ride facility, and a non-auto bridge across Highway 26, Autoand
‘pedestrian access to the Sunset Transit Center; other than the bridge over Highway 26, is
currently provided thlough the Peterkort Statlon Area by a surface street, The location of the
Sunset Transit Center bolsters the area’s opportunities for employment and commercial
growth. |

Section 9.2.8.1 of the Comprehensive .Plan‘-includgs language for requiring; “a high quality...
attl active e'nvilo‘mn”er'it ! a'n"d 1ec0gni‘tio‘n‘ 'of ‘“the glowing cultm al divelsity in Beave1t0n »

As the contlolhng agency f01 Bm nes Road the County ’Wlll contmue to be engaged in rev1ew
of transportation facilities for the Barnes- Pete1k01t Ama The Clty conmdels Batnes Road a
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Major Pedestrian Route, whlch carries with it additional des1gn requirements for abutting
development

The City’s SC- S zoning d1stuct as amended, allows for a mix of uses; density, intensity
intended to support business development Addltmnally the City's Development Code design
standards will provide developels with baseline:improvement requirements to improve

quality of life.

Summary Finding: Staff finds that the proposed Text Amendment is gener ally
consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan,

Therefore, staff finds the proposed Text .Amehdmentisaﬁsfiee criterion 4.

5.  The proposed amendment is consistent with other provisions
within the City’s Development Code.

Facts and Findings:
The ploposed amendments do not ¢reate impacts or conflicts with othe1 provisions within the
Development: Code The ‘proposed amendments ave only applicable to the SC-S zoning
district, which is limited'in its application by the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning District
Matrix. The design review standards, including those for development along Major
Pedestrian Routes, also will conitinue to apply to all development within the SC-S: zoning

distiict,

Flndmg Staff finds that the proposed Text Amendment is consistent with other
pr ovxsmns within the City’s Development Code.

Therefore, staff 'find-s' the proposed Zoning Map"Amendnient satisfies criterion 5.
6.  Theproposed amendment is consistent with all applicable City

ordinance requirements and regulations.
Facts and Findings:

Staff has not identified any other apphcable City ordinance requivements-and regulations
that would be affected by the ploposed text amendment.

Finding: Stafffinds that criterion 6 is not applicable to the p1 oposed Text
Amendment.

Therefore, staff finds the proposed Text Amendment satisfies criterion 6.

7. Applzcations and documents r elated to the request, which will
require further City approval, shall be submitted to the City in the

proper vsequence
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Y-Staff h
Amendment application. This apphcatum will be reviewed concurrently with the CPA2011-
’0002 and ZMA2011 0002.

as submltted the required application materials documents 1elatecl to review.of a Text

Th'e‘refor;e, "staff;fmd‘s the proposed Zoning Mep Amendment satisfies criterion 7.

~ Other-applicable approval criteria

As a post-acknowledgement-amendment to the City’s Development Code, the proposed Text
Amendment is subject to ORS 197.175(1), which requires that the Clty demonstrate that the
p10posecl text amendment be consistent with the relevant Statewide Planning Goals. Staff
has determined that Goals 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 are applicable to the proposed
mayp amendment.

Goal 1: Citizen Involvement
To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for
citizens to beinvolved in all phases of the planning process.

This proposed amendment is subject to the public notice requirements of the City Charter
and. Development At the hearing; the Planning Commission considers written comments and
oral testimony before they make a recommendation to City Council. The amendment
procedures outlined in Development Code Section 50.50 allow for proper notice and publi¢

‘comment opportunities on the proposed text amendment as required by this Statewide

Plannmg Goal. These procedures have been followed.

Goul 2: Land Use Planmng
To establish-a land wse planning process and poltcy framework das a basis for
all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an adegiiate
factual base for such decisions and actions.

The City of Beaverton adopted its Complehenswe Plan which includes text and maps ina

three-part report (Ordmance 1800); in 1972: The City adopted a new Compxehenswe Plan
(Ordinance 4187) in January of 2002 that was prepared pursuant to.a penodm review work
program approved by the State Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD)
The proposed.Plan, 1nclud1ng a new Liand Use Map, was the subJect of numerous public
he'umgs and considerable analysis before adoption, The adopted Plan and fmdmgs
suppoxtmg adoption was desmed acknowledged pursuantto a series of App1 oval Orders from
the Depaltment of Liand Conservation and Development; the last of which was issued on
Decembe1 31, 2003.

This proposal amends language within the Developnwnt Code of the Ctty of Beaverton rvélated
to: development of properties that are asmgned the SC S zomng d1stnct The proposal. satisfies
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the thresholds for a Text Amendment application. Text Amendments are a Type 4 plocedme
and are subject to the requirements of Seetion 50.50 of the Development Code.

Goal 5; Natural Resour ces, Scemc and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces
To protect natural resowrces and corvserve scenic and historic areas and open

" spaces.

The current version of Washington County s Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan
(Commumt Plan) does not depict scenic, historic orGoal b resources on the “Significant
Natmal and Cultmal Resources” map m assocmtlon w1th the subj ectr_:pl oper tles Prior

development of the “Goal atm al Resoumes Invent()ly , er 1ce

the Peterkort and. AdJacent , --xopeltles in Washlngton County, Olegon ,Study), attached as
Exhibit9, pubhshed in July 1997 1ep1aced the prior Communlty Plan mapping with the
“Pmtected Natural Resources in Portions of the Sunset Transit Center Area” map. The Study
addressed Statewide Planmng Goal 5, Oregon Admlnlstl ative Rule (OAR) Section 660,

Division 23.

This proposal does not include amendments regarding Goal b resources. The subject
amendments maintain the minimum residential dwelhng it requirements of ‘Washington
County. Maintain the current density requirements will reduce pressure on natural

resources over time.

Goal 6: Air, Water-aind Land Resources Quality
Tomaintain and 1 unpl ove the quality of the air, water and land resources of

the state.

The Comprehensive Plan. forthe Cuty of Beaverton addresses storm water and drainage,
potable water, and sanitary services within Chapte1 b.and addresses air guality, water
quality and. solid and hazardous wastes within Ohapte1 8. Developments that may occur
within the SC-S zoning district are expected to maintain air, water; and land resource quality
irrespective of the current Text Amendment proposal.

Goal 7: Areas Subject To Natural Disasters and Hazards
To protect people-and property from natiral hazards.

- Goal 7 states that, “Local govemments shall adopt compr ehenswe plans (inventories, pollcles
and implementing meastirves) to reduce risk to people and property from natural hazards.”
The City outlines goals, policies, and actions for seismic, geologic, and flood hazmds w1th1n
Chapter 8 of the Comprehensive Plan foz theCity of Beaver ton. Varying levels ¢
site development; and building plan review are required in order to regulate where and how
construction occurs, especially with regard to natural disasters and hazards. Thisproposal
does not modify the enacted requirements related toGoal 7.
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Goal 9: Economic Development. . A
To provide: dadequate opporiunities throughout the state for a variety of L
economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's
‘CLthens

Statewide Planning Goal 9 states that, “Comp1ehens1ve plans for: ulban areasshall: ;

Provide for at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations, and se1v1ce
levels for a variety of mdustual and commercial uses consistent with plan policies.” The SC-S
zoning district allows for various commercial uses as an imj lementmg zone of the SC land
use designation of the Complehenswe Plan Map. The SC-S zoning district was intended for
parcels like the parcels identified as the subject of ZMA2011-0002. These parcels are within
the Barnes-Peterkort area: of the County s Cedar Hills- Cedar Mill Community Plan. The
County’s concepts were estabhshed to bolster' the: economlc potentlal of properties suitable for
development with a mix of uses. Amendmg the Clty s SC-8 zoning district maintains.
comphance with the intentions expressed in Goal 9.

Goal 10: Housmg
To provide for housing needs of citizens of the state.

Goal 10 1equ11es that local jur: isdictions mventmy the supply of buildable lands and develop
plans “...in @ manner that insures the provision. of appropriate types and amounis of land

within urban growth boundaries. Such land should be necessary and-suitable for housing )
that meets the housing needs of households of all income levels”. Q

In January of 2002, pursuant to a peuodlc review work program approved by the State
Department of Land Conselvatmn and Development (DLCD) the City adopted a Housing
Element into its Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance 4187). Part of that process involved
development of a buildable lands inventory, a housmg type- needs analysis, and a housing
density assessment. Compliance with Title 1 of Metro's UGMFP (Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan) standards was cited as:a comphance element in satisfying the
requirements of Goal 10.. Based upon the fmdmgs of those studi , the City adopted policies
to encourage a broad mix of housing types at density levels designed to maximize
development potential. The City’s policies that-were derived from this process were
henceforth acknowledged to comply with Goal 10.

‘The proposal amends the Development Code to: 1equue a specific minimum number of
residential dwelling units over SC-S zone palcels In the concurrent ZMA2011-0002
application, the SC-S zone would be applied to six palcels The density-allotted to the six
palcels resulted from the County’s process to comply with Metro’s UGMFP provisions, wlnch
were sub]ect to compliance with the Statewide Planning Goals. This ploposed amendment is
intended to match the minimum- dwelhng unit requuement of the County s planning process.
This approach will continue to. allow for a variety of housing: types and densities
commensurate with a variety of income levels as preseribed in Goal 10.
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Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services
To plan and.: develop o timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public
facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rur al
development

The City of Beaverton i is located within the UGB (Ulban Growth Boundary) for the Portland
metropolitan region. Metro is the 1eg10nal governing body that determines the regional. need
for UGB expansions and wmks with local: governments to detel mine the hlghest and best use
of lands within the UGB i in or der to reduce the need for provision of public facilities and
services‘and UGB expansions into rural. lands.

Generally speakmg, this pwposal should reduce pressure.on expansmn of the UGB, given the
intent to match current minimum density requirements. At the time of proposed
development.or: 1edeve10pment of SC -5 zoned properties in the future, site specific i issues
related to ‘public facilities and services will be addiessed as pmt of the development review
process Needs 1e1ated to provmmn of pubhc facﬂltles and seuuces are not expected to change

Goal 12: Transportation
To provide and encouragea safe, conveiiient and economic transpor tatwn

gystem.

OAR (Oregon Administrative Rules) 660-012-000 through 660 012-0070, referred to asthe

- TPR (Transportation Planning Rule), ‘provide guidance on compliance with Statewide

Planning Goal 12. A Transportation System Plan (TSP), adopted pursuant to OAR Division
12, fulfills the requirements for public facilities planning required under ORS (Oregon
Revised Statute) 197.712(2)(e), Goal 11 and’ OAR Chapter 660, Division 12 as they relate to

transportation facilities. Volume 4 of the Cemplehenswe Plan contains the City’s adopted
TSP, effective October 21, 2010. OAR 660-012-0060 requires local governments to review
Comprehensive Plan and land use regulation amendments with regard to the effect of the
amendment on existingor planned transpor tation facilities.

The intent of the proposed amendment is to more closely approx1mate the intent of
‘Washington County development requirements for the area .around the Sunset Transit
Center. The amendments relative to dens1ty are pwposed in an effort to maintain the
County’s minimum density while also capping the maximum denmty derived from

‘Washington County regulations for the area. The resultis not exceeding the Countys worst

case development scenario. This-density: influences the scale of traffic genemtlon that will
affect local transportation faczhtles

The OAR660:012-0060 (1) (State Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)) contains standards by
which to review “amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans and to
land use regulations”. The TPR states that such amendments “which significantly affect o
transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified
function, capacity and perforniance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio,
etc.) of the facility.”

Staff Report November 30, 2011 T SR.19
TA2011:0003 Station Community-Sunset Text Amendment

. E—

N i

3 B



‘This proposed amendment does not change functional classific
implementing a functional classification system. Ty anspoita ;
submitted a significant effect analysis, Exhibit 17, based on Interim
Transit Oriented Land Use District, the current zoning in that district and the worst case
(highest trip generating) uses-of the current zoning: This was coniy “to the worst case
(highest trip generatmg) uses of the proposed SC-S zomng district of ZMA2011-0002.

‘ashmgton County

The TPR states thatan ;amendment_;-;rel.gmﬁcantly affects a =t1"ansp’o'1'tat1'on facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned tr anspoz tation facility
(exclusive of correction of map errorsin-an adopted plcm)
(b) Change standards implementing a functwnal classszatmn system; or
(c) As measured at the-end. of the planmng per tod identified in the adopted transpor tatwn
system plan: -
(A)Allow land uses or levels: of development that would result i types orlevels of
travel or access that are inconststentwith the functional classification of an existing
or planned transportation facility;
(B)Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transpor tatwn facility below
the minimum acceptable per, fo; marnce standard identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan;or
(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned tr anspor tation facility that is
otherwise pr o_]ected to perform. below the minimum- acceptable performance

‘The analys1s‘p10v1ded by Transportation Consulting Group, Exhibit 17, found that, “The k,_/
transportation impact of the proposed plan and zoning : amendments when accompanied by
the concurrent text amendment to the SC-S zone, will be a net reductmn in tip, gener sdtion
potential compared to that which. could theoretically be generated under current. County
zoning. As such, the ploposed land use actions do not have a ;Slgmﬁca Effect on the
transportation system for TPR purposes” Therefore, the proposal would (a) not change the
functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility, (b) not change the
standards implementing a functional classification system, and {c) as measured by the end of
the planning period of the adopted Beaverton TSP, 2035; the complehenswe plan amendment
will:

(A) not allow land uses or levels of development that would 1esult in types or levels of

planned t1ansp01tat1on facxhty The levels of selvme of:the stleet system in the 1mpact

area are currently at acceptable levels of service (less than V/C ratio of 0.98 and the
control delay of 65 seconds; Development Code Section 60.55.10.7).
(B)not reduce the performance below the minimum acceptable: performance standard
identified in the TSP of an existing tr ansportation facility and ,
(Cywill not worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation famhty that is
otherwise p1o;|ected to perform below the minimum acceptable pe1fo1n1ance standard
identified in the TSP, ' '

Therefore; based on this:data, staff isin agleement with the a11a1y31s and has concluded that =
the ﬁndmgs in the: mgmﬁcant effect analyms that the p1oposed amendment concunent w1th Q )
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the proposed change in zoning will not “significantly affect” a tr ansportation facility as
defined by OAR 660-012-0060 cited above. The proposed amendment is consistent with
Statewide Plannmg Goal 12.

Goal 13: Energy Conservation
To conserve energy.

ean be add1essed in sevmal ways The SC S zomng dlstnct is pmposj 01
0002 to be apphed to 8ix palcels genelally W1thm one-half mlle of the _Sunset Tlans t Center,

t1 ansportatlon services provlde, att § oLl
individual automiobiles on the st1eets and hlghways Su1 1oundmg the Sunset Transit Center

are land use designations that allow for commercial, high' density 1e&ndent1a1 and high
density mixed-use development. This ploposal includes amendments to maintain the current
level of residential densnty leqmred of the six parcels. The variety of allowed. development
types. within the SC-S zoning district offers opportunities for residents, employees and
visitors of the subject parcels to rely on services within 1easonable walklng and biking
distances. The combination of transit. avalhbxhty and mix of land uses is expected to reduce

per capita energy consumption.

Goal 14 Urbanization
To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land
use, to accommodate urban population-and urban-employment inside urban
growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable

communities.

This pr oposal will allow the City of Beaverton to carry on current County minimum density
regquirements. By contmulng to require the same level of density over the six parcels subject
to ZMA2011-0002, this proposal will not increase pressure-on the UGB.

Goal 3: Agricultural Lands
Goal 4: Forest Lands

These goals apply to rural umncmpmated areas. The City of Beaverton is an urban
mcmpm ated area; thevefore, the goals are not applicable.

Goal 8: Recreatzonal Needs

The p10posal does not 1nvolve locatlng necessaly 1ec1eat10na1 fac1ht1es whmh 1nclude

,S_taff Rspo‘xt.Novembe,l 3(.). 2011 _S.R-z__l
‘TA2011:0003 Station Community-Sunset Text Amendment
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citizens of the state. Therefore, this goal is not-applicable.
Goal 15: Willamette Greenway

This goal applies to lands along the Willamette River. The Willamette Riveris not within, or
adjacent to, the City of Beaverton, thus this goal is not apphcable to the proposal.

Goal 16: Estuarine Resources,
Goul 17; Coastal Shorelands,

Goal 18: Beaches And Dunes,

Goal 19: Ocean Resources

These goals apply to oceanic or coastal resources. The City of Beavelton ig more than 80
miles from oceanic or coastal resources; ther efore, these goals do not. apply to the Clty of
Beaverton. :

Sum ing: Staff fmds that, for the reasons identified above, the proposed
amendment comphes with Goals 1, 2,5, 6, 7,9, 10,11, 12,13 and 14 and finds that
Goals 3, 4, 8 and 15 through 19 are not apphcable Cr 1ter10n 1.5.1.A is met. .

SUMMARY
For the reasons identified above, staff finds that the Text Amendment satisfies the approval

criteria for a Text Amendment pursuant to Section 40.85.15.1.C of the Development Code of
the City of Beaverton.

‘CONCLUSION

Based on the facts and findings presented, staff concludes that proposal, TA2011-0003
(Station Commumty Sunset Text Amendment) meets the criteria: for approval.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the facts and findings presented, staff recommends APPROVAL of TA2011—0003
(Statlon Community — Sunset Text Amendment) with no recommended conditions of
appr oval:

Staff Report November 30, 2011 . SR22
TA2011:0003 Statlon Commumt,y Sunset Text Amendment
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Beaverton

MEMORANDUM

Community and Economic Development Department

To: Planning Commission
From: Steven A Sparks, AICP
Date: December 5, 2011

Subject:  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:

e annexation information and relative number of parcels per annexation year
clarification of UPAA requirements
notation of Corridor Commercial zoning (not Community Commercial)
reference to all 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.

m
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EXHIBIT _AL___

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP

Transportation Engineering & Planning

PO Box 282

Phone 503/868-6255
Banks, Oregon 97106

Fax 503/324-3489

November 27, 2011

City of Beaverton

Attn;  Steve Sparks
4755 SW Giriffith Drive
Beaverton, Oregon 97005

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

Tax Lots: 1S1 02CA 00600 1581 02CA 00500
151 02CB 00100 181 03AD 00600
181 02B 00500 181 03A 02200

CPA 2011-0003 / ZMA 2011-0003

Tax Lots: 151 03A 01600 181 03A 01700
1S1 03AB 00200 151 03A0 02300
151 03A0 02100 1S1 02BB 07200
181 02B 00400

Dear Steve:

The City of Beaverton and the Peterkort 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 City of Beaverton 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 660-012-00860.

This work product has been developed in cooperation with City of Beaverton 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 includes 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.

-



Transportation Planning Rule
November 27, 2011
Page 2

Beaverton staff's 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 UPAA 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
analysis 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 corner of the intersection of Bamnes 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:R12-18 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”

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP
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Transportation Planning Rule
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worst-case traffic operational analysis is not required for the parcels slated to receive a R1 zoning
deslgnatron

Station Community— Sunset Zoned Parcels: For Peterkort parcels located north of Barnes
Road, south of Johnson Creek, and east of Cedar Hills Bivd (see Figures 1 and 2) as well as for

tl Jercels located on the south side of Barnes Road east of the existing retail Towne Square
DBuranar, the analysrs showed that a direct coi imum worst-case development under
y and City: zoning could resul n potential trip generation under the

| Station Community — Sunset (SC-5) zoning. Prrmarrly this is due to a greater height
under Beaverton zoning than under County zoning. The SC-S zone is unique to the
area and it is recognized that it could be refined to constrain use under the SC-S zone to
aximum” trip generation potential cannot exceed that which could be achievable under
wre wwne ey ZONES for these parcels (TO: R40-80, TO:R80-120, and TO:BUS). In order to ensure a
~Na'Rinnificant Effect finding, and to preclude the need for a 20-year transportation operational
this led to a recommendation that the SC-S zoning code text be amended to regulate the
- amount of specific types of fand uses which could be developed on the SC-S zoned land

as 1oliows:

Residential 5,115 du (attached housrng)
Office/Commercial 7,200,000 sf

Retail 3,500,000 sf

Hi-Turnover Sit-Down Restaurants 65,900 sf (13 maximum)
Quality Restaurants 194,600 sf (16 maximum)

Jinaiimmary, with the concurrent text amendment to the Station Community — Sunset (SC-S)
- ode language to limit the size of potential development by use to ensure equivalent trip
1g potential, this analysis concludes that the proposed zone change from County zoning to
n SC-S zoning on Parcels 7, 12/17, Hillside, and the Station site would not have a
1t effect on the transportation system For this reason, no detailed 20-year forecast or
wunauw level forecast of traffic operations is warranted for these parcels concurrent with the
assrgnment of City SC-S zoning and approval of the concurrent text amendment to the SC-S zone.

Performance Measures It is important to note that, just as under County zoning, Development
Code, and R&0O 86-95 requirements, the ability to develop land uses within the constraints
establrshed by the City of Beaverton’s Zoning and Development Code, requires the ability to
provrd' ' peclfic transportation operations analyses showing that the actual proposed development
can be safely and efficiently served by the impacted transportation system, with or without
recommended mitigation. In fact, Beaverton's adopted performance standards are more stringent
than current adopted County standards. Beaverton requires mitigation to ensure a

volumelcap acity ratio of 0.98 is maintained while Washington County requires a 0.99 V/C rate.
Beaverton requrres astudy encompassing the 5% impact area while the County requires a 10%
impact area analysis. Past transportation studies prepared by TCG for the Peterkorts have
indicated that:some additional roadway system mitigation is anticipated to support “reasonable”
worst-case levels of mixed use development, with the level of development trip generation deemed
serviceable in past studies measuring well below the “theoretical” zoned trip generating capacity of

the parcels identified in Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5.

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP
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COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Figure 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
zoning, while Figure 2 depicts the proposed new Beaverton zoning. Both figures list relevant tax
lot designations, gross acreage, net acreage, and the past Peterkort Parcel labeling designations.

Table 1 summarizes the parcels under consideration:

Table 1
Farce 2 0 ® Beave 0
q ® q Acre A
Towne Square] AL s 181 03A 01600 TO:RC cC 16.91 16.91
Towne 1S1 03A 01700 TO:RC cc 9.32 9.32
1S1 03AB 00200 | TO: R24-40 R1 20.38 8.66
| Kinde Gare, PKWgst gt TO: R12-18
Tract'A’ | 1S103A 02300 | TO: R24-40 R1 8.83 0.0
Bl TO:R40-80
| 1S103A02100| TO: R24-40 R1 10.76 10.76
[ 15102BB 07200 | TO: R24-40 R1 8.09 8.09
151 02B 00400 | TO: R24-40 R1 0.72 0.72
151 03A 02200 | TO: R40-80 SC-S 11.93 9.21
181 02B 00500 | TO: R40-80 SC-S 22.04 15.74
TO: R80-120
TO:BUS
151 03AD 00600 | TO: R40-80 SC-s 3.86 1.46
Hnllsnde 'East) / Sunset (West) | 1S102CB 00100 | TO: R40-80 SC-S 21.41 19.77
TO:BUS
Sunset (Homestead) 151 02CA 00500 | TO: BUS SC-S 3.22 2.70
Sunset (East) 1S1 02CA 00600 | TO: BUS SC-S 0.70 0.23

A detailed series of spreadsheets prepared by Leigh Crabtree, Associate Planner, with the City of
Beaverton is included in Appendix A. All calculations assume floor-to-floor heights in
office/commercial uses at 10 feet and assume residential dwelling units at an average of 1,000
square feet per unit. A brief summary of each parcel’'s assumed type and intensity of use follows:

CC Zoned Parcels: Both County and City zoning allow similar types of commercial development
including retail 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 Il 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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R1 Zoned Parcels: Parcel 1, located at the northwest quadrant of the Barnes/Cedar Hills
mtersectlon is currently zoned TO R24-40 south of Johnson Creek and TO R12-18 north of the

y zonlng Development densuy for thlS
)y maximum residential density. Under

2 provided while Beaverton zoning would
owever allows, in addition to the

~ aluse. Table 3 details trip generation for
the estamated 81 556 square feet of commercta  use as a 5,000 square foot High Turnover Sit
Down style restaurant, a 5,000 square foot Day Care (the existing Kinder Care), and the balance
as Shopping Center type use.

Development of Parce! 6 under County zoning ‘could yield a maximum of 430 dwelling units and
5,000 square feet of commercial/retail use, Beaverton 's:R1 zoning could allow up to 469 dwelling
units. Table 3 details trip generation compansons -assuming the 5,000 square feet of retail space
under County zonmg is comprised of a 2,000 square foot coffee/donut shop and the remaining
3,000 squiare feet is a small convenience store. -

Parcel 10 development could yleld up to 324 dwelling units and 5,000 square feet of
commercial/retail use under County zoning. Beaverton's R1 zoning could allow up to 352 dwelling
units. Table 3 details trip generation comparisons ‘assuming the 5,000 square feet of retail space
under County zoning is comprised of a 2,000 square foot coffee/donut shop and the remaining

3,000 square feet is a retail shopping structure.

Parcel 11 would suppott up to 29 dwelling units and 5,000 square feet of commercua!/retall use
under County zonlng and up to 31 dwelling units under Beaverton R1 zoning. Table 5 trip
generation comparisons assuming the 5,000 square feet of retail space under County .cuius iy is
comprised of 5,000 square feet of specialty retail space.

Beaverton staff has also compared development potential on the Open Space: tract shown on
Figures 2 and 3. Under County zoning, staff calculates it could yield 353 apartment uni

5,000 square feet of commercial/retail use. Beaverton’s R1 zoning could support 3854 3
units. Table 3 details trip generation comparisons assuming the 5,000 square feet of retail space
under County zoning is comprised of a 2,000 square foot coffee/donut shop and the remalnung

3,000 square feet is retail shops.

SC-S Zoned Parcels: Parcel 7, located on the north side of Barnes Road between Cedar _
Boulevard and Valeria View Drlve is currently Zoned TO:R40-80. Under the current zoning, the
parcel could support up to 954 dwelllng units (assumed at 954,000 sf), a matching 954,000 square
feet of office space, and up to 10% retail space (assumed at 212,000 sf). The County zoning
includes a provision that 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 Beaverton zoning, a minimum of 177 dwelling units is required but the maximum number is
only limited by building height. Beaverton's SC-S zoning, as currently-adopted, could allow a
maximum of 6,236,050 square feet of buildable space. In order to estimate maximum worst-case
trip generating potential under City zoning, residential use was held to a minimum with the balance

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP
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of buildable area-assumed as medical office use with two 5,000 square foot High-Turnover Sit
Down style restaurants.

Te*'~ 4 jllustrates that the SC-S zoning could generate significantly more trip generation than the
g e TO-R4N-RQ zoning, prompting the need to pursue text amendments to the SC-S zoning
0 Im imount of each land use type within the SC-S zone to remain compatible with trip
b 1: musrwial under the current County zoning. ‘As described below, this is the case for all
roposed to receive SC-S zoning. Table 5 illustrates tnp generation comparisons with
mounts of use on all of the SC-S zoned parcels in order to assure TPR compliance.

2 and 17 (Holly site) are located on the north side of Barnes Road extending from Valeria

e east to the Peterkort Centre site. The parcels are bounded on the north by the Johnson

tidor. Parcel 12 is currently zoned TO:R40-80 while Parcel 17 (Holly site) is zoned

~n and TO:BUS. Beaverton staff has proposed the SC-S zone as the most compatible of
verton zones. For maximum potential development under the County zonmg, housing
o be maximized at its limit of 2,261 dwelling units. Under the County zoning,
of office and commercial use are granted in conjunction with housing. Within the

one, up to 50% of total building area can be developed as office use plus an

Iowance of up to 10% commercial. Within the TO:R80-120 zone, up to 25% of total

acan be developed as office use plus an additional allowance of up to 10%

By Beaverton staff's calculations, this could potentially allow up to 3, 967 699 square

opment under County zoning. Under Beaverton’s SC-S code, mix~ -2 is required
+a minimum 302 dwelling units. The remainder of buildable space *orettca‘liy

1y by height restrictions which could allow development up to 12 stc gross
ieoretically, this could yield a total of 11,520,749 square feet of 2. A

crease in trip generating potential wouId exist unless constraints ar
t under the SC-S zone. For this reason, the SC-S zone text amendl g -
oncurrent with these plan amendment and zone change processes in oruert - strict
nent potential under the SC-S zone to be compatible with that which could be de“,.aped
unaer e County zoning.

Tha' ilisjde West site is zoned TO:R40-80 and is also proposed for conversion to tha ‘~‘.C-S zone
sels 12 and 17, the potential maximum development under the SC-Szone  Id
itly exceed that which could be developed under the County zoning. With' T my
309 awelling units under the County zoning, Beaverton staff has calculated that total de ant
reach 686,667 square feet. Under the SC-S zone, staff estimates 2,017,699 square teet of
developed space could result. Amendments to the SC-S code are proposed to restrict
‘davalonment to remain compatible with that which could potentially be developed-under. the
T s was-80. Under either code, this theoretical maximum development still far exceeds that which
car viced and supported by the transportation system, notwithstanding mitigation
imp ents. R egulating the level of development will be addressed through the City's land
development enhtlement process, with adherence to adopted transportation performance
measures remaining as the final determinant of allowable development use, mix, and density.

The Hillside East parcel carries an existing TO:R40-80 zoning and the Sunset West parcel carries
a TO:BUS zoning. Both are proposed for conversion to SC-S zoning. Including 391 dwelling units,
itis estimated that a potential maximum of 6,889,104 square feet could be developed under
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County zoning. Under the SC-S zoning, staff estimates a maximum of 11,191,435 square feet
including-a minimum of 406 dwelling units could theoreticaily be developed, based upon height
limitation -applied ‘over the entire gross site area. Use of a capped SC-S zone will be required to
ensure TPR compliance.

The Sunset Homestead parcel, located near the eastern end of the Station site, is currently zoned

TO:BUS. Staff estimates that, under County zoning, a minimum of 22 dwelling units would be

: requsred"and maximum potential development could reach 1,122,105 square feet based upon the
:.tory ‘height limitation. The Beaverton SC-S zone allows for up to 12 floors, resulting in a

swseniial 1,683,158 square feet with a minimum of 53 dwelling units. ‘Capping use under the SC-S

zone will ,be required for TPR compliance.

The Sunset East parcel is zoned TO:BUS and is slated to convert to SC-S zoning. A minimum of 5
dwemng units would be required under County zoning with maximum potential development based
.upon 8 floors of maximum height totaling 243,936 square feet. Under the SC-S zone, a minimum
‘of 4 dwellmg units would be required and a maximum of up to 304,920 square feet could result
gtven the Beaverton 12 floor height limit. A cap of use within the SC-S zone will be required to

assure TPR compliance.

»COMPARISON OF TRIP GENERATION POTENTIAL

»The '=m1 ‘use comparisons prepared by City of Beaverton staff were converted into PM Peak Hour
tr zing the 8" Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.
‘Basic principles carried throughout the trip generation calculations presented in Tables 2, 3, 4 and
5 are summarized below:

e For maximum trip generation by parcel under the County TO:R24-40, TO:R40-80, and
TO:R80-120 zoning, the number of dwelling units is required to be maximized since it
allows matching percentages of non-residential building area in commercial and retail uses.

e For maximum trip generation by parcel under the City SC-S zoning, the number of dwelling
units is required to be minimized since it generates less trips per thousand square feet of
building :area than commercial or retail uses.

o All residential use trip generation under both City and County zoning has been based upon
ITE Land Use Code 223 for Mid-Rise Apartments.

e All office commercial uses under both City and County zoning have been based upon ITE
Land Use Code 720, Medical-Dental Office Clinic as it generates more trips per thousand
square feet than general office, is allowed under both City and Cotinty zoning, and is a use
likely to be sited on Peterkort property in some measure due to the proximity to the St.
Vincent Hospital.

e For retail uses, it was determined that the trip tables would consider gross trips and net trips
reflecting reduction for pass-by trips. In order to maximize trip generating potential, it was
recognized that Quality Restaurants (ITE LU #931) generate more net new trips per
thousand square feet of building area than High-Turnover Sit-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 of restaurants are held equal and approximates

B
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the number and density of restaurants found at the Bridgeport Village development,
reflecting the anticipation that the market in the Peterkort area is capable of sustaining. a
similar number of establishments.

« No modal trip reduction or mixed use trip reduction has been assumed in this analysis as
the level of development specificity is unavailable for this high-level comparison,

Table 2;attached at the end of this letter, summarizes potential worst-case trip generation potential
3 commercially zoned parcels located adjacent to Cedar Hills Boulevard and between
d Barnes Road. These parcels are referred to as Peterkort Centre I (the existing retail
e~ and Peterkort Centre 1] (the vacant site previously considered for.a WalMart). Under either
A TO RC zoning or City CC zoning, gross PM Peak hour trips could theoretically reach
ly 24,378 vehicles per hour with net trips totaling 22,150 trips per hour. As such, No
, ffect on the transportation system is expected from the application of the proposed CC
FARING designation. By comparison, past Peterkort transportation master plan studies considered
lopment proposals, or conceivable “reasonable” worst-case development, on these two
] approximately 1100 net PM Peak Hour vehicular trips. This reinforces the previous
at this TPR compliance comparlson of theoretical maximum worst-case trip generation
3 of matching zoning requirements is an exercise which yields very little insight to how
: re development will be delivered. That remains to be determined through subsequent
ﬂtransponation..master plan and"-trafﬁc impact-analysis studies.

;Tah'e Ratthe end of this letter provides a summary of potential worst-case trip generation for

P 1,6, 10, 11, and the Open Space tract. While development has already occurred on the
n ; portton of Parcel 1 and the full area of Parcels 6, 10, and 11, the worst-case trip
‘g on assumpuons presented in Table 3 are based upon zoning capacity under current

i g and proposed Beaverton R1 zoning, and are not based on actual built product. As
'pages 4 and 5, the Beaverton R1 zonlng would allow sllghtly ‘more residential

ing units compared with current County zoning. The County zomng however allows for some
d ment of supportive commercial/retail space. Table 3 summarizes theoretical worst-case
tr..«r.eration potential under County and City zoning and finds that potentlally the County zoning
Gt ate 335 more PM Peak Hour trips than could be generated under City R1 zoning.

Tl Y, County zoning could generate 1164 PM Peak Hour net trlps cumulatively on all of
th Is. By comparison, based upon recent traffic counts and prior Traffic Impact Analyses,
al development under County zoning on the developed parcels is generating
‘rommately 233 trips in the PM Peak Hour compared with the theoretical maximum under |
County Zoning of 475 trips for these same developed parcels. No S:gmfacant Effect on the :
transportation system is thus anticipated through the application of the R1 zoning on the parcels |
’belng cconsidered in this application.

Table 4, attached atthe end of this letter, provides a summary of theoretical worst-case trip -

g ‘ationfor Parcels 7, 12/17, the Hillside Parcel, and the Parcels which comprise the Station

< Under current County zonlng, these parcels could theoretically generate 37,311 net PM Peak
‘Hour trlps With the SC-S zoning as it currently exists, 111,948 net PM Peak Hour trips could
theoretrcally be generated. Because of this disparity, the SC-S zoning text is being amended to
restnct ‘amount of residential density and non-residential floor area development in order to
ensure eoretlcal trip generating capacity is reduced below that which could theoretically be
developed under the existing County zoning. Table 5 at the end of this letter reflects trip

™Il
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generation with cumulatively capped non-residential development at 10,960,500 square feet for all

SC-S zoned parcels, limited as follows:

Residential 5,115 du (attached housing)
Office/Commercial 7,200,000 sf

Retail 3,500,000 sf

Hi-Tumover Sit-Down Restaurants 65,900 sf (13 maximum)
Quality Restaurants 194,600 sf (16 maximum)

The resultlng theoretical cumulative PM Peak Hour net trip generation with SC-S land use caps in
place is 37,305 trips, approxumately 6 trips below that which could theoretically be developed under
»County zomng By comparison, past Peterkort transportation master plan studies have proven the
to service approximately 3,200 net PM Peak Hour trips on Parcels 7, 12, 17, Hillside, and
“ Station site. With the SC-S zone capped as detailed above, maximum trip generating potential for

::iﬁ’f e 'parcels wm be sllghtly reduced from that WhICh could theoretlcally be generated under

the Cxty SC—S zone desxgnatnon

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE COMPLIANCE

This sectlon evaluates the compliance of the proposed land use actions with TPR. OAR Section
A 12-0060 of the TPR establishes the criteria for evaluating comprehensive plan and zoning

‘the proposed rezoning of Peterkort parcels.

idments. Table 6 summarizes the criteria in Section 660-012-0060 and their applicability to

Table 6
i Summary of OAR 660-012-0060 Criteria
| Criteria | Description Applicable?
R B Describes how. to determine if a proposed plan or zone change ' See response below
____|-amendment results in a significant effect.
2 ’ Descrtbes measures for complying with Criteria #1 where a sugmf icant | No
effect is determined.
3 | Describes measures for complying with Criteria #1 and #2 without No

: assunng that the allowed land uses are consistent with'the function,
|'capacity, an d performance standards of the transportation facility.

4 | Determinations under Criteria #1, #2, and #3 are coordinated with See response below

-a_ggr_q_pnate road authority agencies. (ODOT, City, and County) _ _
5 | Indicates that the presence of a transportation facility shall not be the | No

.| basis for-an exception to allow development on fural lands.

6 Indicates that local agencies should credit developments that provide | No

| reduction in trips. ,
7 | Outlines requirements for a local street plan, access management | No

| plan, or future street plan. |
8 | Provides guidelines for mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly No

neighborhoods.

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING GROUP
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As noted in Table 6, there are eight criteria that apply to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning
Amendments. Of these, Criteria #1 and Criteria #4 are applicable to the Peterkort proposed
amendments. These criteria are provided below in italics with our response shown accordingly.

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a
land use regulation would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation
facility, the local government shall put in place measures as provided in section (2) of
this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function,
capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio,
elc.) of the facility. A plan orland use regulation amendment significantly affects a
transportation facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an exfs’ting or planned transportation facility
(exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or

{c) As measured at the end 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;

{B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum
acceplable performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise
projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the
TSP or comprehensive plan.

‘F nse:  The transportation impacts of the proposed plan and zoning amendments, when

F- )amed by the concurrent text amendment to the SC-S zone, will be a net reduction in trip
generatuon potential compared to that which could theoretically be generated under current County
g. As such, the proposed land use actions do not have a Significant Effect on the

: transpértatlon system for TPR purposes.

()] D_e_tenninations under sections (1) — (3) of this rule shall be coordinated with affected
transportation facility and service providers and other affected local governments.

Response: The assessment of transportation impacts associated with this series of land use
actions is being coordinated with ODOT, the City of Beaverton, and Washington County. Meetings
have ‘been held with agency representatives to discuss the methodology used in this analysis.

’;T»RANS?POR’I‘:ATIYON CONSULTING @GROUP
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I trust this letter adequately addresses the comparative transportation impacts associated with the
City of Beaverton and Peterkort’s proposed plan and zone amendments on the subject parcels. If
you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (503) 969-6255.

f dermott, PE

Sohald P
Transportation Consulting Group

Figure 1 Existing County Zoning Map
Figure 2 Proposed Beaverton Zoning Map

Tab_le 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 Capped SC-S Zone Mixed-Use Parcels

Attachment A Land Use Development Assumptions

L

% 304

Bpwes 23/~
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Table 2

Transportation Planning Rule Compliance - Trip Comparison for Commercial Zoned Parcels

Shopping Center (LU 820) 598,969 sf 373 2234 1475 34% Shopping Center (LU 820) 598,969 sf 37 2234 1475 34%
Towne Square Il | Medicat Office (LU 720) 1,826,906 sf 3.48 8,321 6,321 0% Towne Square Il {Medicai Office (LU 720) 18] st 3.48 6,321 6,321 0%
(TO-RC) |Hi-Turn ShtDownRestauram (LU 532) 5,000 sf 11.15 56 32 43% {co [Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) 5,000 sf 11.15 56 32 43%
Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932} 5,000 st 11.15 56 32 A43% Hi-Turn SKDMMMW (LY 932| 5,000 sf 11.15 56 32 43%
[ H 1955, Max = 2,435,875 sf =" 'A_k_a
|Shopping Center (LU 820) 1,082,304 sf 373 4,037 2,664 34% Shopping Center (LU 820) 1,082,304 st 373 4,037 2,664 34%
Medical Office (LU 720) 3,314,699 sf 346 | 11469 | 11469 % Medical Office (LU 720) 3,314,699 sf 3.46 11,469 11,463 0%
Towne Square! |HkTurn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) - 3 Each 5,000 st 11.15 66 32 A3% Towne Square | |Hi-Turn SkDownRestaurant (LU 932) 5,000 st 11.16 58 32 43%
{TO-RC) Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) - 3 Each 5,000 sf 11.18 56 32 43% (cc) Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurcant (LU 932) 5,000 s{ 11,18 56 32 43%
Quality Restauramt (LU 931) 12,596 sf 7.49 B4 94 0% Quality (LU 931) 12,596 st 7.49 94 94 0%
ARTEI 21 Max = 4,419,598 sf I 12,30 =i

Teral Gross Trps (8th Editlon ITE) = 74 378

Total Gross Trips (8th Editton ITE} = 24 178
Gross less Pass-By/Diverted Trips (8th Edition ITE) = 150

Gross less Pass-By/Diverted Trips (Sth Editlon ITE} = 21180

Proposed Zoning minus Existing Zoning {Net Maximum Worst-Case Trips in PM Peak Hour} =



Table 3

Transportation Planning Rule Compliance - Trip Comparison for Residential Zoned Parcels

i
.
=
Py Mid-Rise Lb) 223] 7 it 0.39 It 301 0% | Mid-Rise Lt 223] 888 unit 0.39 346 346 0%
Kindercare Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) 5,000 sf 11.15 56 32 43% Parcel 1
Peterkort West Day Cara Center (L1} 565} 5,000 sf 1248 82 22 65% Kindercare
h Center {LU 820) 71.556 sl 373 287 176 34% Peterkort West
Open Space Open Space
{TOR12-18) - ® l;’
(TO: R24-40)
Mid-Rise Aj U 223 353 it 0.38 ;:8 ;3‘8 0% Mid-Rise A (LU 223) 3;;&‘_3&.517 . 039 ‘1_50 ;;_! 0% 'E
Tract “A® Open se Apartment (L ) unl 2 Tract "A" Open -Rise Apartment unit ¥
" once " |Coftee/Danut Shop with Drive Thru 1 937) 2,000 o | @203 8 35 so%_ | e
[T0: R2qw) [ Retall Shopping Center (LU §20) 3,000 st 373 11 7 3a% &0
PL: 1 ) 180 7 .
[Mic-Rise. Apartment (LU 223) 430 unit | 035 | 168 168 % Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) 469 Sot | 036 | 163 ) 0%
Parcel 6 Deveraux ARy : : Parce! 6 Deveraux :
Glen West Site Coftee/Donut Shop with Drive Thru (LU 937) 2,000 sf 42.93 35 59% Glen West Site
(T0: R24-40) Convenience Market (LU 851) . 3,000 sf 52.41 157 61 61% R1)
. T m o =
Paccel 10 Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) 324 unit | 0.39 128 126 0% parcel 10 Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) 352 unit | 039 137 137 0%
Deveraux Gien NE | Retail Sh, Center {LUS20] 3,000 st 3.73 11 7 34% Glen NE
Slte {TO |Coffea/Donut Shop with Drive Thru (LU 837) 2,000 sf 42.93 88 35 59% Sito (R1)
R24-40)
208 S ds Lk .
Pareel 11 Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) 29 unit 039 11 11 0% Paceet 11 Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) 31 unit 0.39 12 12 0%
Dmasux" f'm SE [Speciaity Retall (LU 814) 5,000 sf 271 14 9 3% Glen SE
(TO: R24-40) Site (R1)
3 [’ ] 2 .;lfn'
Total Gross Trips {8th Edition [TE} = © =7 Total Gross Trips {Bth Editlon ITE) = ary
Gross less Pass-By/Diverted Trips (8th Editlon ITE) = 1,384 Gross less Pass-By/Diverted Trips (8th Editlon ITE) = (7<)

Proposed Zoning minus Existing Zoning {Net Maximum Worst-Case Trips in PM Peak Hour) =




Table 4

Transportation Planning Rule Compliance - Trip Comparison for Mixed Use Zones with Existing SC-S Code

: BUS: Medical Office (LU 720} st 345 | 12640 | 12640 o% Medical Gifice (LU 720) ; o] st 346 | 37268 | 37238 %
[Mid-fise Apartment (LU 223 unk_| 038 48 a8 0% [Mid-Rise U223 uni_| 0.39 127 27 N
Comter (LU sl 373 | 9165 | 6049 24% Hi-Turn SitDowoRestaurant (LU 9! e of | 1118 56 3 4%
[Hi-Turn SitDowaRastaurant (LU 932) : d o Tnas| 56 7] 43% Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) = st 56 a2 43%
Hi-Turn SitDownRestaucant [LU 83 i st | 21315 56 2 % aiity Restaurant (LU 931 dagio | o 4 94 o%
Quaiity Restausant (LU 931} | 749 M 94 on Quality Restaurant {LU 931 o | o 4 94 ™%
Restavrant (LU 931) i st 7.49 4 o5 0% Quality Restaurant (LU 931) F sl 04 94 %
5";‘:‘(&';‘ P Restaurant (L0 931) I T YT 54 o% s"“;:_';m“ Quality Restaurant (10 933 E] M 5 0%
st (£asy) 4Ry Restaurant (LU 931) st 749 7] 54 0% Wiiice (easyy  [QUAI (10 932) o 4 ) [
(Ra0.80)  JTOLR40-B0: Medical Otfice U 720 % N st 346 | 927 927 0% (5C5) ality Restaurant (LU 931) T 94 [ 0%
Rise Aparument (LU 223 unkt_| 039 105 108 0% Quality Restaurant (Lt 931) ] st 94 % %
Cantar {Lu 820 st 373 22 5 34%
Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) ¥ st | 1138 58 32 43%
Quaitty Restaurant (LU 931) of 7.49 94 54 o%
Restaurant LU 931} T 709 80 ) %
Rastaurant (LU 931 st 7.49 a0 50 o%
Quality Restwurant (LU 932) . 5 7.49 90 0 _ 0%
e Max = 11,191,435 5 by Bt s s
LU 72¢ Y H st 3.46 253 2,253 o Medical Office (LU 720) o 346 5878 5675 %
[Mid-Rise Apsrtment (LU 223 uni | 0.39 [] [] 0% [Mid-Rise Apariment (LU 2: g uh | 038 17 17 0%
Sration B Center (LU 820 st 373 | 1543 | 1008 34% Stotion
Homestesd  [Hi-Tuin ShDownRestaurent (LU 932) = s 11,15 56 32 43%
(TO-8US) Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932| e ‘i 1118 56 32 43% 5C-5)
Quatity Restaorant (LU 931 < s 1.49 94 94 0%
|Quality Restaurant (LU 931) _la oo st 7.49 B4 24 0%
4 Max « 1,683,158 sf by H Liw
iacice) Gitice (W0 T S | o ] 3As | 480 [ a8o o% Whedical Ofica (L0 7. o] 346 | 010 [T o
[Mid-Rise LL 223 » untt_| 039 2 3 % [Mid-Rise Apariment (LU 223) unn_| 039 2 2 o%
 Conter (Lt 820) s 373 233 154 3% Hi-Turn SkDownRestaurant (LU 932 b st 1115 56 2 43%
nmn HI-Turn ShDownRestaurant (LU 932) V sf [aas| 68 32 43% u":cﬂ»(;)m) HiTumn 8 (LU 532 P = st | 1138 %6 32 43%
[Hi-Turn SitDownRestsurant (LU 932) _sase | o a1 56 32 43% Quality Restaueant (LU 931) LI sf 249 ™ o4 o%
Restaurant {LU 931} Y st 249 84 () o% Quaity Restavrant (LU 931 Lo sf 749 04 54 0%
[Quality Restaurant (LU 931) ize0n sf 7.49 84 0%
n - Max = 304,920 3f by Ht T
[Madical Office (LU 720 | s 346 | 1069 | 1,069 o% Metdical Office {LU 720) T 346_| 6905 6,905 0%
Mid-Rise LU 223 wnh | 039 | 121 121 o% Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) | umt | 039 9 9 o
Corter (LU 820 5t 373 | 14 93 % %
;4":;, Restaurant {LU 931) st | 740 | 78 75 o '2:2:,"
Quality Restaurant (LU 931] : s 7.49 78 75 %
Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932] i B 1115 [T 12 A3%
i-Tum SiDownRestaurant (iU 932) J ] ol Jnas| 68 72 43%
o5 Lol Wi = 2.017,690 s ’ . 2
e
M- Rive Apartment (LU 223) M e ] 036 | 12 | 37 | o MidRiso x : unn_| 038 | 6 & o
[Medical Office (LU 720 | & sf 48 | 3301 | 33m o% [ Medicai Office (LU 720) | sf | s46 | 20830 | 20830 [
Parcel 7 t Restaucamt (LU 931} ol ot .43 [7) 94 o% Pareol 7 Hi-Tum SitDoy aurant (LU =i st [ 1118 56 2 3%
80) Center (LU 820! st 7 708 466 EYL (S€-5) Hi-Turn StDawnRestaurant (LU 932) 1 gl st 11.16 5 a2 43%
Hi-Turn ShDownRestaurant {LU 932 = 4 st [ 114 56 32 3%
HI-Twrn SitDownRestaursnt (LU 932) i st 1145 ) 68 32 43%
ke i_iv Max = 6,235,050 sf based on L Ji b T
upkk | 0.39 882 882 0% Rise L[t 223 uait | 0.36 118 118 U%
st 348 | 4427 | a4 | ow Parcel1z  |Miedical Office (L 720) 1L, st 346 | 38617 | 38817 0%
n s 1135] 66 32 43% Parcet 17 [HETurn SitDawnRestaurant (LU 932] Vs | T TR [ 2 43%
s 115 | 66 32 43% scs) Hi-Tumn SitDownRastaurant {LU 932) i i st | 1118 56 3 43%
fl 749 [ 54 %
s | 373 | 1810 | 9% 34%
s Max = 11,520,749 5f . . T
Total Grass Trigs (Bth Edftion FTE) = 2,47+ Total Gross Trips (Bth Edition [TE) s 112 14

Gross lass Pess-By/Diverted Trips (8th Edition ITE) = wn Grass less Pass-By/Diverved Trips (8th Edition ITE) »

Proposed Zoning minus Existing Zoning (Net Maximum Worst-Case Trips in PM Peak Hour) =| 74 637

Mudmum Square Footoge by Type (SC-S Parcels]:
Residental ¥
Commercial
Shopping Center Retal
Hi-Turn Sit-Down Restaucant Retall (13)
Quality Restagrant Retail (1§

Shopping Center Retall
H1-Ture Sit-Down Restaursnt Retall (3]
Quality Restaurent Retol (9)




Table 5
Transportation Planning Rule Compliance - Trip Comparison for Mixed Use Zones with Amended SC-S Code

T0: BUS: Medical Office (LU 720) i il st 346 | 12,640 | 12,660 % Medical Office (LU 720) sf 346 | 13 13,529 0%
Mid-Rise Apaniment (LU 223 uoh | 039 48 a8 0% Mid-Rise Apartment {LU 223 wat_{ 039 195 135 0%
s Canter (L1 B2D] st 373 | 8,165 | 6048 4% Canter (LU 820 sf n 9,139 6,031 4%
Hi-Turn SitDownRestauram (LU 932 sf | 1118 56 32 43% HiTurn SitDownRestaurant {LU 332) sl | 1135 56 32 A%
[HE-Turn SitDownRestauram (LU 93: " ot sf 1115 56 32 FEny Hi-Turn Sit taurant (LU 932] ) 1115 56 32 43%
Quality Restaurant (LU 931) I sf 7.49 M4 94 % Hi-Turn SitDownflestaursnt (LU 932) = 1 A TR 5 32 43%
Station (West) tavrant (LU 931) st 7.49 34 84 0% Station (wesy | QB Restaurant (LU 931) v st 7.49 (Y] 9 %
T0-8Us! Restaurant (LU 931) sl 749 D4 94 3% 5 Quatity estaurant (LU 931) | oo | st 2.49 94 % o
rilide (East) [y Bestaurant (LU 331) NS s Lz ] B4 98 1 0% | i (poyy |QusityRestaurant (LU 831) ¢ S| 749 | 04 % o%
Meosy  |[TQRA0BO: Modical Office (LU 720) | sf 346 | 927 927 0% (sC:5) lity Restaurant {LU 933 sf 749 94 98 %
[Mid-Rese Apsriment |LU 223 = unit | 039 108 105 0% Restaurant (LU 931 st 7.49 04 9 o%
Shopplng Center (Lt 820 E st an 2 15 4% Restaurant (LU 931} A > sf 749 90 90 o5
Hi-Turn SitDownResteurent (LU 932) B o | 13351 58 32 43% Restaurant [LU 932 st 2.49 90 50 0%,
Quality Restaurant (LU 931 st 7.49 o4 9 0% | Quolity Restaurant (LU 931} 21000 sf 7.49 90 90 0%
ity Restourant [1U 931} st 7.49 90 20 %
Quality Restaurant (LU 931) st 7.49 20 50 D%
Quality {931 o 7.49 90 20 0%
Max = 11,191,435 57 by Hi o -
Medical Offics (LY) 720) | st 346 | 2253 | 2,253 0% Medical Office (LU 7. = 346 2249 2249 o%
Mid-Rise U 223) — uah | 039 ) 9 0% Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223 unit | 039 43 43 o%
Station B Center (LU 820 sf 373 | 1543 [ 1,018 % Sation E Center (LU B20) af 373 1492 985 %
Homestesd  |Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) i st 1115 56 32 A3% Homestead  JHl-Turn SiDownRestaurant (LU 932) 1 st 11158 56 22 3%
(TO-BUS)  |Hi-Turn ShOownRestaurant (LU 932) i ) oo [ 1nas E) 2 3% (sC-5} HETurn SiDownRestaurent (LU 932 sf | 111s 56 32 43%
[Quallty Restaurant (LU 931) sf 7.9 84 94 0% [Quality Restaurant (LU 931} i o 749 84 94 0%
Quality [ e | s 2.49 o4 S4 % Quality (LU 931) _dawed | o 749 4 94 0%
Max « 1,683,158 ¢f by Hi " [ s
Wedical Office (LU 720, : T | See | 486 | Nt Gifice (LU 720) T o [ 36 | 4m ) o
Mid-Rise Apartment {LU 223 RS unk | 039 2 2 % Mig-Rise Apartment (LU 223) 2 unit | 039 20 29 0%
B ‘Center (LU 820) s 373 | 233 154 3a% Canter (L1 B20) of 373 224 148 454
“;m;;" Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932 o Juis| % 32 % s““;‘_g““ T am SitDownRestaurant (10 932 : o | nas |86 2 am
[Hi-Turn StDownRestaurant (LU 832) T T TR 568 32 A% [Hi-Turn SitDownRestaurant (LU 932 = st | 1115 56 32 43%
|Quatity Restaurant (LU 831) sf 749 94 94 0% Quslity Restauran (LU 831) st 7.48 84 94 0%
Quaiity Restaurant (LU 531) [P sf 7.49 84 54 o% Quatity Restauran: (LU 931) st 7.49 94 94 .3
3 Max = 304,920 8¢ by Ht - ] Ay e
L
istedical Oftice (LU 720) | J st | 346 [ 1060 | 1069 Medical 2 346 | 1,038 1038 o
[Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223 0 unit | 039 | 121 121 0% Mid-Rise Apanment (LU 223 039 168 168 0%
Hiliside i Center (LU 820 2l ENE] 141 93 34% Hitiside Center 373 112 74 4%
(Ra0-80) Restaurant (LU 931) = st 749 7% 75 o 1sc-9) Quality Restaurani (LU 931 249 % 25 o%
Restaurant (LU 931) | o 7.48 73 75 o% lity Restaurant (1 931) 749 7% 2% on
-Tumn SitDownRestaurant {LU 932) = st 11.15 56 32 A43% Hi-Turn Si aurant (LU 932] 5 1118 56 32 A3%
Mi-Turn taurant {tU 932) . st 11.15 68 37 43% Hi-Tum SitDownRestaurant (LU 932) = 1115 [} 7 43%
gs W ] ey Py 3
— N
Mic-Rise 223 unt | 039 | 372 in [ Mid-Risp Apartmant (LU 223 | 038 | 429 429 a%
Medical Office (LU 720) T 346 | 3301 3,301 o% Medical Office (LU 2: 346 3287 3287 0%
Porcel 7 (R40{Qualny Restaurant {LU 931) sf 7.48 84 94 o% Parcel 7 Restauran: (LU 931) i 7.49 84 24 o
20} Canter (LU 820 s 37 | 706 466 4% 1sc-s) Center (L) B2 173 708 468 345%
[HI-Tum ShDownRestaurant (LU 932) of 1115 86 [ 32 43% [Hi-Tum ant (LU 932 152 1118 £ 32 4%
[HE-Tuin StDownRestawrant (L1 932) si 11.15 56 32 43% HI-Turn SitDownRustaurant (LU 932) 11.15 56 32 43%
[T = 1 Max = T T i Ry a5
—— — MV NDSL HE
urcel 12 [Mid-Rise Apartment (LU 223) wnit | 0.39 882 882 [ Mid-Risy U 223) 038 LI 1,131 %
Pty |Medical Office (15 72 i | of [ 346 | 4427 | as27 o% poceinz  [MadicalOffice (LU 7 346 | 4325 4,325 0%
(ro:gusy  |HETum SitDownRestaucant (L 932) = st 1115 56 32 a% parcetay  |HEurn SttDownRestaurant (LU 932 1115 56 32 3%
(10: Rao-ag) [HETm SnDownfestaurant (LU 832) oo | st | 19157 56 32 43% 1sc-5) Hi-Turm ShDownAestaurant (LU 93: 1 st 15 56 32 a3%
(70 RE0-120) Restaurant (LU 931) B! 24 94 94 o% Rostaurant (LU 931) 2o g s 749 B4 94 0%
Shopping Canter (LU 820) st 373 | 1510 [ 996 4% Shooping Center (LU 820) sf 373 1,380 911 3K
: . Max 011,520,749 5 gr— &7

Total Gross Trips (Bth Editten TR = (1 177 Total Grass Trips (8th Edflon TE) = <7, 040
Gross less Pase-By/Divertad Trigs (Bth Edivon ITE) < un 6roe tes Pass-By/Otverted Trips (Bth Edhion ITE) « 7

Propased Zoning minus Existing Zoning (Net Maximum Worst-Case Trips in PM Peak Hout) =

Total Squara Footaga by Type (5C-5 Parcels): Total Squave Footags by Type {5C-5 Parcols):
Residential . 1 Residentlal | L
Commercial 7,256,151 Commercist 2,300,000
Shopping Center fixzall gt | Shopping Center Retall :
H-Turn Sh-Down Rastaurant Retad {13) %900 Hi-Turn Sit-Down Restaurant Retadl {13)
_Quaflty Restaurant Retail {16]
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181 03A 01700 - Towne Squarell - TSil

9.32 gross acres / 7.46 net acres
Scenario 2ssumes 1,000 gross squsne feat per dwelling umi & 10 verical Teet par fiaor

TO:RC land use district CC zoning use distnet

no dwelling unit requirement 81 oawelling units (not required)
408 dwelling units (not required)

101,495 square feet (0.25 FAR (CDCY) no FAR requirement
no maximum

ratios square feel  ralios square feel

0% . 3% 55000
76,121 square feet
o
1,826,906 square fest 79% 1,825 875 78% 1,860,875
25,374 square feet
1o
608,969 square feet 21% 510,000  21% 510,000
81,000 square fest
2,435,875 2,435,875
2,435,875 squara fest 400% 2,435,875 100% 2435875

maximum building mass {gross square feel of tax lot multiplied by maximum bullding mass (gross square feet of 1ax ot muliplied by
the number of Noors under the maximum building height of the the number of floors under the maximum building height of the
 district) distiict)

324,958 st (1 fioor on net acreage) 324,958 sf (1 fioor on nel acreage)
1,949,746 sf (6 floors on net acreage) 1,849,746 sl (8 fioors on net acreage)
2,435 875 sf (6 floors on gross acreage) 2,435,875 sl (6 floors on gross acreags)



181 03A 01600 - Towne Square - TS
16.91 gross acres { 13,53 net acres
Scenane assumes 1 000 gross square feel per dwelling unit § 10 vertical feet per floor

TO:RC jand use district CC zoning use district
no dweliing unit requirement 147 dweliing units (not requinad)
TAT  owelling units (no! reguired)
202,576 square fest (0.25 FAR (CDC)) no FAR requirment
no maximum
TR Assumstion TPR Assumpth
ratios square feet  ratios square feet
147,000 gsf
] )
737,000 gsf 0% - 0%

151,832 square feet

3,314,699 square feat

9% 3407002 9% 3,497,002
50,644 square feet
1,104,900 square feet 21% 922 508 21% 922,596
147,000 square fest
4,416,508 4,419,508
4,418,588 square feel 100% 4,419,599 100% 4,419,598

maximum building mass (gross square fest of tax lot multiplied by  maximum building mass {gruss square fesl of &x lo! mulliplied by
the number of floors under the maximum tuilding height of the the number of floars under the maximum bullding height of the
~ district) distnet) .

589,367 os! (1 ficor on net acreage) 589,367 qsf (1 floor on net acreage)
3,536,201 gs! (6 ficors on net acreage) 3.536,201 agst (6 ficors on net acreaga)
4419598 gsf (6 floors or gress acreage) 4.419,598 gsi (6 flogrs on gross acreage)



151 03AB 00200 - Kindercare, Open Space, Peterkort West - 1

20 38 gross acres / 9 73 net acres
Seenarto assures 1,000 gross agusre fest par dweling unit & 10 vermcal feel par Tieor

TO:R12~18 land use district R1 zoning use district
TO:R24-40 land use district

267 dwelling units, minimum 302 dwelling unis, minimum
T71 awelling units, maximum 888 dwelling units, maximum
563,666 gsf, minimum no FAR

no  maxmum

ratios
267,000 square feet 302,000 square feet
o 1G]
771,000 squars feet 888,000 square feet 30%
0%
81,556 square fest (up to 10% commercial) 1%
302,000 sguare fest
888,000 square feet 92%

The maximurn number of dwelling tnits aliowed by zone mulliplied The maximum numbar of dwelling unite allowed by zone multiplisd
by 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit + potential commerciai by 1,000 square feel per dwetling unit.

423,839 gsf building mass (1 fioor on net acreage) 423,839 gsf bullding mass (1 ficor on net acreage)
2,401,027 gsf building mass (4 or 6 floors on net acreag 2,543,033 gsf building mass (& floors on net acreage)
5,148,792 gs! building mass {4 or 6 fioors on gross acre 5,326,517 gsf bullding mass (6 fioors on gross acreage)

ETTTTER | . »

square fest

771.000

10,000

761.000

852,556

ratios

100%

0%

Q%

100%

square feat

888.000

88,000
888,000



151 03A 02300 - Tract"A", Open Space - 0OS
8.83 gross acras / 0.00 nel acres )
Scenann assumes 1000 gross sausne Teel per dwelling umit & 10 vemcal feet per ficor

TO:R24-40 fand use district R1 zoning use distncl
- dwelling units, mirimum - dwelling units, minimum
352 dwelling units, maximum 385 dweiling units, maxmum
- ost, minimum (0.25 FAR (CDC) no FAR

no  maxamum

TPR Assumptions R
. rafios square feet  ratios square fest
- square fest ~ square feet
to {153
353,000 square feet 385,000 square feet 98% 353,000 100% 385,000
0% - 0%
< 5,000 square feet (WashCo CDC, 375-7(3}) 1% 5,000 0%
- square feet
) SSB;QOO 3-35000
385,000 square feet 100% 358,000 100% 325,000
- The maximum number of dwelling units allowed by zone multiphed The maximum number of awelling urits atowed by rone multiplied
by 1,000 square feet per dwelling urit + potential commercial by 1,000 square feet per dwealling unit
2,307,809 gst {6 floars on gross acreage) 2,307,809 gsf (8 fioors on gross acreage)



18103402100 - Deveraux Glen, northwest - &

10.76 gross acres / 8.61 net acres
Seshanc assumes 1,000 gross square fed per dwelling unit B 10 vertical feet par fioor

TO:R24-40 fand use district R1 zoning use district
258 dwelling units, minimm 375 dwelling units, minimum
430 dwelling units, maximum 469 dwelling units, maximum
304,559 gsf, minimum 0165 FAR {CDC} no FAR
no  maximum

258,000 square fest 375,000 squere feer
1o to

430,000 square feet 459,000 square feet

< 5000 square feel (WashCo CDC, 375-7(3))
375,000 square fest

489,000 square fest

| 7_ The maximum number of dwelling units allowed by zone mullipied The maximum aumber of dwelling units aliowed by zone mulliolisd
by 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit + patential commercial by 1,000 square feel per dwelling umit.

375.052 square feet (1 fioor on net acres) 375,052 square feet (1 fioor on net acres)
2,250,310 square feet (6 floors on net acres) 2,250,310 square feet (8 floors on netacres)
2,812,234 square fest (8 floors on gross acres) 2,612,234 square feet (8 Noors on gross acres)

e . . m - m

TPR Assumptions
ralos square foet

9% 430,000

0% .
% 5.000
ABSRE

TPR Assumptions
ratios square feet
100% 468,000
0%
0%
469,000
100% 469,000



151 02BB 07200 - Deveraux Glen, northeast - 10
8.08 gross acres / 6.47 net acres
Scennnio agsumes 1 0G0 gross sqbare feet per owelling unit & 10 vertical faet per floor

- The maximum number of dwelfing units aliowed by zone multiphied The maxmum number of dwelling unils allowed by zone mulliplied
~ by 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit + polential commercial by 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit,
281,833 square feet (1 floor on nei acres) 281,833 square feet (1 floor on net acres)
1,690,982 square fest (6 fioors on net acres) 1,680,999 square feet (6 finors on net acres)
2,114,402 squere feet (& fioors on gross acres) 2,114 402 square feet (8 floors on gross acres)

R E m "

TO:R24-40 'and use district R1 zening use distnet
194 dwelling units, minimum 282 dwelling units, minimum
324 dweliing units. maximum 352 dwelling unils, maximuns
229,080 gsf, minimum (0.65 FAR (CDC)) no FAR requirement
no  maximum
ratios square feet  rallos square feel
194,000 square feet 282,000 square fest
o to
324 000 square feet 352,000 square fest Q8% 324,000 100% 352,000
0% - 0%
< 5,000 square fesl (WashCo CDC, 375-7(2)) 2% 5,000 0% -
282,000 square foet
329,000 352,000
352,000 square fest 400% 329,000 100% 352,000



151 02B 00400 - Deveraux Glen, Clubhouse - 11

0.72 gross acres f 0.58 net acres
Seenano aasumes ¥ 000 grose square feut per awallng unit & 10 vamosl teel par Noot

TO:R24-40 Iand use district R1 zoning use distic!
17 dwelling units, minimum 25 dwelling unils, minimum
29 gwelling units, maximum 31 cweblling units, maximum

20,386 gsf, minimum (0.65 FAR (CDC)) no FAR requinzment

no  maximum

ratiog square feet  ratios square feet

17,000 square feet 25,000 souare feet
o to
29,000 square feet 31,000 square feet B85% 24,000 100% 31,000
0% - 0%
< 5,000 snuare feet (WashCo CDC, 375-7(2)) 15% 5,000 0% <
11,520,749 square feel
‘ 34,000 31,000
31,000 square feet 100% 34,000 100% 31,000

- The maxirmum numbsr of dwelling units altowed by zone mulliplied  The maxmum number of dwalling units allowad by zone multiphed
by 1,000 square fest per dwelling unit + potential commercial by 1.000 square feet per dweiling unit

25,265 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 25,265 =quare feel (1 floor on net acres)
151,589 square feet (5 floors on net acres) 151,582 square feet (8 floors on nel acres)
188,179 square feel (6 floors on gross acres) 188,179 square feet (6 Noors on aross acres)



151 03A 02200 - Johnson Creek South, west portion - 7

11.93 gross acres / 7.37 net acras
Scengng assumes 1,000 gross square Sl per dwsliing unil § 10 venica! teet per Yoot

TO:R40-80 land use district SC-5 zoning use district
477 dwelling units, minimum 177

dwelling units, minimum
954 dwelling cnits, maximum no

chwelling units, maximum

518,671 gsf, minimum (1.00 FAR (CDC)) 192,570 gs!. minimum (0.50 FAR)

no  maximum no  maximum

954,000 square feat (up to 50% of all daveloment)

212,000 square feet (up to 10% retail, <10,000sf)

177,000 square fest
8,236,050 square feat

The maximum number of dwelling units allowed by zone multiplied The maximum Building Mass (gross site square leel of tax ot
by 1,000 square feet per dwelling unit + the maximum office multiplied by the number of floors under the maximom butiding
allowance + the maximum commercial allowance height of the district)

321,037 square feet {1 floor on net acres) 321,037 square feet {1 floor on nel acres)
2,568,298 square feet (8 floors on net acres) 3,852,446 souare feet (12 floars on nat acres)
4,157,366 square feet (8 floors on gross acres) 6,236,080 square feet (12 fioors on gross acres)

ratios square feet
45% 954,000
45% 954,000
9% 190,800
99% 2,120,000

ratios

3%

7%

100%

souare feet

177,000

6,049,050

10,000

ﬁ.mm



151 02B 00500 - Holly & Johnson Creek South. east portion - 12 & 17

22.04 gross aores / 12.59 net acres
Scarano assurmes 1,000 groas suuans feel per dwatlling umt & 10 verical fael per floor

TO:BUS land use district
TO:R80-120 fand use district
TO:R40-80 land use distric)

1.072 dwelling units
2,247+ dwelling units

960,062 sguare feet (1.00 FAR (COC)
no  maximum '

1,072,000 square feet

2,261,000 square feet

1,279,397 souare feat

427,302 si(upio 10% R, 40% com BUS)

TOR = maximum dwelling units allowed by zone multiplied by
1.000 sfidu + maximum office allowance (up 1o 50% 40-80, 25%
80-120) +maximum commercial allowance of up to 10%

TO:BUS = maximum building mass (gross square feel of BUS
zoned area multiplied by the numbar of flcors under the maximum
building height of the district). Includes the minimum dwetling unit
share required by ASC 11 mulliplied by 1,000 slVdu + maximurn
commertial allowance of up to 40% + remainder 1o office

548 420 square feet (1 floor on net acres)
4,387,363 square fest (8 floors on net acres)
7,680,499 square feet (8 floors on gross acres)

SC-S zoning use district

302 dwelling unite
ne dweliing unite

329,105 square feet (0.60 FAR)
no maximum

302,000 square feet

302,000 square feet
11,520,749 square fee!

The masimum building mass {gross site square fest of tax 1ot
muitiplied by the numbear of fioors under the maximum buiiding
height of the district)

548,420 square feet (1 floor on net acres)
6,581,045 square feet (12 floors on net acres)
11,520,749 square feet (12 floors on gross acres)

TPR Assumplions
ratios square feel
57% 2,247,000
31% 1,232 Ba4
6% 228771
93% 3,967,699

1alios squars feal
3% 302,000
97% 11,208,749
0% 10,000
100% 11,520,749



151 03AD 00600 - Hillside. west portion - HS

3.86 gross acres / 1.17 net acres
Scengnt assgrnes 1 000 gross stiuase set pet owelting unil & 10 vertical teel par flooy

TO:R4D-B0 1and use district SC-S zoning use distnct
107 dwslling units, minimum (CH-CM)

28 dwelling units, minimum
309 dwelling units, maxmum

no dwelling units, maximum

168,142 ogsf, minimum (1.00 FAR (CDCY)
no  maximum

30,527  os!. minimum (0 60 FAR)
no  maximum

110,000 sauars feet
o
308,000 square feet

28,000 square feet

- square feet
10
308,000 square feet

- square fest
to
68,667 square feet

28,000 square fee!

2,017,699 square fest

maximum dwelling unils allowed by zone multiplied by 1,000 sfidu  The maximum building mass (gross site square (sl of lax ol
+ maximum office allowance of up to 50% +maximum commarcial  multinlied by the number of floors under the maxmum butding
allewance of up ta 10%

heignt of the district)

50,865 square feet (1 floor on net acres)
407,722 square feet (2 floors on net acres)
1,345,133 square fest (8 floors on gross acres)

50,965 square feet (1 floor on nel acres)
611,582 square fest {12 floors on net acres)
2,017,899 squars fee) (12 floors on gross acres)

45% 306,000 1% 22000
A5% 309,000 98% 1.995 859
4% 30,500 %

94% 686,667 100% 2,017,699



151 02CB 00100 - Hillside, east portion & Sunset, west portion
21 41 gross acres / 15 B2 net acres
Scanario assumes 1,000 gross square feal per dweliing uni & 18 verncal feet par floo:

TO:BUS iand use district SC-S zoning use disinct
TO:RA0-80 land use district

216 dwelling units, minimurn (CH-CM) 406 dwelling units, minimum
268+ dwelling units, maximurn no dwalling unds, maximum
932,620 gsf, minimum (1.00 FAR (CDC)) 413,367 gl minimum (0.60 FAR)
Nno  maximum no maximum
ratios square feet  @tios square feet
216,000 sguare feet 408,000 gs
391,000 square feet 6% 392,000 3% 225,000
348,018 square feet
3,921,129 square feet 57% 3,920,129 E 01,768,225
314,877 sauare fest
2,576,975 sauare fest 7% 2.571.020 1% 9B 200
406,000 square feet
11,191,435 square feet ' 100% 6,889,104 100% 11,191,435

TO.R = maximum dweling units atlowed by zone mulliplied by The maximum building mass (gross site square fee! of tax lot
1,000 sf/du + maximum office allowance (up to 50% 40-80) muitiptied by the number of floors under the maximum building
+maximum commercial allowance of up 1o 10% height of the districy)

TQ:RUS = maximum building mass (gross square feet of BUS

zoned area multiplied by the numbar of fioors under the maximum

buiiding height of the district). Includes the minimum dwelling unit

share required by ASC 11 multiptied by 1,000 sfidy + maximum

commercial allowance of up to 40% + remainder 1o offics

689,119 square feet (1 fioor on net acres) 689,119 square faet (1 floor on nel acres)
5,512,954 squarefest (8 floors on niet acres) 8,269,430 square fest (12 floors on net acres)
7,460,957 square feet (€ floors on gross acres) 11,191,435 square feal (12 oors on gross acres)

ot g s T A1
none o i ot 1 .

CHOM Cammonty Plan ASC 19 0
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181 02CA 00500 - Sunset Homestead portion - S

3.2¢ gross acres / 2 16 net acres
Scnano assumes 1,000 grmss square fest per dwelling unit & 10 verhcal teat per ficor

TOBUS jand use district SC-S zoning use districl
22 dwelling units, minimum (CH-CM) ‘53 dwelling units, minimum
no  dwelling units, mavimum . no dwelling umis, maximum
140,263 gst, minimum (1.00 FAR (CDC)) 58,454 gsf, minimum (050 FAR)
no  maxmum

no  maximum

ratios square feel  rauos square feet
22,000 square feet 53,000 square feet

22,000 square feet 2% 21,000 3% 42,000

62,188 sguare fast

551,263 square feet

58% 652,284 7% 1,640,158
56,105 square feet
40% 448,842 0%
53,000 square feet
1,683,158 square feet 100% 1,122,406 100% 1,683,158

maximum building mass (gross square feet of BUS zoned area The maximum building mass (gross site square feet of tax lot
multiplied by the number of flcors under the maxemum building multiplied by the number of floors under the maximum building
height of the distnict). includes the minimum dwelling unit share  height of the district)

required by ASC 11 multiphed by 1,000 stidu + maximum

commerdial allowance of up to 40% + remainder (o offics

94,090 square feet (1 floor on nel acres) 94,090 square feet (1 fluor on net acres)
752,717 square feet (8 floors on nat acres) 1,129,075 square feet (12 fioors on net acres)
1,122,106 square feet (8 floors on gross acres) 1,683,158 square feet (12 floors on gross acres)

s, B & 'S T o



151 02CA 00600 - Sunset, sastportion - S

0.70 gross acres / 0.18 nel acres
Scenano assumes 1,000 gross sauare feel par dwelling unit & 10 vartical Test pay oo

TO:BUS land use district SC-8 roning use district
5 dwelling units, minimum (CH-CM) 4 dwslling unils, mimimum
no  dwalling unifs, maximum no  dwealling units, maxwmum
30,492 gsf minimum (1.00 FAR (CDC)) 4,809 osf, minimum (0.80 FAR)
no  maimum ne  maxamuem
rating square feat  ralos square fesl
5,000 souare feet 4,000 squara fest
5,000 square feet 2% 5,000 1Y% 4,000
13,295 square feet
141,362 square feet 58% 141,382 87% - 265720
12,197 square feet
87,574 square fest 40% 97,574 12% 35,200
30,492 squars fest ’ 4,000 square foet
243,938 square fest 304,920 square feet 100% 243,936 100% 304,920

~ maxmum building mass (gross square feel of BUS zoned area The maxmum building mass (gross site sguare feet of tax ol
- multiplied by the numper of floors under the maximum building multiplied by the number of fioors under the maximum bulding

‘height of the district). Includes the minimum dwelling unit share height of ihe district)

required by ASC 11 multiplied by 1,000 sfidu + maximum

- commpercial allowance of up to 40% + remainder to office

8,015 square feet (1 floor on net acres) 8,015 square feet (1 flaor on nat acres)
654,120 square feet (8 floors on nal acres) 80,150 square feet {12 floors on net acres)
243 936 square fest (8 floors on gross acres) 304,920 square feet (12 floors on gross acess)
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MEMORANDUM
Community and Economic Development Department

To: Planning Commiss‘i‘oq& .
From: Leigh M Crabtree '
Date: December 7, 2011

Subject: TA2011-0003 Station Community — Sunset Text Amendment

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

20.20.400THER 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 1/2 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
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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 reeeiving Certificate of Occupancy, construction of the remaining 2520
percent non-residential development may resume.

40.15. CONDITIONAL USE

40.15.05. 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 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]

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
apply: [=

" }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.

mM

2: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:
a1) Minor Adjustment;
b:2) Major Adjustment;
e3) Flexible Setback; or
&4) Variance =

TA2011-0003 Station Community — Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language
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Is required when development is proposed within the SC-S (Station Community

— Sunset) zoning district on a land area greater than 1/2 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.

2.

The proposal satisfies the threshold requirements for a PUD application.

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

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.

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

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

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.

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.

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.

140:11. Ifthe 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
City approval, shall be submitted to the City in the proper sequence.

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.

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

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 amount
consistent with the minimum and maximum density or Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
permitted for the overall development.

Appeal of a 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.

TA20i1-E}OOS Station Community — Sunset Text Amendment, Proposed Language
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

December 7, 2011

CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Ric Stephens called the meeting to

order at 6:30 p.m. in the Beaverton City Hall
Council Chambers at 4755 SW Giriffith Drive.

ROLL CALL: Present were Chairman Ric Stephéns;

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 Chairman 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.

B R
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Commissioner Stephens noted that he will miss Commissioner Johansen

1
2 and his voice of reason as well.

3

4 STAFF COMMUNICATION:

5

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

11

12 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.

— = = e
N N W

17 NEW BUSINESS:
18

19 Chairman Stephens opened the Public Hearing.

20

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

25

26 PUBLIC HEARINGS:

27

28 . TA 2011-0003 — STATION COMMUNITY — SUNSET (SC-S) TEXT
29 AMENDMENT

30 The City is proposing to modify Development Code Sections 20.20.20,
31 20.20.25, and 20.20.40 to add requirements for development within the
32 SC-S (Station Community - Sunset) zone. The City is also proposing to
33 amend Development Code Sections 40.15.05 and 40.15.15.4 to require
34 Conditional Use — Planned Unit Development, review of development
35 proposal over % acre in size within the SC-S zoning district. The key
36 elements of the proposed Development Code text amendment include, but
37 are not limited to: 1) require Conditional Use — Planned Unit Development
38 review of proposals over % acre in size; 2) require the development of a
39 range of 1,899 to 5,115 residential dwelling units within the SC-S zoning
40 district; 3) allow no more than 10,960,500 square feet of non-residential
41 development within the SC-S zoning district; and 4) limit non-residential
42 development to no more than 80 percent of the maximum approved
43 square footage prior to the construction of the required minimum number
44 of dwelling units. The purpose of the amendments is to ensure
45 comparable minimum and maximum residential densities, non-residential
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intensities, and uses as allowed by the applicable Washington County
Community Plan and Development Code regulations.

PETERKORT STATION 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 X
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.

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 (Transit
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) parcels, NR-HD (Neighborhood Residential
— High Density) land use designation over four (4) parcels, CC
(Corridor Commercial) zoning district over two (2) parcels and R1
(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 aliowed 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 R1 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 R1 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 expressed 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 will 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 will address development capacity at the development review process
which will identify specific issues, specific floor area, traffic generation and
the City will 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.

m
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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 mtegrated 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 R1 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 is 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.

Commiissioner 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 currently 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.

s B



0 NN NN R W N =

BB R R R R W W WWWWWWWW NN R
mAuw~ocm\1mu.4>ww~oxooo\1'a’\$§8f3§86;:3§§$;:5\0

Planning Commission Minutes December 7, 2011 DRAFT Page 13 of 16

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 20", 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. v

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 considers 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. A

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 TA 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.
Commiissioner 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: 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 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: 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 2011-0003 — Peterkort Corridor & NR-HD
Land Use Map & Peterkort Corridor Commercial & R1 Comprehensive
Plan Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff Report
dated November 30, 2011.
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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 ZMA 2011-0003 — Peterkort Corridor & NR-HD
Land Use Map & Peterkort Corridor Commercial & R1 Zoning Map
Amendment, based on the facts and findings in the Staff Report dated

November 30, 2011.

Motion CARRIED 7:0.

AYES: Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter,
and Stephens.
NAYS: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: None.

MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS:

ELECTIONS FOR CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR — 2012

Expressing his appreciation for the outstanding service and
accomplishments of Chairman Stephens during the year 2011,
Commissioner Maks MOVED and Commissioner Doukas SECONDED a
motion that Commissioner Stephens serve as Chairman of the Planning
Commission for the year 2012.

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.

Motion CARRIED, unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m.
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ORDER NO. 2273

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR

THE CITY OF BEAVERTON, OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUEST TO ORDER NO. 2273
AMEND PORTIONS OF THE RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF TA2011-0003

)
)
DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATED TCO THE )} STATION COMMUNITY — SUNSET TEXT
SC-8 (STATION COMMUNITY — SUNSET) } AMENDMENT. :
ZONING DISTRICT. CITY OF BEAVERTON,

APPLICANT,

The matter came before the Plénning Commission on December 7, 2011,
on a request to amend portions of the Development Code of the City of
Beaverton with regard to the Station Community — Sunset zoning district.
Specific changes include § 20.20.20.1.A and 20.20.20.1.D (add superscript 686,
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 (1;h1'eslzold added), § 40.15.15.C.10 (criterion
added). - These amendments incl.ude provisions to maintain minimum density
réquirements established through Washington County planning efforts,
establish ‘maximum densities to maintain transportation capaéities-for the
- planning area, require construction of the miﬁimum residential components
prior to completion‘ of greater than 80 percent of the non-résidential
components, ‘and required Planned Unit bevelopment l'eviéw of proposals over
one-half acre in size within the SC-S zoning. district. TA 2011-0003 (Station
Community — Sunset Text Amendment) was initiated by the City of Beaverton.

No new development is prbposed with this application.

Page 10of 6
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Pursuant to Ordinance 2050 (Development® Code), effective through

.-Ordinance 4542, Section 50.50 and Sections 50.556 through 50.58, the Planning

- Commission conducted a public hearing on December 7, 2011, and considered oral

and written testimony and exhibits for the proposed amendment to the Beaverton

Development Code. The Planning Commission adopts the following supplemental -

findings in support of the final actions in response to issues of concern, as identified

herein.

Transportation Impacts. Concerns were raised regarding traffic impacts

associated with the proposal, with emphasis to the subject amendment to apply a

fixed maximum for non-residential deVelopmént at 10,960,500 square feet over the

parcels proposed for SC-S zoning, and effects on the surrounding area. Staff

‘explained that the proposed maximum square footage was established through

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) analysis of the development capacity of the
subject zone (Bixhibit 17) by calculatiﬁg the developmeﬁf potential of the County's
TO*-(Transit-Oriented)‘(TO) land use districts to which the SC-S zoning designation
would be applied. Staff explained thét the application does not propose
development at this size, but instead proﬁdes a land use cap for the proposed SC-S
parcels derived from existing County regulated fixed maximums. Fufthermore,
staff explained how other limitations were established where clear fixed maximums
were no’t identified in the County’s TO zones. This derived development capacity
analysis proved that the existing Co-unty zoﬁing-aﬂowed for up to 10,960,500 square

feet of non-residential development. The City’s TPR analysis for an associated

ORDER NO. 2273 ' Page 2 of 8
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Comprehensive Plan 1\’1an Amendment and Zoning Map Azﬁendment to épply the
SC-S zone to an area adjacent to the Sunset Station area could allowAfor up to three
times as much ﬁon-residentl:al development anticipated by the County lglld use
designations, - The propqsed Text Amendment correcfs that zoﬁing capacity
differen-ce and brings the City’s SC-S zone in to substantial conformity to the
County’s zoning for the same geographic area. Amending the Development Code
with the proposed fixed non-residential maximuwm ensures that the applicatiéns
reviewed concurrently do not have a significant ef_feciv:‘ on t_he ﬁrar;sportation system
as compared to that which is allowed under the current County scenario. The
required TPR analysis is an “academic” exercise to understand the worst case
scenario as related to transportation impacts and does not evaluate whether or not
the worst casé is “realistic” for development. The “realistie” development capﬁcity of
the Peterk'ori? area will be determined with submit@l of a developrpent appiicatioﬁ-.

This application proposes that development of the parcels proposed for SC-S zoning

will require submittal of a Conditional Use Permit - Planned Unit Development

" application. Staff reiterated that a TIA (Traffic Impact Analysis) is required once a

specific proposal is submitted. The TIA will address the .speciﬁc impacts a.

development will have to the surrounding area and identify the necessary

mitigation measures needed. The Commission conpurred with s’ﬁaff‘s findings.
Delay of Needed Housing: Concerns were raised that the SC-S zbne does not

require residential development as the County requires in the TO:R40-80 and

TO:R80-120 zones. As stated in the Gity's concurrent ZMA2011-0002 staff report,

ORDER NO. 2273 Page 3 of 6
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the City does not regulateé development in the same way the County regulates
development. The Development Code of the City of Beaverton provides a list of
permitted, conditional, and prohibited uses for each zoning district. For all Cit.y
multiple-use zoning districts botl; residential and 110n—i*esidential uses may be
@érmitted outright or with certain restrictions an._d none of the City'-s multiple-use
zones require residential development on a specific site. 'I;his application is
proposed concurrent with the Comprehensive Plan Map and Z-oni'ng Map
amendments to require a fixed minimum number of dweliing units to be buiit
within the SC-5 zdning district és established through County regulatiozis.

An additional concern réised was the timing o,f residential development and
that the proposal to aHQW the development of up to 80 percent of the 1101'1-1°esidentia.1
development capacity in the SC-S zone before constructing any résidential
development‘is too lenient and does not promote the development of a complete
community, Staff explained that in multiple use zones the City’s Deve1015m911t Code
does not require residential development and that the combined amendments for
the SC-S zoning district result in a minimum residential requirement and non-
rvesidential limitation not required from other similar City =zoning districts.
Further, submittal of a PUD (Conditional Use - Planned Unit Development)
applicatic.m provides opportunities for public notice, review and involvement
regarding how a developer plans to incorporate land use components through final
build-out which may include additional assurances regarding -the timing- of

residential development in relation to commercial components. The PUD does

ORDER NO. 2273 Paged of 6
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address phasing and the timeline of construction for a master plan in which the

hearing body can place additional conditions of approval regarding the timing of

construction if it is deemed necessary. The Commission concurred that the

’ résidentiél build-out requirement along with the PUD reqtiixem'ént will allow th-e
development of an appropriate timeline of development th_at balances the
commercial and residential cohstructioﬁ.

The Planning Commissjon adopts by referen;:e the November 30, 2011, Staff
Report, Staff Memorandum dated November 30, 2011, Staff Memorandum dated
Décember 5, 2011; two Staff Memoranda dated December 7, 2011, and the
suppleme.ntal findings conf;ained hérein as evidence and findings demonstratihg the
application satisfies all Text Amendﬁient approval criteria as stated under 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 Commission RECOMMENDS
APPROVAL of TA 2011-0003 to amend portions of the. Development Code
related to the SC-S (Station Community — Sunset) zoning district. The
Planning Commission finds that evidence-has been provided demonstrating
that all of the approval criteria contained in Ordinance 2050, effective through
- Ordinance 4542, Section 40.85.15.1.C are -satisfied for the specific chang;fes
including § 20.20.20.1.A aﬂd 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

ORDER NO. 2273 Page 5 of 6
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added), § 40.15.15.A.2 (threshold added), § 40.15.15.C.10 (criterion added) of -

i;h.e'Development Code.

Motion CARRIED by the following vote:

AYES: Overhage, Maks, Doukas, Johansen, Nye, Winter, and
' Stephens.
- NAYS: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: None.

.
Dated this. 19 %" day of Sreembee 9011,

o appeal the decision of the Planning Commission, as articulated in

Land Use Order No. 2273 an appeal must be filed on an Appeal form provided

by the Director at the City of Beaverton Community and Economic

Development Department's office by no later than 5:00 p.m. on

j,u,g,o{,&%' w ;2'7 ‘,2011.

PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR BEAVERTON, OREGON

ATTEST: : "~ APPROVED:

| &
N A el M A %
LEI H CRABTREE RIC STEPHENS

Assocl%ifiannel Chairman

STEVEN A. SP}&tKS AICP
Principle Planner
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SUMMARY:

APPELLANTS:

APPLICANT:

DECISION CRITERIA:

RECOMMENDATION:

n

STAFF REPORT
February 7, 2012
City Council
Leigh M Crabtree, Associate Planner

APP2011-0002 Appeal of Station Community - Sunset Requirements
(TA2011-0003)

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

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.

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
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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 Cily 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 of property 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 CPO1 January 3, 2012 meeting.

The full Planning Commission record, including draft minutes of the Planning Commission
hearing, has been 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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ATTACHMENT A

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
For APPEAL of TA2011-0003 Station Community —Sunset Text Amendment

Section 40.85.15.1.C of the Developmgnt 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:

b S

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

‘Staff Report January 31, 2011 TA-1 ,
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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 of phased 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.

3

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 Functional Plan,
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 Funciional 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 and NW 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

Staff Report January 31, 2011 TA-3
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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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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. Staff's 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: “The 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 area 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 (TTA).
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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‘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, urban 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
where 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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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: 7
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’ attémpt 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 Unbuildable 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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. Slopes over twenty (20) percent;

Significant Natural Resource area;

Power line easement or right-of-way;

. Future right-of-way for transitway, designated arterials and collectors;

. Water Quality Sensitive Areas;

Vegetated Corridors;

Regionally Significant Fish & Wildlife Habitat areas as designated on the current
edition of Metro’s Regionally Significant Fish & Wildlife Habitat Inventory Map.

. 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.

SHTmoMEY

=

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 UPAA 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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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 dwelling 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 Planmng
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 proposal 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 (TTA) with a development
application to determine how the level of development intensity proposed will affect the
transportation system. Depending on the findings of the TTA 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 makmg authority may
deny the development application. S
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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 (minmimum
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 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. 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 reasons 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 40.85.15.1.C of the Development Code of
the City of Beauverton.

CONCLUSION

" Based on the facts and findings presented to the Council and the Planning Commission, staff
concludes that proposal, TA2011-0008 (Station Community — 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 Community Sunset Requirements), upholding the Planmng
Commission's recommendation to approve TA2011-0003.

TR
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