9 Ure g On Department of Land Conservation and Development
Hol 635 Capitol Street, Suite 150
) Salem, OR 97301-2540
(503) 373-0050

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

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT m
January 12, 2007 Sy

o~
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments
FROM: Mara Ulloa, Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: Washington County Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 016-06

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: January 26, 2007

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review 45 days 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 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.

Cc:  Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Meg Fernekees, DLCD Regional Representative
Paul Schaefer, Washington County

<paa> ya/
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156 NORTH FIRST AVENUE Scott Fairbairn .
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 9501 SW Westhaven Drive
(503) 846-3519  fax: (503) 846-4412 Portland, OR 97225

www.co.washington.or.us

WASHINGTON COUNTY CASE FILE NO.: 06-398-PA

DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION

PLANNING DIVISION APPLICANT:
% ROOM 350-14

APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE:
Angelo Planning Group

NOTICE OF PLANNING “gswusn, e
COMMISSION CHTCTIERION
DECISION (Pian Amendment)

OWNER:
PROCEDURE TYPE Hli Applicant
CPO: 1 - Cedar Hills/Cedar Mill
COMMUNITY PLAN: Cedar Hills/Cedar Mill
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S):
Transit Oriented Residential 12-18 units/acre (TO:R12-18) ASSESSOR MAP NO(S): 1S1 2AD
TAX LOT NO(S): 800
SITE SIZE: 0.21

ADDRESS: 8998 SW Leahy Road

PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT:
Remove the TO: R12-18 plan designation and designate the property Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO: RC)

APPEAL PERIOD:
FROM: January 5, 2007 (Mailed Date) S __AREA MAP
TO: January 19, 2007 (Appeal Due Date) by 5:00 p.m. i o s o TR “f’vm“;“ii

A SUMMARY OF THE DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
IS ON THE ATTACHED SHEET.

THIS DECISION MAY BE APPEALED AND A PUBLIC HEARING
HELD BY FILING A ASSIGNED PETITION FOR REVIEW (APPEAL),
AS DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACHED SHEET, WITHIN 14
CALENDAR DAYS OF THE DATE THIS NOTICE WAS PROVIDED.
A MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION MAY BE FILED, AS
PROVIDED IN SECTION 208 OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT CODE, WITHIN 7 CALENDAR DAYS OF THE
DATE THIS NOTICE WAS PROVIDED BUT DOES NOT STOP THE
APPEAL PERIOD FROM RUNNING AND IS AVAILABLE ONLY AS
AN EXTRAORDINARY REMEDY WHEN A MISTAKE OF LAW OR
FACT HAS OCCURRED. ONLY THOSE PERSONS WHO MADE AN
APPEARANCE OF RECORD (INCLUDING SUBMISSION OF
WRITTEN COMMENTS OR TESTIMONY) ARE ENTITLED TO FILE
A PETITION FOR REVIEW (APPEAL) OR MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION OF THE DECISION.

THIS DECISION WILL BE FINAL IF NO APPEAL IS FILED BY THE
DUE DATE AND A MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION IS NOT
GRANTED BY THE REVIEW AUTHORITY.

THE COMPLETE APPLICATION, REVIEW STANDARDS, RECORD NOTICE TO MORTGAGEE, LIENHOLDER,

OF PROCEEDINGS, FINDING FOR THE DECISION AND DECISION VENDOR OR SELLER:

ARE AVAILABLE AT THE COUNTY FOR REVIEW. ORS CHAPTER 215 REQUIRES THAT IF YOU RECEIVE
THIS NOTICE, IT MUST BE PROMPTLY FORWARDED TO

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT: THE PURCHASER.

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner

AT WASHINGTON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION. (503)846-3519.
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CASEFILE NO. 06-398-PA
EXHIBIT B

SUMMARY OF DECISION

At its meeting on November 1, 2006, the Washington County Planning Commission (Commission) met to
hear a request for a plan amendment to the Comprehensive Framework Plan to change the plan map
designation from Transit Oriented Residential 12-18 units per acre (TO:R12-18) to Transit Oriented Retail
Commercial (TO:RC) for property described as Assessor Map Number 1S1 2AD / Tax Lot 800.

The Commission tentatively approved the requested Plan Amendment and directed that the applicant
prepare findings in support of the request. On November 30, 2006 the applicant submitted draft findings
for staff's review. After reviewing the findings, staff made some corrective changes. The revised findings
were forwarded to the Commission for consideration and approval at the January 3, 2007 regular meeting.

On January 3, 2007, the Commission approved the requested plan amendment based on certain
evidence and supportive findings in the staff report (Exhibit “B”), in the Application (Exhibit “C"), in the
applicant’'s supplemental response (Exhibits “D” and “E"), and in the applicant’s findings (Exhibit “F”).

Conditions of this approval are:

1. Any additional amount over and above the fee deposit submitted with this application
which is determined to be owing the County shall be paid upon receipt of a
statement of balance due, consistent with the agreement for payment of fees for
quasi-judicial plan amendment application processing previously signed by the
owner.




Tax Map/Lot Number: 1S1 2AD, Tax Lot 800
Case File Number: 06-398-PA

ATO:R12:18]
TO:R12:18

B or28 N
- Subject Property B~ Land Use Designations A &
!lNST | ——————
Applicable Land Use Districts: Applicable Goals, Policies & Regulations:
TO: R12-18 Transit Oriented A. LCDC Statewide Planning Goals 1,2, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14

Residential 12-18 units /acre
B. Washington County Urban Plan Policies
TO: RC Transit Oriented 1,2, 14, 18, 21, 22, 30, 31,32 and 40
Retail Commercial
C. Washington County Cedar Hill-Cedar Mili Community Plan
Design Elements 5, 9, 10, 12, and 13 and the Westhaven
Subarea, including Area of Special Concern 3

D. Washington County Community Development Code
Article ll, Section 375 Transit Oriented Districts

E. OAR 660-012-060

F. Washington County Transportation Plan Policies 1, 2, 3, 4,
5,6, 8, 10,12, 14, 15and 19

G. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Titles 1, 2, 6
and 7




APPEAL INFORMATION
CASEFILE 06-398-PA

A PETITION FOR REVIEW (APPEAL) TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SHALL CONTAIN THE FOLLOWING:

1.

2.

The name of the applicant and the County case file number;

The name and signature of each petitioner and statement of interest of each petitioner
to determine party status.

Multiple parties may join in filing a single petition for review, but each petitioner shall
designate a single Contact Representative for all contact with the Department. All
Department communications regarding the petition, including correspondence, shall be
with this Contact Representative;

The date that notice of the decision was sent as specified in the notice (date mailed),

The nature of the decision and the specific grounds for appeal. Unless otherwise
directed by the Board, the appeal shall be limited to the issue(s) raised in the petition;

If desired, a request for a partial or full de novo hearing as provided in Section 209-5.4
of the Community Development Code (CDC);

A statement listing the number of pages of the petition and that all pages are present.
A statement setting forth the appeal fee as specified in the notice of decision; and

The appeal fee adopted by the Board of County Commissioners of $650, which is a
deposit on the cost for processing the appeal. The appellant will be required to pay the
actual cost, which may be more or less than $650. A transcript will be prepared for all
appeals pursuant to CDC Section 209-4. The appellant will be provided a written
estimate of the cost for preparation of the transcript by the County after the petition is
accepted. Within fourteen (14) days of notification of the estimated transcript fee, the
appellant must either pay the estimated cost or notify the Director in writing that the
appeliant will prepare the transcript. The appellant must also reimburse the County for
time and materials cost over eight hours.

Failure to file a signed original petition with the Department of Land Use and Transportation by
5:00 p.m. on the due date, with the proper fee, shall be a jurisdictional defect. Please call
Planning Division staff at 503-846-3519 if you have any questions.
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IN THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON

Iin the Matter of a Proposed Plan ) RESOLUTION AND ORDER
Amendment Casefile 06-398-PA ) NO. 22007 -0l

This matter came before the Washington County Planning Commission
(Commission) at its meeting of November 1, 2006; and

It appearing to the Commission that the applicant applied to Washington County
for a Plan Amendment to change the plan designation for certain real property described
in the Notice of Public Hearing, (Exhibit “A”), attached hereto and by this reference
made a part hereof, from TO:R12-18 (Transit Oriented Residential 12-18 units per acre)
to TO:RC (Transit Oriented Retail Commercial); and

It appearing to the Commission that notice of the public hearing was sent to
property owners of record on October 12, 2006, as required by Community
Development Code Section 204, and

On November 1, 2006, the Commission opened the public hearing at which time
staff summarized the basis for staff's recommendation that the plan amendment be
denied and then invited the applicant to offer testimony in support of his request; and

On November 1, 2006, the Commission granted tentative approval of the request
and directed the applicant to prepare findings in support of the request and continued
the item to January 3, 2007; and

It appearing to the Commission from certain evidence and supportive findings in
the staff report (Exhibit “B"), in the Application (Exhibit “C”), in the applicant's
supplemental response (Exhibits “D” and “E”), and in the applicant’s findings (Exhibit
“F”), attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof, that the aforementioned
application does meet the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan for such a Plan
Amendment; and therefore, that the aforesaid application should be approved; and it is

therefore

Resolution and Order for Pian Amendment No. 06-398-PA
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RESOLVED AND ORDERED that Casefile No. 06-398-PA for a Plan
Amendment for property described in Exhibit “A” is hereby APPROVED, based on
certain evidence and supportive findings in the staff report (Exhibit “B”) and the findings
in the Application (Exhibit “C”), in the applicant’'s supplemental response (Exhibits “D”
and “E"), and in the applicant’s findings (Exhibit “F"). A summary of the Commission’s

decision is set forth in the Summary of Decision, (Exhibit “G”).

)
9 votes Aye, (2 votes Nay.

Chairman '

Leps Fong~

Recording Secretary /

Date Signed: \/ﬂh sy 3/ 20207

Resolution and Order Approved as to form:

/&o%\

~—" Assistant-€ounty Counsel for
Washington County, Oregon

Resolution and Order for Plan Amendment No. 06-398-PA




ROOM 350-14

155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124

(503) 846-3519 fax: (503) 846-4412
www.co.washington.or.us

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING

WASHINGTON COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION
% PLANNING DIVISION

&

Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit A
Page 1 of 3

CASE FILE NO.: 06-398-PA

APPLICANT:
Scott Fairbairn

9501 SW Westhaven Drive

Portland, OR 97225

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE:
Angelo Planning Group

620 SW Main, Suite 201

Portland, OR 97205

CONTACT PERSON: Frank Angelo/Shayna Rehberg

OWNER:
PROCEDURE TYPE lii Applicant
CPO: 1 - Cedar Hills / Cedar Mill
COMMUNITY PLAN: Cedar Hills/Cedar Mill
EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S): PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

Transit Oriented Residential 12 - 18 units/acre (TO: R12-18)

ASSESSOR MAP NO(S): 1S1 2AD

TAX LOT NO(S): 800

SITE SIZE: 0.21 acres

ADDRESS: 8998 SW Leahy Road

LOCATION: At the southeast corner of the intersection of SW
Leahy Road and SW 90th Avenue

PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT:

Remove the TO: R12-18 plan designation and designate the property Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO: RC)

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission will review
the request for the above stated proposed plan amendment at a
meeting on: November 1, 2006 at 1:30 PM in the auditorium of
Washington County Public Services Building, 155 North First,
Hillsboro, Oregon.

All interested persons may appear and provide written or oral
testimony (written testimony may be submitted prior to a hearing).
Only those making an appearance of record shall be entitled to
appeal. The public hearings will be conducted in accordance with
the rules of procedure as adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners. Reasonable time limits will be imposed.

Assistive Listening Devices are available for persons with impaired
hearing and can be scheduled for this meeting by calling (503)
846-8611 (voice) or (503) 846-4598 (TDD-Telecommunications
Devices for the Deaf) no later than 5:00 p.m. on the day before the
meeting. The County will also upon request endeavor to arrange
for the following services to be provided: qualified sign language
interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments, and
qualified bilingual interpreters. Since these services must be
scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to allow as
much lead time as possible. Please notify the County of your need
by 5:00 p.m. on the Monday preceding the meeting date.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT-

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner

AT THE WASHINGTON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE
AND TRANSPORTATION, (503) 846-3519.

AREA MAP

L

it

£lL
)

NOTICE TO MORTGAGEE, LIENHOLDER,
VENDOR OR SELLER:

ORS CHAPTER 215 REQUIRES THAT IF YOU RECEIVE
THIS NOTICE, IT MUST BE PROMPTLY FORWARDED TO
THE PURCHASER.
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Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit A
Page 2 of 3

All interested persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony (written testimony
may be submitted prior to the hearing but not after the conclusion of the hearing). Only
those making an appearance of record (those presenting oral or written testimony) shall be
entitled to appeal. Failure to raise an issue in the hearing, in person or by letter, or failure
to provide sufficient specificity to afford the Review Authority (Planning Commission and/or
Board of County Commissioners) an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal
to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) based on the issue.

The public hearing will be conducted in accordance with the following rules of procedure as
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. Reasonable time limits may be imposed.

RULES OF PROCEDURE

The staff will summarize the applicable substantive review criteria
A summary of the staff report is presented.

The applicant's presentation is given.

Testimony of others in favor of the application is given.
Testimony of those opposed to the application is given.
Applicant's rebuttal testimony is given.

RO

Unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests before the conclusion of the
hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the hearing. Such an
extension shall be subject to the limitations of ORS 215.428 or 227.178.

When the Review Authority reopens a record to admit new evidence or testimony, any
person may raise new issues which relate to the new evidence, testimony or criteria for
decision-making which apply to the matter at issue.

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and
applicable criteria are available for inspection at ho cost at the Department of Land Use
and Transportation. A copy of this material will be provided at reasonable cost.

A copy of the staff report will be available for inspection at no cost at the Department of
Land Use and Transportation at least seven days prior to the hearing. A copy of the staff
report will be provided at reasonable cost.

For further information, please contact Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, Department of Land
Use and Transportation, at (503) 846-3519.
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Tax Map/Lot Number: 1S1 2AD, Tax Lot 800
Case File Number: 06-398-PA

[TO:R12-18

[ Tor12-18 N

B~ Land Use Designations A 5
[ Jmst E=———Feet

TO:R12:18

Applicable Land Use Districts:

TO: R12-18

TO:RC

Transit Oriented

Residential 12-18 units /acre

Transit Oriented
Retail Commercial

Applicable Goals, Policies & Regulations:

A. LCDC Statewide Planning Goals 1.2, 9, 10, 11_ 12 and 14

B. Washington County Urban Plan Policies
1,2, 14, 18, 21, 22, 30, 31, 32 and 40

C. Washington County Cedar Hill-Cedar Mill Community Plan
Design Elements 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 and the Westhaven
Subarea, including Area of Special Concern 3

D. Washington County Community Development Code
Article 1ll, Section 375 Transit Oriented Districts

E. OAR 660-12-060

F. Washington County Transportation Plan Policies 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 8,
10, 12, 14, 15and 19

G. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Titles 1, 2, 6 and 7



WASHINGTON COUNTY_

OREGON

December 26, 2006
To: Washington County Planning Commission

From: Brent Curtis, Planning Manager/?l/L ’
Department of Land Use and Transportation

Subject: 06-398-PA
ADDENDUM STAFF REPORT

For the January 3, 2007, Planning Commission Meeting
(The meeting will begin no sooner than 1:30 p.m.)

I RECOMMENDATION

Approve the findings in support of the requested plan amendment (06-398-PA).

I OVERVIEW

The applicant is requesting that the current Transit Oriented Residential (12-18) (TO:R12-18)
plan designation for 0.21 acres be changed to Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC).
The parcel is located at the southeast corner of SW Leahy Road and SW 90th Avenue in
unincorporated Washington County. The property currently supports a commercial use
(structure) and a single apartment unit above the commercial use.

Il BACKGROUND

On November 1, 2006, the Planning Commission opened the public hearing at which time staff
summarized the basis for staff's recommendation that the plan amendment be denied and then
invited the applicant to offer testimony in support of his request. At the conclusion of the
deliberations, the Commission closed the public hearing portion of the meeting and voted to
tentatively approve the request and directed the applicant to prepare findings in support of the
request and continued the item to January 3, 2007.

On November 30, 2006, the applicant provided draft findings to staff for review. Upon
reviewing the draft findings, some changes were made by staff. Copies of the findings will be
provided to the Planning Commission prior to the January 3" meeting.

Department of Land Use & Transportation e Planning Division
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072
phone: (503) 846-3519 o fax: (503) 846-4412
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CASEFILE NO.: 06-398-PA

WASHINGTON COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE AND APPLICANT:

&6—\‘ TRANSPORTATION Scott Fairbairn

‘ PLANNING DIVISION, SUITE #350-14 9501 SW Westhaven Drive

155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE Portland, OR 97225
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124
(503) 846-3519

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE:
Angelo Planning Group

STAFF RE PORT 620 SW Main, Suite 201

Portland, OR 97205
CONTACT PERSON: Frank Angelo/Shayna Rehberg

PROCEDURE TYPE: i OWNER:
Applicant

COMMUNITY

CPO: 1 PLAN: Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill
ASSESSOR MAP NO.: 1S12AD

TAX LOT NO(S): 800

EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S):
Transit Oriented Residential (12-18) (TO:R12-18)

SITE SIZE: 0.21 acres

ADDRESS: 8998 SW Leahy Road

LOCATION: At the southeast corner of the
intersection of SW Leahy Road and SW 90" Avenue

REQUEST: Remove the TO:R12-18 plan designation and designate the property Transit Qriented Retail
Commercial (TO:RC)

Casefile No. 06-398-PA Staff Report for the
November 1, 2006 Planning Commission Hearing

I. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:

A. LCDC Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14
Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 66-012-0060)

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan: Titles 1, 2,6 and 7

O 0o w®

Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan Policies (and Implementing Strategies): 1,
2,14, 18, 21, 22, 30, 31, 32, and 40

E. Washington County Transportation Plan Policies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15 and 19

F. Cedar Hill-Cedar Mill Community Plan, General Design Elements 5, 9, 10, 12, and 13 and the
Westhaven Subarea, including Area of Special Concern 3

G. Washington County Community Development Code:
1. Article Ill, Land Use Districts
Section 375 Transit Oriented Districts



Casefile No. 06-398-PA
Staff Report for the November 1, 2006 Planning Commission Hearing

QOctober 25, 2006
Page 2 of 24

AFFECTED JURISDICTIONS AND AGENCIES:

Washington County Department of Public Safety

Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation
Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue (TVF&R)

Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD)

Clean Water Services (CWS)

Washington County Sheriff

Beaverton School District #48J

Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation (THPRD)

Metro

TriMet

FINDINGS

A. General

Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit B
Page 2 of 30

Applicant: See pages 2 through 5 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The applicant is requesting that the current Transit Oriented Residential (12-18) (TO:R12-
18) plan designation for 0.21 acres be changed to Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC).

Land Use History: Prior to the adoption of the Regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) the
property was zoned R-10, single family residential. The Regional UGB was adopted in 1980.
The property maintained a residential zoning of RU-3 until the zoning was changed to the land
use designations in 1983, with the adoption of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan. On
the 1983 Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan the property was designated Neighborhood
Commercial (NC). The Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan was implemented by D-
Engrossed Ordinance 265, adopted June 28, 1983.

The size of the original adopted land use maps made it impractical to provide same-size copies
to the public. Consequently, smaller fold-out tabloid versions of the adopted community plans
were developed to implement the community plans, including the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill
Community Plan. Each of the adopted land use designations on the adopted larger size maps
were duplicated on smaller, easier to update and reproduce tabloid versions. The community
plan tabloids assigned a different color to each underlying land use designation.

On the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan tabloid the property was colored a medium-dark
red (for NC), while surrounding properties were either colored a light yellow (for R-5 Residential)
or blue (for Institutional uses). The fold-out tabloid version of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill
Community Plan was updated and reprinted three subsequent times (1984, 1987 and 1990).
The purpose of the updates was to reflect the adoption of other plan elements, quasi-judicial
plan amendments and city annexations and to update background information. Such updates
are not processed through a land use ordinance, though some land use ordinances processed
result in changes to the community plan maps.

Though generally routine in nature, it is possible that due to the size of the community planning
areas and relatively very small sizes of some parcels, such as the subject property, that
mapping errors can occur. Both the 1984 and 1987 updates designated the property as NC,
while the 1990 update erroneously designated the property as R-5 Residential. However, no
plan amendments were requested or approved to change the property’s NC designation to R-5
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Casefile No. 06-398-PA

Staff Report for the November 1, 2006 Planning Commission Hearing
October 25, 2006

Page 3 of 24

Residential. Consequently, staff concurred that a mistake occurred in the reprinting of the third
tabloid version of the community plan with the designation of the property as R-5 Residential.

The property’s designation was changed to Transit Oriented Residential District 12-18 units per
acre (TO:R12-18) on November 28, 1997 with the adoption of A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 (see
Section lll. E. of the staff report for specific findings addressing about the station community
planning process under Policy 1).

Commercial Use History: According to the application, the existing store is approximately 900
square feet in size and has been in operation since 1955. In 1960, the property owner at the
time, Mr. Ben Pettit obtained approval (NC 9-60) from the County Court to expand the existing
‘non-conforming use (i.e., grocery store), subject to a condition that the county staff review and
approve plans for off-street parking. There are no records of the property owner following up
with the expansion plans and there does not appear to be any visual evidence that the store
was expanded as allowed under NC 9-60. Additionally, in 1984, Type | development review
approval was granted to allow the construction of a deck on the east side of the store. This
approval also never occurred. There are no other known development review applications
regarding the use or expansion of the store on file with the County.

If the plan amendment is approved, the applicant proposes to continue the commercial use
while minimally expanding and enhancing the existing store. The applicant also proposes to
construct as many as three additional residential units above the store. Currently, one
residential unit exists above the commercial use. The applicant can develop additional
residential units under both the current land use designation and the proposed designation. in
addition, the applicant can continue to operate the existing grocery store under the current land
use designation provided that the commercial use is deemed to be an approved use in accord
with Section 375-6 (see Section Ill. H. of the staff report for specific findings about Section 375-
6 relating to the commercial use). In brief, the commercial use appears to constitute an
approved use under Section 375-6 and is therefore allowed to continue and to expand (up to
20-percent in additional floor area). The commercial use would also be allowed to continue as
an approved use in the proposed designation.

Property Description: The property is located at the southeast corner of SW Leahy Road and
SW 90™ Avenue in unincorporated Washington County and is further identified as tax map and
lot number 1S1 2AD / 800 (see location map on next page). The property currently supports a
commercial use (structure), commonly known as the ‘The Littie Red Store’. Above the store is a
single apartment unit.

The property has a gentle downward slope (northeast to southwest) across its entirety. In
addition to the existing structure, there are some large trees and other landscaping present on
the property.

Neighboring Properties: The property abuts lands designated TO:R12-18 to the south, west,
and east. Across the street to the north are lands designated R-5 (4-5 units per acre)
Residential. Each of the adjacent parcels is developed with a detached single family residential
unit. Other prevalent nearby land uses are West Tualatin View Elementary School (east), Catlin
Gabel School (south) and St. Vincent Medical Center (southwest).
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Casefile No. 06-398-PA

Staff Report for the November 1, 2006 Planning Commission Hearing
October 25, 2006

Page 4 of 24

Written Testimony: No
letters were received
pertaining to the request
prior to the completion of
the Staff Report. Written
testimony submitted to
this office after the
completion of the Report
and preparation of the
Planning Commission
(Commission) packet will
be presented to the
Commission for review
and inclusion in the
casefile at the public

hearing.

B. Statewide Planning
Goals
Statewide Planning

Goals applicable to this
proposal are addressed
under related policies
from the Washington
County Comprehensive
Framework Plan for the
Urban Area.

C. Transportation Planning
Rule (OAR 660-0012-

0060)
Applicant: See pages 34

and 35 of the applicant’s . @ omn o "
revised narrative dated aectiotarest Ml Land U Dusnatins e
June 2006.

Staff: See Attachment “A”. The findings in Attachment “A” also pertain to Statewide Planning
Goals 11, Public Facilities and Services and 12, Transportation.

D. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Section 3.07.830.A. of Title 8 of Urban Growth Management Functiona! Pian (UGMFP) requires
that all comprehensive plan changes submitted after February 19, 1997 ... shall be consistent
with this functional plan."”

1 Title 1, Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodations, states:

FUNCTIONAL PLAN POLICIES IN TITLE 1 SEEK WAYS TO INCREASE THE CAPACITY
WITHIN THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, SUCH AS CHANGING LOCAL ZONING
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Casefile No. 06-398-PA

Staff Report for the November 1, 2006 Planning Commission Hearing
October 25, 2006

Page 5 of 24

TO ACCOMMODATE DEVELOPMENT AT HIGHER DENSITIES IN LOCATIONS
SUPPORTIVE OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

Applicant: See pages 29 and 30 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: Under the current designation, a maximum residential density of 18 units per acre is
allowed and a minimum residential density of 12 units per acre is required. In accord with
CDC Section 300-2 residential densities are based on the gross acreage of the
development site, which in this case is 0.21 acres. Consequently, a minimum of 3 units
would be required (0.21 acres x 12 = 2.52 = 3 units) and a maximum of 4 units per acre
would be allowed (0.21 acres x 18 = 3.78 = 4 units) if the property were to develop under
the current land use designation. No new retail commercial uses are allowed in the TO:R12-
18 District; however the long-standing commercial use can remain in operation to the extent
that the use complies with CDC Section 375-6 and all other applicable development
regulations (see Section Ill. H. of the staff report for specific findings about Section 375-6).
Additionally, the existing commercial use could be expanded to the extent allowed under
Section 375-6, which is a 20-percent increase in floor area. Consequently, a change in
designations from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC does not appear to be necessary in order to
continue operating the commercial use provided that the existing use qualifies as an
approved use under Section 375-6. As stated previously, the County Court in 1960
recognized the commercial use as a legally nonconforming use. So consequently, the
commercial use is presumed to be an approved use, even though the applicant has not filed
a request for a determination that the use is an approved use.

Residential uses are permitted in the TO:RC District provided that they are developed as
part of a mixed-use development and located above the retail commercial use. Under the
proposed designation, a minimum FAR of 0.25 would be required. As such a minimum of
2,287 square feet of retail commercial space (0.21 acres x 43,560 sq. ft. x 0.25 = 2,287 sq.
ft. of floor area) would be required. It is important to note that densities and floor area ratios
are based upon the gross acreage of the site. Additionally, there is essentially no maximum
FAR imposed on the property if developed under the TO:RC designation, provided that the
transportation system serving the development has adequate planned capacity to
accommodate additional site-generated traffic, consistent with the County’s adopted level of
service standard.

Retaining the TO:R12-18 designation would result in a maximum of 4 residential units (and
no new commercial uses) if the property was redeveloped and all existing uses removed;
while a change to TO:RC would result in @ minimum of almost 2,300 square feet of retail
commercial uses (residential units are optional in the TO:RC District) under the same
redevelopment scenario. Though the applicant proposes to construct as many as four
dwelling units above an expanded ground floor retail commercial use, in the event the plan
amendment is approved. Both transit oriented districts allow residential uses (e.g.,
apartments).

2. Title 2, Regional Parking Policy, states:

THE STATE’S TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE CALLS FOR REDUCTIONS IN
VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA AND RESTRICTIONS ON CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW PARKING SPACES AS A MEANS OF RESPONDING TO TRANSPORTATION
AND LAND USE IMPACTS OF GROWTH. THE METRO 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT
CALLS FOR MORE COMPACT DEVELOPMENT AS A MEANS TO ENCOURAGE MORE
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EFFICIENT USE OF LAND, PROMOTE NON-AUTO TRIPS AND PROTECT AIR
QUALITY.

Applicant: See pages 30 and 31 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: Title 2 of the UGMFP establishes the Regional Parking Policy for the region. Title 2,
Section 2 includes performance standards implementing the Regional Parking Policy.
Among other things, the policy, a) establishes parking minimums which cities and counties
cannot require more than, b) establishes parking maximums which cities and counties
cannot allow more than, c¢) establishes a variance process, and d) provides definitions of the
type of parking subject to these requirements. The County responded to the UGMFP
Parking requirements (Title 2) in the form of Ordinance 551, which amended Community
Development Code (Code) standards regulating parking.

Ordinance 551 was adopted on June 6, 2000 and became effective on July 6, 2000. The
plan amendment application does not include a request to amend any of the new parking
provisions designed to meet Title 2 nor does it affect the County’s current parking
standards. In addition, the applicant is not proposing development of the site at this time;
therefore parking requirements will be reviewed through a subsequent development
application.

3. Title 6, Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Communities, states:

THE INTENTION OF TITLE 6 IS TO ENHANCE THE CENTERS DESIGNATED ON 2040
GROWTH CONCEPT MAP BY ENCOURAGING DEVELOPMENT IN THESE CENTERS.

Applicant: See pages 31 and 32 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: In 1997 the County adopted the Sunset Station Community Plan through which the
property was designated TO:R12-18. Consequently, the property is located in a station
community. As stated previously and under the findings addressing Policy 1 (below), the
County has taken a position that the property should have been consistently designated on
the Cedar Hill — Cedar Mill Community Plan as NC. However, the transit oriented residential
(TO:R12-18) district was applied to the property to take into account the predominantly
residential character of the neighborhood while ensuring adequate and appropriate
residential densities supportive of Westside MAX.

Conversion from TO:R12-18 is not necessary to maintain and even to expand the existing
commercial use, provided that the use was lawfully in existence prior to the adoption of
Ordinance 484. In addition, contrary to the applicant’s findings (pg. 32), there is no certainty
that the property would have been designated TO:RC and not TO:R12-18 had the
community plan maps consistently shown the property as NC. Staff would have likely
recommended that the County retain the NC designation (and not apply a transit oriented
district). This is similar to when the County retained the existing NC designation for property
at the northeast corner of 205" Avenue and Baseline Road in 1998 when |t adopted transit
oriented residential for surrounding parcels to the west (across SW 205" Avenue), north
and east (Ordinance No. 532).

It is worth noting that there are no records indicating that the property owner (David Muta) at
the time of the hearings for Ordinance 484 or for A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 objected to
the residential designation, nor was the ordinance appealed in order to designate the
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property TO:RC. Furthermore, none of the issue papers prepared for the Board addressed
the property relative to what it should be designated (e.g., TO:R-12-18 or TO:RC) or what it
was at time of the station are planning process (i.e., NC and not R-5). The station area
planning process that culminated in the adoption of A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 involved
several public open houses, public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board
of Commissioners (Board). In fact, the Board conducted a total of eleven public hearings on
the ordinance, including hearings on one engrossment.

4. Title 7, Affordable Housing, states:

PROVIDE A CHOICE OF HOUSING TYPES, REDUCE BARRIERS TO SUFFICIENT AND
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR ALL INCOME LEVELS IN THE REGION, CREATE
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES COMMENSURATE WITH THE WAGE RATES OF JOBS
AVAILABLE ACROSS THE REGION, INITIATE A PROCESS FOR ADDRESSING
CURRENT AND FUTURE NEEDS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING, AND REDUCE
CONCENTRATIONS OF POVERTY.

Applicant: See pages 32 and 33 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.
Staff: Affordable housing can be provided under either fand use district. However, in the

TO:RC District housing is optional. Attached units are allowed in the TO:R12-18 District as
well as in the TO:RC District. Consequently, both land use districts are consistent with this

policy.

E. Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area

1. Policy 1, the Planning Process, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ESTABLISH AN ONGOING
PLANNING PROGRAM WHICH IS A RESPONSIVE LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND
ACCOMMODATES CHANGES AND GROWTH IN THE PHYSICAL, ECONOMIC AND
SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT, IN RESPONSE TO THE NEEDS OF THE COUNTY'S
CITIZENS.

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO PROVIDE THE OPPORTUNITY FOR
A LANDOWNER OR HIS/HER AGENT TO INITIATE QUASI-JUDICIAL AMENDMENTS
TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ON A SEMI-ANNUAL BASIS. IN ADDITION, THE
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, THE PLANNING DIRECTOR, OR THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY INITIATE THE CONSIDERATION OF QUASI-JUDICIAL MAP
AMENDMENTS AT ANY TIME DEEMED NECESSARY.

Applicable Implementing Strategy:

f. Approve a quasi-judicial plan amendment to the Community Plan Maps, including
the implementing tax maps, only if the Review Authority determines that the
proponent has demonstrated that the proposed designation conforms to the
locational criteria of the Comprehensive Framework Plan, the Community Plan
Overview and sub-area description and design elements, complies with the
applicable policies, strategies and systems maps of the Transportation Plan,
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complies with the applicable regional functional planning requirements
established by Metro, and demonstrates that the potential service impacts of the
designation will not impact the built or planned service delivery system in the
community. This is a generalized analysis that in no way precludes full
application of the Growth Management Policies to development permits as
provided in the Code.

Quasi-judicial and legislative plan amendments which currently have a rural land
use designation and were recently added to the Urban Growth Boundary, shall
include documentation that the land was annexed into the Urban Road
Maintenance District, the Enhanced Sheriff Patrol District and, where applicable,
the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District. Annexation into these districts
shall be completed prior to the County’s determination that a quasi-judicial plan
amendment application is complete and prior to the County’s adoption of a
legislative plan amendment.

Applicant: See pages 6 through 9 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The property is currently located within the service boundaries of the Urban Road
Maintenance District, Enhanced Sheriff Patrol District and the Tualatin Hills Park &
Recreation District as required by Policy 1

In addition, the proponent shall demonstrate...:

1. A mistake in the current designation such that it probably would not have
been placed on the property had the error been brought to the attention of
the Board during the adoption process.

Applicant: See pages 6 though 9 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The applicant stated that this plan amendment meets the criteria of Policy 1.f.1. For
the reasons given in this section, staff finds that the proposed removal of the TO:R12-18
District and the application of the TO:RC designation does not demonstrate compliance
with Policy 1. f. 1

Under this criteria, the applicant is required to demonstrate (i.e., prove) that it was a mistake
(i.e., error) to apply the current designation (i.e., land use district), which in this case is
TO:R12-18, and that had the Board been made aware of (i.e., informed) the pending
mistake or error (i.e., reasons why the designation should not be placed on the property)
that they would have probably (i.e., likely) not placed said designation on the property. The
‘mistake’ criterion is intended to provide an avenue for correcting community plan
designations that a property owner believes should not have been placed on the property.

This criterion has historically been considered as the criterion to address when a property
owner requests a community plan map change as a result of a mapping error, such as that
which might occur as a clerical (i.e., staffing) error. In recent history, only one urban plan
amendment (01-257-PA) requesting a change in land use designations addressed this
criterion. Casefile 01-257-PA invoived a plan amendment request to remove the Transit
Oriented Business (TO:BUS) district applied to several parcels along the north side of
Baseline Road and east of 185" Avenue. The plan amendment was approved and the land
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use designation of all but one parcel, whose owner(s) did not sign the application, was
changed back to Industrial.

This criteria, however, is somewhat silent as to what a particular property should be
designated if the current land use designation is removed. However, as was the case with
01-275-PA, the Planning Commission determined that it was a mistake to apply the
TO:BUS designation to the properties involved even though they were located within a
station community. Approval of the plan amendment effectively reverted the underlying land
use designation for all properties involved to Industrial, which was the request of the
applicant. Nonetheless, staff would consider a reversion to the former land use designation,
which in the case of the current request would be NC, to be the most logical and practical
result if it were determined that it was a mistake to designate the property TO:R12-18. One
reason for reverting back is that the former designation was in place (i.e., it was a known
quantity) prior to the County-initiated land use change. There is no certainty as to what the
land use designation would have been if not designated TO:R12-18 and so it is difficult to
consider alternative land use designations other than what was previously adopted for the
property, which again in this case would be NC.

It is worth noting that through a previous plan amendment (86-398-M) the Board interpreted
this criterion (1.), in part, to ‘authorize approval of a Plan Amendment not only if the
applicant can show that the Board relied on erroneous information at the time it adopted the
Community Plan, but also if a lack of available information at the time the Community Plan
was adopted led to application of the plan designation.” As stated previously, staff
determined that a mistake did occur in not consistently designating the property NC. In the
event that the property was realized to be NC at time of developing Ordinance 484 that staff
would have likely recommended to the County that it retain the NC designation.
Consequently, in accordance with this criterion and the Board's interpretation, staff would
initiate and support a plan amendment from TO:R12-18 to NC. Notwithstanding, presuming
that the property’s correct designation was R-5 Residential and the need existed for gaining
additional housing units (Title 1 compliance) and for generating increased ridership for light
rail, designating the property TO:R12-18 seemed rational. (see also findings in Section Ill.
A. under Land Use History above).

The Transit Oriented Residential 12-18 units per acre (TO:R12-18) designation was applied
to all of the parcels on either side of 90" Avenue south of Leahy Road, including the subject
property after a lengthy public hearing process involving numerous public hearings before
both the Planning Commission and the Board. The purpose of the ‘up zoning’ to TO:R12-18
was primarily to accommodate increased residential densities in the station planning area to
support light rail. Increased residential densities in station communities as well as
elsewhere in the county (e.g., by requiring minimum densities) were necessary to comply
with Metro's Title 1 requirements. Presuming an existing R-5 designation, the County
applied the TO:R12-18 designation in order to achieve increased densities while ensuring
compatibility with surrounding low density neighborhoods to the north.

The TO:RC district if applied to the property would allow — but not require - residential uses
(e.g., apartments). In order for the County to count any additional housing units to be
developed on the property, they had to be required housing units, not optional housing units.
Therefore, the opportunity to provide additional housing units towards the County’s housing
allocation was satisfied through the application of the TO:R12-18 District, and not the
TO:RC District. Consequently, if the property was consistently designated NC, the County
likely would have retained the NC designation through the station area planning. The
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County in the end demonstrated ‘Substantial Compliance’ with Title 1 as it pertained to
housing, but ‘Compliance’ with Title 1 as it pertained to employment — so again no need to
change the NC designation.

Figure 1 (below) illustrates the thought process that occurred under the presumption that
the property was designated R-5 and the thought process that would have likely occurred if
it was known that the property designated NC. In the first scenario (NC planned
designation), the County did not need to increase the commercial density of the subject
property to comply with Metro’s Title 1 requirements regarding accommodating
employment. Therefore, if staff had realized that the property was designated NC then it is
likely that staff would have recommended that the County retain the NC designation.
However, in the second scenario (R-5 perceived designation), the County needed to
increase the number of additional (i.e., new) housing units on the property in order to
comply with Metro’s Title 1 requirements regarding accommodating housing. Therefore,
staff had recommended that the County ‘up zone’ the property to TO:R12-18, which
occurred through the adoption of A-Engrossed Ordinance 484.

Figure 1

Make
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Perceived designation _— > given Metro’s Title 1
requirements?

m Keep
AN

Keep
R-5

A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 and the other station community planning ordinances were
unanimously adopted by the Board on October 28, 1997 and became effective on
November 27, 1997. In reaching the decision the Board conducted a total of eleven (11)
public hearings. In support of its decision, the Board found that it was “... in receipt of all
matters and information necessary to consider in an adequate manner this Ordinance, and
that this Ordinance complies with the Statewide Planning Goals- and the standards for
legislative plan adoption as set forth in Chapters 197 and 215 of the Oregon Revised
Statutes, the Washington County Charter and the Washington County Community Code.”
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Public hearings before the Board provide an avenue for the citizens to provide written as
well as oral testimony on a give subject matter. When issues or concerns are presented to
the Board at a public hearing, such as those relating to the station community ordinances,
the Board - desiring additional information and analysis — will typically direct staff to
research the issues or concerns presented then report back to the Board. The reporting
usually takes the form of what are commonly referred to as issue papers. Issue papers
contain a summation of the aired concern and provide background findings as well as
analysis. However none of the issue papers generated by staff at the request of the Board
during the public hearings process related to the issue of changing the designation to
TO:R12-18 for the parcel now involved in the plan amendment request. Additionally none of
the issue papers generated addressed the existing commercial use.

In addition, upon review of the written testimony submitted on Ordinance 484 and A-
Engrossed Ordinance 484 staff found no record of comments from the former property
owner involved. No appeals of A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 were ever filed. Consequently,
A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 went into effect on November 27, 1997. The findings adopted
in support of A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 demonstrate the openness in which the changes
to the community plans (e.g., change to TO:R12-18) occurred. The adopted findings also
demonstrate compliance with all applicable CFP policies.

The original ordinance (Ordinance 484) filed on August 28, 1996 retained the property’s
presumed R-5 designation. As indicated previously, A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 (filed
October 13, 1997) proposed to change the property’s designation to TO:R-12-18. Upon
review of the exhibit notebooks for Ordinance 484 and A-Engrossed Ordinance 484 staff
found a copy of the general notice mailed on October 9, 1997 to property owners informing
them of the proposed changes to Ordinance 484. The notice clearly indicated that the
subject property as well as other properties south of Leahy Road and along 90" Avenue
were proposed to become designated TO:R12-18. As noted in the findings for Citizen
Involvement in Exhibit B, station community planning efforts covered a time span of several
years. No opposition from the former owner during this planning process has been found in
the records for either Ordinance 484 or A-Engrossed Ordinance 484.

On page 6 of the applicant’s narrative dated May 2006, the narrative states that “ ..the
commercial designation [NC] was never placed on the property...” and on page 7, the
narrative states that “...the property would have been designated Neighborhood
Commercial (NC) in 1983 but for an oversight.” It is important to note that staff’s findings
differ from that of the applicant. The applicant’s findings imply that the property was never
designated NC, when in fact it was designated NC in 1983. However, as previously noted,
on one of the subsequent updates of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan map, the
property was designated R-5 and not NC due to the previously-described mapping error.

As stated previously, the County adopted the Sunset Station Community Plan in 1997. The
plan converted the property's existing land use district from NC to TO:R12-18 and not
TO:RC, as is now being requested by the applicant. Due to the inconsistent designation of
the property as noted above, in February 2006, the Director agreed to initiate a plan
amendment to NC. Staff determined that the evidence is clear that a mistake had occurred
in not consistently maintaining the plan designation of NC on the property leading up to and
during the station community planning. However, no written documentation or maps from
1997 exist that indicate that the TO:RC designation was ever considered for the property.
There is no information available indicating that either staff had ever considered a TO:RC
designation or that the property owner at the time, Mr. David J Muta, had ever requested a
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commercial (i.e., TO:RC) designation. It is worth noting that the current property owner (and
applicant) purchased the property in July 2005, which was after the hearings process that
lead to the application of the TO:R12-18 designation on the property.

In some instances, properties designated with commercial designations were changed to
comparable transit oriented commercial designations; while in other instances they were
not. Retaining the NC designation would have recognized the existing retail commercial use
as would the TO:RC designation - if it were applied to the property. However, staff believes
that had the property’s NC designation been consistently shown on the community plan
maps, that staff would have recommended that the NC designation be retained and not
converted to its transit oriented equivalent.

The applicant bases the notion that a mistake occurred in not designating the property
TO:RC in 1997 with the fact that through legislative amendment to the Metzger-Progress
Community Plan in 2003 the County made similar ‘NC to TO:RC conversions’. The
legisiative amendment in question pertains to the County’s implementation of the
Washington Square Regional Center Plan (WSRCP). The application narrative referenced
the 2003 ordinance adopted by the County that converted the existing NC designations for
to TO:RC for five tax lots at the corner of SW Locust and Hall Boulevard (revised narrative,
page 7). However, the applicant’s narrative does not provide the background necessary to
understand the context and basis surrounding this ‘similar conversion’. The applicant
contends that the County’s conversion from NC to TO:RC made for these properties along
Hall Boulevard in 2003 ‘reinforces’ the notion that had the subject property been consistently
designated NC that the County would have changed it to TO:RC and not TO:R12-18 when
the Sunset Station Community plan was adopted.

Staff believes that the legisiative plan amendment in 2003 is actually dissimilar to the 1997
station community planning work. The 1997 Sunset Station Community Plan was the
culmination of years of planning in response to the extension of MAX to the westside, while
the 2003 legislative plan amendment was the County’s required response to implement the
WSRCP adopted by the City of Tigard. The properties designated NC at Locust and Hall
are within the boundary of the Washington Square Regional Center. (Note: In 2000, this
area along with other portions of the Metzger-Progress planning area were included within
the boundary of the Washington Square Regional Center, a Metro designated regional
center.)

The County and the City of Tigard subsequently entered into an intergovernmental
agreement that authorized the city to develop the WSRCP, as required by Metro. The
adopted WSRCP called for higher density, including minimum densities as high as 50 units
per acre, and transit-friendly development along SW Hall Boulevard, while retaining the low-
density residential character of the remaining Metzger area.

The City of Tigard applied a Mixed-Use Residential-2 (MUR-2) designation to the properties
along Hall Boulevard designated NC, including the properties referenced in the application
narrative. Primary uses allowed in the MUR-2 district are multi-family residential
developments, but mixed-uses are permitted when compatible with the residential use. New
retail and office uses are also permitted when developed as a mixed-use development. Site
development requirements for the MUR-2 district include a minimum FAR of 0.3; a
minimum residential density of 25 units/acre and a maximum residential density of 50
units/acre.
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The County determined that the land use districts most comparable to the WSRCP land use
districts, inciuding MUR-2, were the transit oriented districts originally developed to facilitate
dense urban pedestrian and transit-friendly development in station communities, town
centers and other 2040 Design Types, such as regional centers. Consequently, staff
recommended that the transit oriented districts be applied to certain parcels located in
unincorporated Washington County and within the Washington Square Regional Center
boundary so that the resulting land use designations would be comparable with the adopted
WSRCP zoning districts. In determining the appropriate transit oriented designations, staff
weighed the balance of the need for accommodating the planned intensities of the WSRCP
with the need to ensure compatibility with existing development while reducing to the
greatest extent practicable the degree that the existing uses would become nonconforming.
Pursuant to the previously described agreement, on May 6, 2003, the County implemented
the WSRCP when it adopted Ordinance 608.

As stated previously, the TO:RC district is the most comparable County land use district to
the city's MUR-2 Regional Center district that could be applied to the NC properties along
Hall Boulevard. Consequently, the situation involving the conversion of the Hall Boulevard
NC properties to TO:RC is not the same as the assertion made by the applicant, which is
that the subject property would have received the TO:RC designation had it been
consistently designated NC. In staff's opinion the closer parallel is between the subject
property and the property located at the northeast corner of 205" Avenue and Baseline
Road. This property did not receive the TO:RC designation even though adjoining
properties received transit oriented designations. The property at the northeast corner of
205" Avenue and Baseline Road retained its NC designation even though adjoining
property (to the north and east and west) received a transit oriented residential designation
(TO:R18-24).

Staff finds that the applicant has not demonstrated that a mistake occurred in designating
the property TO:R12-18 and not TO:RC. There is no certainty that the County would have
converted the property’s NC designation to a transit oriented district (TO:RC) even if the NC
designation had been consistently mapped on each periodic update and reprinting of the
community plan map. There is no certainty that any transit oriented district would have been
applied. In addition, the conversion of NC properties along Hall Boulevard was in response
to the adopted Washington Square Regional Center Plan. The circumstances underlying
the proposed conversion to the subject property are different than the changes made in
2003 along Hall Boulevard. Additionally, not all NC designated lands in station areas were
converted to TO:RC. Consequently, the requirements of Policy 1. f. 1. have not been met.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.)

2. Policy 2, Citizen Involvement, states:
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION IN ALL PHASES OF THE PLANNING PROCESS AND TO PROVIDE
OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONTINUING INVOLVEMENT AND  EFFECTIVE
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN CITIZENS AND THEIR COUNTY GOVERNMENT.
Applicant: See page 9 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: A quasi-judicial plan amendment such as this must be considered through a Type |
procedure. In accordance with Code Section 204-1, the County placed a legal notice of the
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hearing in a newspaper of general circulation (The Oregonian) at least ten days prior to the
November 1, 2006 Planning Commission hearing date (published October 19, 2006). In
addition, pursuant to Code Section 204-4, a notice of the public hearing for this application
was sent to all owners of record of property within 500 feet of the subject property. This
notice was sent at least 20 days prior to the hearing (mailed October 12, 2006).

A copy of the plan amendment application was mailed to the representative for the local
Citizen Participation Organization (CPO 1) on August 18, 2006. Finally, the staff report was
available to all interested parties seven days prior to the hearing as required by Code
Section 203-6.2. Based upon these actions, the requirements of Policy 2 have been met.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 1,Citizen Involvement.)
3. Policy 14, Managing Growth, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO MANAGE GROWTH IN
UNINCORPORATED LANDS WITHIN THE UGB SUCH THAT PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
SERVICES ARE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT ORDERLY URBAN DEVELOPMENT.

Applicant: See pages 9 through 11 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: Copies of statements of service availability from the service providers to the site are
included in the applicant's submittal. These statements are from the Tualatin Valley Water
District (TVWD), Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue (TVF&R), Clean Water Services (CWS),
Beaverton School District #48J (BSD #48J), the Washington County Sheriff's Office,
Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District (THPRD), and TriMet. Of the service providers
commenting, only water (TVWD), sanitary sewer & drainage (CWS), fire (TVF&R) are
classified as critical services. Schools (BSD #48J) and police (Washington County Sheriff)
constitute essential services, while transit service (TriMet) and parks (THPRD) are desirable
services. All of the critical and essential services are or can be provided to serve the
property as well as future residential development should the plan amendment be
approved.

The completed Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) submitted with the application stated that the
existing site access is currently nonconforming. Access along SW Leahy Road is
unrestricted and does not meet access spacing standards, nor is sight distance adequate. A
large fir tree restricts sight distance. Access needs to be relocated to the east side of the
site and adequate sight distance provided along SW Leahy Road. Access along SW 90"
Avenue also does not meet access spacing standards, nor is snght distance adequate. Sight
distance is restricted by existing vegetation. Access to SW 90™ Avenue needs to be brought
into compliance with the access spacmg standards as well as adequate sight distance
provided and maintained along SW 90™ Avenue. The applicant will be required to make the
necessary improvements regarding site access through a subsequent development review
application.

Land Development Division staff included in the TIS conditions requiring the applicant to
construct a half-street improvement to County standard along both street frontages. A half-
street improvement includes half-width pavement as well as curb, storm drainage, and
sidewalk. The required half-street improvements will improve pedestrian safety in the area.



Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit B
Page 15 of 30

Casefile No. 06-398-PA

Staff Report for the November 1, 2006 Planning Commission Hearing
October 25, 2006

Page 15 of 24

Based upon the service provider letters and supplemental analysis provided, staff finds that
an efficient, economic provision of public facilities and services can be provided to serve the
property under the proposed TO:RC District.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services.)
4. Policy 18, Plan Designations and Location Criteria for Development, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO PREPARE COMMUNITY PLANS

AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAND USE

CATEGORIES AND LOCATION CRITERIA CONTAINED IN THE COMPREHENSIVE

FRAMEWORK PLAN.

Transit Oriented Districts

The land use districts described below are intended for application in station
communities and town centers, and along main streets and corridors, as defined by
the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. The land use and design provisions of these
districts shall direct and encourage development that is transit oriented. Transit
oriented development generally has the following characteristics:

designed to encourage people to walk;

contains a mix of land uses;

density consistent with the type of transit service provided to the area;
interconnected to the street system;

includes narrowed neighborhood streets; and

designed to accommodate transit stops and access.

Each of the following transit oriented district addresses these characteristics
through its land use and design provisions:

Transit Oriented - Residential District, 12-18 units per acre (TO:R12-18)

The TO:R12-18 District is generally applied to property beyond one-quarter mile of
LRT stations, in regional and town centers, and along designated main streets and
corridors. Developments in the district could include duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes,
townhouses and rowhouses, and low rise apartments (1-3 stories). Single family
residences may also be developed in the district on small lots, as long as the
minimum density standard is met. The required minimum density for development in
the district is 12 dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowed density is 18
dwelling units per acre.

As with the TO:R9-12 District, group residences such as assisted living apartments
and nursing homes are allowed if located and designed to be compatible with
surrounding residences. For such developments, the minimum FAR is 0.5.

Applicant: See pages 12 through 14 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.
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Staff: As stated previously, the property was designated NC in 1983 through the community
planning process (Ordinance 265). However, due to mapping errors, the NC designation
was not consistently applied to the property on one of the subsequent updates of the
community plan maps. Consequently, during the station community planning in 1997, the
property was mistakenly thought to be R-5 Residential, which was the land use designation
of surrounding residential properties. As a result, the County applied the TO:R12-18 District
to the property at the same time that it applied the TO:R12-18 District to other existing R-5
properties along either side of SW 90" Avenue (south of SW Leahy Road).

Given the proximity to the Sunset Light Rail Station, the County determined that increased
residential densities in this area were needed to help support light rail and to comply with
Metro’s Title 1 Such properties are at the far outer edge of what could legitimately be
considered transit oriented. The transit oriented districts also were subject to specific design
standards designed to result in higher quality development that was transit and pedestrian
friendly. The only mistake made by the County, as indicated previously, is not consistently
designating the property NC on the periodic updates of the community plan maps.

Transit Oriented - Retail Commercial District (TO-RC)

The TO-RC District is primarily intended to provide the goods and services needed
by people living and working in or near LRT station communities, regional and town
centers, main streets and corridors. Uses in the district must be pedestrian oriented
in design and function. Auto-oriented uses, such as motor vehicle service stations,
may be allowed if appropriately designed, and in compliance with minimum FAR
standards. Retail uses that market primarily to an area larger than a station
community may also be allowed if located at least one-quarter mile from an LRT
station or in a town center, or along a main street or corridor. Hotels, apartments,
and town houses are also allowed on the upper floors of a building with first floor
retail commercial uses.

In a station community, the minimum FAR in the TO-RC District is 0.5 within one-
quarter mile of an LRT station, 0.35 between one-quarter mile and one-half mile from
an LRT station, and 0.25 beyond one-half mile from an LRT station.

Staff: There are no parcels surrounding the subject property designated TO:RC. The
mistake made by the County, as indicated previously, is not consistently designating the
property NC on one of the subsequent updates of the community plan maps. The applicant,
however, contends that the County made a mistake by not converting the NC designation to
its transit oriented commercial counterpart (TO:RC) and requests that the TO:R12-18
designation be changed to TO:RC. The property, as stated previously, was located in the
Sunset Station Community. The decision to give it a transit oriented designation was due
primarily to it being perceived as having an R-5 Residential designation. As such,
application of the TO:R12-18 District to the subject property is appropriate. The TO:RC
designation would also be appropriate — relative to Policy 18 - given the transit oriented
designations applied to this and other property located within the Sunset Station
Community. Both designations are appropriate in a station community. For the reasons
stated above, staff finds that the either designation is appropriate pursuant to Policy 18.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.)
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5. Policy 21, (Urban Area Housing) Housing Affordability, States:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE THE HOUSING
INDUSTRY TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR
ALL HOUSEHOLDS IN THE UNINCORPORATED URBAN COUNTY AREA.

Applicant: See pages 14 and 15 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: As stated previously, under the current designation a maximum residential density of
18 units per acre is allowed and a minimum residential density of 12 units per acre is
required. However, the TO:R12-18 District does not allow [new] retail commercial. The
existing commercial use can continue to operate for as long as the proprietor chooses to do
so provided the use has been determined fo be an approved use in accord with Section
375-6 and complies with all applicable sections of the Community Development Code. The
existing apartment unit constitutes a conforming use. Consequently, a change in
designations from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC may not be necessary in order to continue
operating the commercial use.

A minimum of 3 units would be required and a maximum of 4 units per acre would be
allowed if the property were to develop under the current land use designation. Residential
uses are permitted in the TO'RC District provided that they are developed as part of a
mixed-use development and located above the retail commercial use. Under the proposed
designation, a minimum FAR of 0.25 would be required. As such a minimum of 2,287
square feet of retail commercial space (0.21 acres x 43,560 sq. ft. x 0.25 = 2,287 sq. ft. of
floor area). It is important to note that densities and floor area ratios are based upon the
gross acreage of the site. Additionally, there is essentially no maximum FAR imposed on
the property if developed under the TO:RC designation, provided that the transportation
system serving the development has adequate planned capacity to accommodate additional
site-generated traffic, consistent with the County’s adopted level of service standard.

Retaining the TO:R12-18 designation would result in a maximum of 4 residential units if the
property was redeveloped, while a change to TO:RC would result in a minimum of almost
2,300 square feet of retail commercial uses (residential units are optional in the TO:RC
District). According to the applicant’s statement, the maximum number of dwelling units that
could potentially be built above the commercial use — given the small size of the subject
property and off-street parking requirements — is 3 to 4 attached dwelling units. It is worth
noting that the NC District also allows dwelling units in conjunction with a mixed-use
development. However residential densities of mixed-use NC developments is limited to a
maximum density of 15 units per acre (CDC Section 311-3.6 C.). A maximum of 3 dwelling
units would be allowed under the former NC designation (0.21 acres x 15 = 3.15 = 3 units).

In Washington County's Final Periodic Review Order for the Urban Area, it was calculated
that in 1989 there was an opportunity to construct new housing on the remaining residential
land in the urban unincorporated area, given 1989 designations, at an overall density of 8.6
units per acre (110,842 potential units divided by 12,848 vacant acres). Urban pian
amendments since 1989 have only resulted in a small number of acres of residential land
lost to non-residential plan designations. Legislative and quasi-judicial plan amendments
since 1989 have resulted in an overall gain of 390 dwelling units.

If approved, the plan amendment would have a negligible impact on the current overall
average for new housing in the urban unincorporated area and essentially no impact if the
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plan amendment is approved and essentially no impact if the plan amendment is approved
and the applicant constructs 3-4 dwelling units above the commercial use, as proposed.

(These findings also apply to Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing.)
6. Policy 22, (Urban Area Housing) Housing Choice and Availability, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE THE HOUSING
INDUSTRY TO MAKE A VARIETY OF HOUSING TYPES AVAILABLE, IN SUFFICIENT
QUANTITIES, TO THE HOUSING CONSUMER.

Applicant: See page 15 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The subject of this policy is the potential ratio of attached and detached dwelling units
developed on vacant residential land in the urban unincorporated area. In the Final Periodic
Review Order for the Urban Area, it was calculated that in 1989 the potential ratio was 47.3
percent single-family residences to 52.7 percent multi-family residences (52,416 single-
family units/58,426 multi-family units, a difference of 6,010 units).

Urban plan amendments since 1989 have not changed this ratio significantly. Multi-family
dwelling units are allowed in the TO:R12-18 District as well as in both the NC and TO:RC
Districts, when provided as part of mixed-use developments. According to the application, a
total of 3 to 4 attached dwelling units could potentially be constructed on the property if the
plan amendment is approved. However, if the subject property were redeveloped under the
TO:R12-18 designation, a minimum of 3 dwelling units is required and a maximum of 4
dwelling units is allowed. The existing commercial uses could be retained in a subsequent
redevelopment in the TO:R12-18 provided, as stated previously, that the existing
commercial use was determined (through a separate land use review process) to be an
approved use pursuant to CDC Section 375-6. Therefore, the overall percentage of multi-
family dwellings is not expected to increase should the plan amendment be approved.

(These findings also apply to Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing.)
7. Palicy 30, (Public Facilities and Services) Schools, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO COORDINATE WITH SCHOOL
DISTRICTS AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN PLANNING FUTURE
SCHOOL FACILITIES TO ENSURE PROPER LOCATION AND SAFE ACCESS FOR
STUDENTS.

Applicant: See page 15 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: According to the School District’s Service Provider Letter dated March 8, 2006, the
District does not object to the proposed plan amendment. The District concluded that the
proposed amendment would potentially reduce the number of residential units that could be
developed on the site. Notwithstanding, multi-family dwelling units generate fewer students
than do detached dwelling units.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services.)
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8. Policy 31, (Public Facilities and Services) Fire and Police Protection, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO WORK CLOSELY WITH
APPROPRIATE SERVICE PROVIDERS TO ASSURE THAT ALL AREAS OF THE
COUNTY CONTINUE TO BE SERVED WITH AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF FIRE AND
POLICE PROTECTION.

Applicant: See pages 15 and 16 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The service provider letters from Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue and the Washington
County Sheriff's Department dated March 3, 2006 and March 1, 2006, respectively, stated
that these providers could adequately serve the property.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services.)
9. Policy 32, Transportation, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO REGULATE THE EXISTING
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE FUTURE
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS OF THE COUNTY THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF A
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.

Applicant: See pages 16 and 17 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The application included a Traffic Impact Statement (see Attachment “A” which
includes the Transportation Staff Report for this plan amendment).

10. Policy 40, Regional Planning Implementation, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO HELP FORMULATE AND LOCALLY
IMPLEMENT METRO’S REGIONAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS IN A
MANNER THAT BEST SERVES EXISTING AND FUTURE RESIDENTS AND
BUSINESSES.

Applicant: See pages 17 and 18 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: Plan Policy 40 was adopted through A-Engrossed Ordinance 561, which became
effective on November 30, 2000. A-Engrossed Ordinance 561 applied the 2040 Growth
Concept Design Types to all of the unincorporated, urban areas of Washington County.

There are nine design types: Regional Center, Town Center, Town Center-Area of Interest,
Station Community, Neighborhoods, Main Street, Transit Corridor, Employment or
Industrial Areas. The Neighborhood design type applies to the property.

The Station Community design type is defined as areas “..adjacent to, or within easy
walking distance of light rail stations. Along with the Regional Centers and Town Centers,
Station Communities are home to the most intensive land uses. These areas are
designated for higher density, transit supportive uses. The primary uses include retail and
service businesses, offices, mixed-use projects, higher-density housing, and rowhouses.
Station communities will have wide sidewalks and “street-side” facilities to make these
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areas “pedestrian friendly. Station Communities will evolve into higher intensity areas that
are focal points of public transit.”

Both the higher density residential uses planned for the property and the proposed transit
oriented retail commercial uses requested for the property are appropriate and allowed in
the Station Community design type.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.)

F. Washington County Transportation Plan and Transportation Planning Rule

Applicant: See pages 19 through 22 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: Attachment “A”, which is by this reference incorporated into this staff report and made a
part of it, contains discussions of whether the plan amendment complies with the Transportation
Plan as well as the Transportation Planning Rule. Based on the applicant's written materials
and the findings in this report, staff concludes that this proposed plan amendment will not
"significantly affect” a transportation facility as defined in OAR 660-12-0060. Staff finds the plan
amendment is consistent with the Transportation Plan and the Transportation Planning Rule
(see Attachment “A”).

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goals 11, Public Facilities and Services and
12, Transportation.)

G. Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan
Community Plan Overview, Applicable General Design Elements.

5. All new subdivisions, attached unit residential developments, and commercial
developments shall provide for pedestrian/bicycle pathways which allow pubiic
access thorough or along the development and connect adjacent developments
and/or shopping areas, schools, public transit and park and recreation sites.

The pedestrian-bicycle system is especially important in providing a link between
existing and planned high density residential areas along Barnes Road with the
transit center at Highway 26-217. This system may include off right-of-way
segments.

Applicant: See page 26 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The applicant will be required to construct half-street improvements, including sidewalks,
along both street frontages at such time as redevelopment occurs. The functional classification
of SW 90" Avenue and SW Leahy Road requires on-street bicycle facilities when street
improvements (e.g., half-street improvements) are made. These improvements will result in
safer pedestrian circulation along the street frontages and in the area.

9. In the design of road improvements that are required of new developments to meet
the County’s growth management policies, pedestrian/bicycle pathways identified
in the County’s Transportation Plan shall be included.
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Applicant: See page 26 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: As stated previously, the applicant will be conditioned through the subsequent
development application to construct sidewalks along each of the street frontages as part of the
required half-street improvements. The half-street improvements will provide improved
pedestrian and bicycle circulation. On-street bicycle facilities will also be required in conjunction
with the half-street improvement.

10. Noise reduction measures shall be incorporated into all new developments located
adjacent to Arterials and Collectors. Noise reduction alternatives include
vegetative buffers, berms, walls and other design techniques such as insulation,
setbacks, and orientation of windows away from the road.

Applicant: See page 27 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The applicant will be required to comply with this design element under either plan
designation. Appropriate noise mitigation measures along SW Leahy Road will be determined
through the subsequent development review process.

12. New development shall dedicate right-of-way for road extensions and alignments
as indicated in Washington County’s Transportation Plan or Community Plans.
New development shall aiso be subject to conditions set forth in the County’s
growth management policies during the development review process.

Applicant: See page 27 of the applicant’s narrative dated May 2006.

Staff: The applicant will comply with this design element through the subsequent development
review process.

13. New access onto Arterials and Collectors shall be limited. Shared or consolidated
access shall be required prior to the issuance of a development permit for land
divisions or structures located adjacent to these facilities, unless demonstrated to
be infeasible.

Applicant: See page 27 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: No new access is proposed as part of the plan amendment. The existing accesses to SW
90™ Avenue and SW Leahy Road are non-conforming and do not comply with the County’s
Access Spacing Standards. The anticipated future development — should the plan amendment
be approved — will be conditioned to comply with the access standards.

WESTHAVEN SUBAREA

The Community Plan recommends limited change to the present iow-density land use
pattern in the Westhaven subarea. The only exceptions are (1) the designation of a large
parcel of land along SW Leahy (south of Leahy Terrace) as R-9, (2) the designation of
properties fronting on 90™ Avenue south of Leahy and south of Westhaven Drive east of
95" Avenue as TO:R12-18, and (3) the allowance of accessory dwelling units for single
family detached dwellings in the area.
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Design Elements:

1. Stands of trees and dense vegetation bordering the west side of the area shali be
retained, to the extent reasonably practicable and consistent with public safety
concerns, as a buffer between existing low density neighborhoods and new attached
unit residential areas included in the Peterkort property development, as required by
screening and buffering standards in the Community Development Code.

2. SW Brookside shall be kept as a dead-end street due to topography.

3. Noincrease in the Neighborhood Commercial area at SW 90th and SW Leahy shall be
granted through the quasi-judicial Plan Amendment process.

Applicant: See page 28 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.

Staff: The subject property is that of the ‘Neighborhood Commercial area’ addressed by this
design element. However, the subject property is no longer designated for commercial uses.
The property’s land use designation was changed from NC to TO:R12-18 as part of the
County’s station area planning. Notwithstanding, the proposed change from TO:R12-18 to
TO:RC would not result in an increase in the size of the [former] NC area.

H. Washington County Community Development Code

1. Article Hl, Land Use Districts:
Section 375, Transit Oriented Districts:
375-1 Intent and Purpose

The intent of the transit oriented districts is to direct and encourage
development that is transit supportive and pedestrian oriented in areas within
approximately one-half mile of light rail transit stations, within one-quarter
mile of existing and planned primary bus routes and in town centers and
regional centers.

The purpose of the transit oriented districts is to limit development to that
which (1) has a sufficient density of employees, residents or users to be
supportive of the type of transit provided to the area; (2) generates a
relatively high percentage of trips serviceable by transit; (3) contains a
complementary mix of land uses; (4) is designed to encourage people to
walk; ride a bicycle or use transit for a significant percentage of their trips.

Applicant: See pages 23 and 24 of the applicant’s revised narrative dated June 2006.
Staff: Both the current (TO:R12-18) and the proposed (TO:RC) transit oriented land use

districts are designed to facilitate transit supportive and pedestrian-oriented development.
Consequently either plan designation complies with the intent and purpose of Section 375.
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375-6 Change or Expansion of Existing Uses or Structures

A. Uses prohibited in a transit oriented district that were lawfully in
existence at the time of application of the district are considered to be
approved uses. However, because such uses are not considered to be
transit-supportive, future expansions shall be limited in total to a
maximum of twenty (20) percent of the gross floor area present at the
time of application of the transit oriented district, upon findings that the
proposed expansion complies with the development standards in this
Code, including this Section, to the extent reasonably practicable. Where
the use, design or configuration of an existing development makes it not
reasonably practicable to apply a particular development standard or the
applicant provides an alternative development proposal which equally or
better meets the purpose of the particular development standard, the
Review Authority shall waive the application of that standard.

B. All other uses and structures that were lawfully in existence at the time of
application of the transit oriented district may be expanded upon findings
that the proposed expansion complies with the development standards in
this Section and Section 431, to the extent reasonably practicable. Where
the use, design or configuration of an existing development makes it not
reasonably practicable to apply a particular development standard or the
applicant provides an alternative development proposal which equally or
better meets the purpose of the particular development standard, the
Review Authority shall waive the application of that standard.

Notwithstanding the above, future expansions shall be limited in total to a
maximum of twenty (20) percent of the gross floor area present at the
time of application of the transit oriented district, unless a master plan is
prepared by the applicant and approved by the County which describes
how additional development on the site will achieve, through phases if
necessary, full compliance with all applicable standards and provisions
of this Code and the applicable community plan.

Staff: The existing commercial use, according to the applicant, has been in operation since
1955. The existing use does not constitute a permitted use in the TO:R12-18 District.
However, pursuant to CDC Section 375-6 the existing commercial use, if it were lawfully in
existence prior to November 28, 2997 would be considered an approved use. As stated
previously the County Court approved an expansion of the commercial use in 1960.
However, there is no evidence that the approved expansion occurred. Additionally, in 1984
Type | development review approval was granted to construct a deck on the east side of the
store; this never occurred. Prior to 1984 and after 1960, the County processed, according to
Land Development Services staff, an interior remodel! of the existing commercial use.

Notwithstanding, since most prohibited uses were not considered to be transit supportive,
this code Section was written to limit all future expansions of such uses — even though
deemed to be an approved use — to a maximum of 20% of the gross floor area. To date,
none of the previous owners of the property (since the adoption of Ordinance 484) has
requested a determination of an approved status for the property to verify that the long-
standing commercial use would qualify under Section 375-6 as an approved use.
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Nonetheless, Land Development Services staff have expressed no doubt that the existing
and long-standing commercial use is legally nonconforming, and as such would constitute
an approved use under Section 375-6.

. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Evidence and analysis provided by the applicant and this staff report demonstrate that the proposed
plan amendment is consistent with applicable policies and strategies of the Comprehensive
Framework Plan for the Urban Area, except for Implementing Strategy f. 1 of Policy 1. The
proposed plan amendment is also consistent with the Transportation Planning Rule and the
Transportation Plan.

Research conducted to date clearly demonstrates that the property was designated NC and not R-5
Residential during the station area planning efforts in the late 1990’s. However, staff agrees that the
TO:R12-18 designation probably would not have been placed on the property had they known the
fact that it was actually designated NC at that time. Furthermore, based on information submitted by
the applicant and contained in this report, staff finds that the applicant failed to demonstrate that a
mistake was made by the County for not converting the property’s land use designation from
TO:R12-18 to TO:RC, but instead to TO:R12-18. it is more likely that the County would have
reverted the property’s designation to NC, which was the correct land use designation at the time of
station area planning. Such reversion to the previous designation is similar to what occurred when
the County (i.e., Planning Commission) approved a plan amendment from TO:BUS to Industrial for
an area east of 185" Avenue and north of Baseline (01-257-PA). In 01-257-PA, the applicant
contended that the county made a mistake in changing the designations of these parcels from
Industrial to TO:BUS. In approving the amendment, the Planning Commission reverted the parcels’
designation to Industrial. Conversion of land use designations in cases of mistake should revert to
the previous or in some cases the original land use designation and not in what would amount to an
‘up zone’ of the property.

Staff contends that there is no certainty that the County would have converted the property’s NC
designation to TO:RC even if the NC designation had been consistently mapped on each
subsequent community plan map updates. In at least one instance, the County did not convert a
property’s existing NC designation to TO:RC even though designations of surrounding properties
were converted to transit oriented designations. Consequently, the requirements of Policy 1. f. 1
have not been met.

Notwithstanding, local service providers currently can provide or have the ability to provide an
adequate level of public facilities and services for the property.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff's recommendation is based on the findings in Section lIl of this report. Staff finds that the
applicant did not demonstrate that a mistake occurred in not designating the property TO:RC, but
instead TO:R12-18. The proposed plan amendment is not in conformance with Policy 1 of the
County's Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area. Therefore, staff recommends that the
plan amendment be DENIED.

S:/Ping/Wpshare/Plan Amendments/Casefiles/06398/StfRprt06398.doc
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September 21, 2006

TRANSPORTATION REPORT
FOR
CASEFILE NO. 06-398-PA

Applicant: Angelo Planning Group for Scott Fairbairn

Location: On the southeast corner of SW Leahy Road and SW 90" Avenue
Tax Map/Lot: 1S1 2AD TL 800

Site Size: 0.21 acre

Staff has reviewed this request for compliance with the applicable Washington County 2020
Transportation Plan policies and rules and submits the following findings and
recommendations.

FINDINGS
A. General:

1 This proposal would re-designate tax lot 800, Map 1S12AD (approximately 0.21
acre), from TO: R12-18 (Transit Oriented: Residential 12 to 18 Units/Acre) to
TO: RC (Transit Oriented Retail Commercial).

2. The subject property currently supports a 900 square foot convenience store
with a single apartment unit located on the second story. The site is located at
the intersection of SW Leahy Road and SW 90™ Avenue, both of which are
classified as collector roadways in the county’s 2020 Transportation Plan. SW
Taylor Street also is located on the west leg of this intersection and is classified
as a Neighborhood Route in the 2020 Transportation Plan. The primary access
to the site is from SW Leahy Road. No changes in access or site development
are proposed at this time; the current action is limited to the proposed plan
designation change described in 1., above.

2 The following standards are applicable to this request and are addressed in this
staff report:

a. OAR 660, Division 12, Oregon Transportation Planning Rule:
Section 060 - Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

b. Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan For the Urban
Area:
Policy 1.f — Criteria for Plan Amendment Approval

o Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan Policies:
1.0  Travel Needs Policy
2.0 System Safety Policy
4.0 System Funding Policy
5.0 System Implementation and Plan Management Policy
6.0 Roadway System Policy
10.0 Functional Classification Policy
12.0 Transit Policy
14.0 Pedestrian Policy
15.0 Bicycle Policy
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19.0 Transportation Planning Coordination and Public involvement
Policy
B. Oregon Transportation Planning Rule

1 The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, OAR 660-012-060, requires an
analysis of the impact of a proposed plan amendment on the planned
transportation system to determine whether the proposal will ‘significantly affect’
the planned transportation system in the area. Pursuant to the OAR, the
proposed plan amendment would ‘significantly affect’ the transportation system if
it does any of the following:

e Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility (exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

¢ Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or

e As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted
transportation system plan:

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;

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

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.

3. Considering the criteria above, in order to determine if a plan amendment will
result in a ‘significant impact’ on transportation facilities, the County generally
requires a comparative analysis of a ‘reasonable worst-case development’ of a
site under current and proposed land use designations. A ‘reasonable worst
case’ development would be one with the greatest potential trip generation
based on a reasonable build-out of the site.

4. In this instance, because of the small size of the subject parcel, development
potential will be limited under both the existing and proposed plan designations.
A full traffic analysis was therefore not required. However, information
addressing trip generation under the existing designation and under the
reasonable worst case development under the proposed TO: RC designation
was required and is included in the applicant’s submission.

5; Based on the trip generation estimates prepared by the applicant’ traffic
engineer, under the proposed plan designation the site could generate up to 18
additional peak-hour trips and up to 276 daily trips compared with the existing
development on the site. Staff believes that the basis and methodology used for
determining existing and potential trip generation from the subject property are
reasonable and may be relied up for analysis purposes.
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6.

Based on the relatively low difference in trip generation under existing and
proposed plan designations, no changes in functional classification of affected
streets are proposed or required by this plan amendment. The additional daily
trips will likely be distributed over several connecting streets. These additional
trips, even when added to existing traffic volumes, are consistent with traffic
levels that are expected considering the existing functional classifications of the
surrounding street network. The plan amendment also will not affect the
standards implementing the adopted functional classification system of the 2020
Transportation Plan. The proposal is therefore consistent with these
requirements of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.

County performance standards are based on AM and PM peak two-hour analysis
periods and use volume to capacity ratio (V/C) to measure intersection
performance. As discussed above, a reasonable worst case development under
the proposed TO: R12-18 would generate only 18 additional trips than would
occur under the existing plan designation during the peak-period.

There are no nearby intersections identified in the 2020 Transportation Plan that
are anticipated to be at-or near the county’s performance thresholds.
Considering that and the relatively high level of street connectivity in the vicinity
of the subject property, it is reasonable to conclude that the low number of
additional trips generated during the peak period under the proposed plan
designation are likely to be distributed throughout the surrounding street network
and are not likely to adversely affect performance at any of the nearby
intersections. Staff therefore believes that there will be no discernable affects on
intersection performance as a result of this proposal and that there will be no
significant impact on the transportation system as that term is defined in the
Transportation Planning Rule.

C. Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan For The Urban Area

1.

This plan amendment request is subject to Policy 1.f. from the County’s
Comprehensive Framework Plan (CFP). This policy states the following:

A quasi-judicial plan amendment to the Community Plan Maps, including
the implementing tax maps, shall be granted only if the Review Authority
determines that the proponent has demonstrated that the proposed
designation conforms to the locational criteria of the Comprehensive
Framework Plan, the Community Plan Overview and the sub-area
description and design elements, complies with the regional plan, and
demonstrates that the potential service impacts of the designation will not
impact the built or planned service delivery system in the community. This
is a generalized analysis that is no way precludes full application of the
Growth Management Policies to development permits as provided in the
Code.

As it pertains to transportation, this policy requires the County to analyze the
existing transportation system as well as the planned system. Although there will
be some traffic impacts as a result of the plan amendment on the subject site,
the applicant’s traffic analysis demonstrates that these impacts will not be
significant and the plan amendment will be consistent with Policy 1.f. with regard
to transportation.
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D. Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan

The proposed plan amendment is subject to 10 policies from the County’'s 2020
Transportation Plan, which are listed and addressed below.

1.0 TRAVEL NEEDS POLICY
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO PROVIDE A MULTI-MODAL
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM THAT ACCOMMODATES THE DIVERSE TRAVEL
NEEDS OF WASHINGTON COUNTY RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES.

STAFF: The proposed plan amendment is not anticipated to have a significant detrimental
impact on the capacity or level of service on transportation facilities since the potential trip
generation will not cause intersection performance at nearby intersections to fall below county
standard over the planning horizon. The applicant has provided a trip generation analysis
(attached) that demonstrates that while there may be additional traffic that will occur as a result
of the plan amendment, the impacts will not be significant. The proposal therefore does not
conflict with Policy 1.0.

2.0 SYSTEM SAFETY POLICY
IT 1S THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO PROVIDE A TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM THAT IS SAFE.

STAFF: Any traffic safety impacts associated with future development or redevelopment on the
subject property will be subject to the traffic safety regulations set forth in the Community
Development Code and Resolution and Order 86-95 which implement Policy 2.0. The
applicant’s traffic analysis did not identify any safety issues that would result from the increase
in trips that could occur on affected County roadways from diverted trips should the Plan
Amendment be approved.

4.0 SYSTEM FUNDING POLICY
[T IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO AGGRESSIVELY SEEK
ADEQUATE AND RELIABLE FUNDING FOR TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES AND
SERVICES, AND TO ENSURE THAT FUNDING IS EQUITABLY RAISED AND
ALLOCATED.

STAFF: No detrimental impacts to system capacity are anticipated as a result of the proposed
plan amendment because the potential increase in trip generation is consistent with existing
functional classifications and will not degrade intersection performance during the peak period.
Any future development or redevelopment on the site will require payment of the appropriate
Traffic Impact Fee toward future capacity improvements. Payment of the Traffic Impact Fee is
consistent with the strategies included under Policy 4.0.

5.0 SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT POLICY
IT 1S THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO EFFICIENTLY IMPLEMENT THE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TO EFFICIENTLY MANAGE THE
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

STAFF: Significant impacts on capacity or roadway safety are not anticipated under the
proposed plan designation due to the relatively minor increase in trips. The proposal is
therefore consistent with Policy 5.0.
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6.0 ROADWAY SYSTEM POLICY
IT 1S THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENSURE THAT THE ROADWAY
SYSTEM IS DESIGNED IN A MANNER THAT ACCOMMODATES THE DIVERSE
TRAVEL NEEDS OF ALL USERS OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

STAFF: The applicant’s traffic analysis demonstrates that the proposed plan amendment
will not result in significant increases in trips or travel demand and will not degrade the
planned motor vehicle performance measures set forth in the strategies for implementation
of Policy 6.0. The proposal is therefore consistent with Policy 6.0.

10.0 FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION POLICY
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENSURE THE ROADWAY
SYSTEM IS DESIGNED AND OPERATES EFFICIENTLY THROUGH USE OF A
ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.

STAFF: The applicant’s traffic analysis indicates that changes in volumes on all of the
affected roadways are not significant and no changes to the adopted functional
classifications are necessary. Any new access or changes in access, neither of which are
associated with this request, are required to comply with the applicable access
requirements found in CDC Article V; such compliance ensures that the functional integrity
and roadway safety are maintained.

12.0 TRANSIT POLICY
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND SUPPORT
DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSIT FACILITIES AND SERVICES THAT INCREASE
TRANSIT USE IN WASHINGTON COUNTY.

STAFF: The proposed plan amendment will not conflict with the development of transit
facilities and services that increase transit use in the County and is therefore consistent with
Policy 12.0.

14.0 PEDESTRIAN POLICY
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND SUPPORT
GREATER PEDESTRIAN ACTIVITY IN THE COUNTY BY PROVIDING AND
MAINTAINING AN ENVIRONMENT WHERE WALKING IS A SAFE, CONVENIENT
AND PLEASANT MODE OF TRAVEL.

STAFF: Future development of the site, under either the existing or proposed plan
designation, will result in provision of pedestrian facilities along the subject property’s
frontage as a condition of development approval. Staff therefore concludes that the
proposed plan amendment is consistent with Policy 14.0.

15.0 BICYCLE POLICY
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND SUPPORT
GREATER BICYCLING ACTIVITY IN WASHINGTON COUNTY BY PROVIDING AN
ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH BICYCLING IS A SAFE AND CONVENIENT MODE OF
TRAVEL.

STAFF: The site has frontage on SW 90" and SW Leahy, which are collector roadways.
On-street bicycle facilities are required on streets of this functional classification when
streets are built or re-built. If significant improvements are required to either street in
conjunction with future development, such as a half-street, bike lanes would be required to
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be incorporated. Right-of-way dedication, which may also be required in conjunction with
future development, would provide sufficient width for construction of bicycle facilities.

In addition, the Community Development Code (CDC Section 429 — Bicycle Parking)
provides for bicycle parking facilities to be developed in conjunction with future development
that would be likely to occur under the proposed plan designation. Considering these facts,
staff concludes that the proposed amendment is consistent with Policy 15.0.

19.0 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
POLICY
IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO COORDINATE ITS
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING WITH LOCAL, REGIONAL, STATE AND FEDERAL
AGENCIES AND TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITIZENS TO PARTICIPATE
IN PLANNING PROCESSES.

STAFF: Policy 19 provides that all plan amendments be reviewed for consistency with the
applicable provisions of the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-060). This request
has been reviewed and determined to be consistent with the applicable provisions of the
Transportation Planning Rule (see findings in Section B., above). It is therefore consistent
with Policy 19.0.

CONCLUSION

Based on the findings in this report, staff concludes that this plan amendment proposal will not
“significantly affect” a transportation facility as defined in OAR 660, Division 12. Under the
proposed plan designation, there will be an increase in trips on nearby roadways but this
increase in trips is not significant and nearby intersections will continue to function within county
performance standards. The proposal is consistent with all of the applicable Washington
County Comprehensive Framework Plan and 2020 Transportation Plan policies as discussed in
Sections C. and D. of this report.

S:\PIng\WPSHARE\GreggL\CountyPlanAmendments\06398PA_NewTPR.doc
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II. INTRODUCTION

On behalf of owner Scott Fairbairn, Angelo Eaton & Associates is filing this Plan
Amendment application to designate property owned by Fairbairn, known as “The Little
Store”, as Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC). The site is located within the
boundaries of Community Planning Organization (CPO) #1, which is regulated by the
Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan. The site is 0.21 acres and is currently
designated Transit Oriented Residential, 12-18 units per acre (TO:R12-18) (Figure 1,
Figure 2, and Attachment F).

According to Washington County (“County”) Planning Division staff, there were
inconsistencies in different versions of early Comprehensive Plan/Community Plan land
use designation maps, and the site was erroneously designated residential (R-5), and not
commercial, on the map that was originally adopted with the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill
Community Plan in 1983.

This Plan Amendment will correct an error that was originally created with the adoption
of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan in 1983 when the property The Little
Store had been operating on was designated R-5. Rather than applying a Neighborhood
Commercial designation to the site to recognize the existing commercial operation, the
County applied a RS designation to the site with the adoption of the Cedar Hills-Cedar
Mill Community Plan in 1983. Subsequently, the land use designation error was
perpetuated when the property’s plan designation was amended legislatively by
Washington County from the RS designation to TO:R12-18 as part of the Sunset Station
Area Plan, adopted in 1997.

County staff has acknowledged that the site should have originally had a Neighborhood
Commercial designation. Amending the property’s designation now to be TO:RC will
rectify this situation and acknowledge its historical and present commercial use as well as
its inclusion in a transit oriented planning district (Sunset Station Area Plan). Had the
property originally been designated Neighborhood Commercial, when the legislative
amendments to implement the transit oriented planning district that included this property
occurred, the equivalent commercial designation to Neighborhood Commercial would
have been TO:RC.

This is reinforced by the fact that Washington County made a similar conversion from
Neighborhood Commercial to TO:RC for five tax lots at the corner of SW Locust and
Hall Boulevard when it legislatively amended the Metzger-Progress Community Plan in
2003. These amendments were made by the County to implement the Washington
Square Regional Center Plan. These properties are sited similarly to the subject property
in that they are commercial sites located adjacent to a Tri-Met bus route.

The TO:RC designation suits the conditions of the subject property for reasons that have
been noted throughout this application. The mixture of commercial use on the ground

June 2006 2
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floor and residential use on the second floor currently found on the subject property is
characteristic of the type of mixed use that transit oriented districts encourage.

The Little Store has been in operation at this location since 1955. The existing store is
approximately 900 square feet and the building includes one apartment unit above the
store. Parking is provided in front of and on the side of the store. The owner intends to
continue operation of the retail commercial use on the site and improve the store’s
appearance. The owner 1s also considering constructing additional residential units above
the store. The ultimate commercial and residential improvements on the site depend upon
obtaining the Plan Amendment to TO:RC.

The findings presented in this report provide detailed support for the proposed Plan
Amendment and demonstrate how the amendment will comply with applicable plans and
policies.

June 2006 3 (Anci1o SN
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Figure 1: Subject Property and Vicinity Map

i i i o e | ]

Tax Map 181 2AD Lot 800 - |~

Proposed Comp Plan
Amendment
TO:R12-18 to TO:RC

{ | eeeseeen Buys line

TO:R12-18
to
TORC

Source: RLIS Lite 2006

June 2006



Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit C
Page 7 of 76

900¢ aunf

| |
| |
“ ! i _
i ﬂu‘ e 1 7
i e JC
o
_ Lol
| 006 /L U
| |
i
_ s _ :
v = d |
— _ |
r i i 1&4
002 /1 il |
| 1v20Is] = sl | |
Thog /1 |
i \w& w_ - I

0 AHV3T MS

e TR I T ke | TR B |
$TC Lb i | lig i,

1 ¥ .
Pl Buyver g BbhL3

> "z
#

oogyr /1
vv201ST

dep 93is Auadoud 309fgng :z ainbig

24015 2111 3y 40f uonponddy juswipusuly uvjd



Case File 06-398-pA
Exhibit C
Page 8 of 76
Plan Amendment Application for The Little Store

HI. CONFORMANCE WITH COMPREHENSIVE FRAMEWORK PLAN

The following findings address the applicable Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria
to amend the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan. Applicable criteria were
identified as part of pre-application conferences held December 30, 2005 and February
10, 2006 (Attachment B).

Comprehensive Plan Policies

Policy I: The Planning Process

f Approve a quasi-judicial plan amendment to the Community Plan Maps,
including the implementing tax maps, only if the Review Authority determines that
the proponent has demonstrated that the proposed designation conforms to the
locational criteria of the Comprehensive Framework Plan, the Community Plan
Overview and sub-area description and design elements, complies with the
applicable policies, strategies and systems maps of the Transportation Plan,
complies with the applicable regional functional planning requirements
established by Metro, and demonstrates that the potential service impacts of the
designation will not impact the built or planned service delivery system in the
community. This is a generalized analysis that in no way precludes full
application of the Growth Management Policies to development permits as
provided in the Code.

In addition, the proponent shall demonstrate one of the following:

1. A mistake in the current designation such that it probably would not have been
placed on the property had the error been brought to the attention of the Board
during the adoption process.

Response: A plan designation of Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC) is
requested for the subject property, site of The Little Store, on the southeast corner of SW
90™ Avenue and SW Leahy Road. The TO:RC designation will recognize historical and
existing commercial use of the subject property. As indicated in a letter dated February
17, 2006 from the Washington County Planning Division Manager, a commercial
designation was intended for the property when the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community
Plan was first adopted in 1983. However, the commercial designation was never placed
on the property, even though the use existed and has continued to operate on this site.

The subject property is part of the Sunset Station Area Plan and, as a result, is in an area
that has been given transit oriented plan designations; its current designation is Transit
Oriented Residential (TO:R12-18). In addition to the light rail station, a TriMet bus line
runs on SW 90 Avenue north of SW Leahy and on SW Leahy Road east of SW 90"
Avenue. A bus stop is located across the street from The Little Store. The TO:RC
designation, therefore, is compatible with the area’s transit orientation.

June 2006 6
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As noted earlier, the Washington County Planning Division intended the subject property
to have a commercial designation when plan designations were first adopted in 1983. In
particular, the property would have been designated Neighborhood Commercial (NC) in
1983 but for an oversight. Instead it was designated residential (R-5), like the properties
adjacent to it. When the Sunset Station Area Plan was adopted in 1997, the R-5
residential designation was converted to a transit oriented residential designation
(TO:R12-18) for the subject property and surrounding properties. It stands to reason that
if the subject property had been designated NC at the time of development of the Sunset
Station Area Plan, that the corresponding transit oriented designation it would have
recerved would have been TO:RC.

This is reinforced by the fact that Washington County made a similar conversion from
NC to TO:RC for five tax lots at the corner of SW Locust and Hall Boulevard when it
legislatively amended the Metzger-Progress Community Plan i 2003 These
amendments were made by the County to implement the Washington Square Regional
Center Plan. These properties are sited similarly to the subject property in that they are
commercial sites located adjacent to a TriMet bus route.

The TO:RC designation practically suits the conditions of the subject property. The
mixture of commercial use on the ground floor and residential use on the second floor
currently found on the subject property 1s characteristic of the type of mixed use that
transit oriented districts encourage.

Also practically speaking, the dimensional requirements of the TO:RC district are more
compatible with The Little Store site than those of the NC district. The Traffic Impact
Statement (TIS) that the County prepared for this application (Attachment C) specifies
that an additional 17 feet of right-of-way on SW Leahy Road and 10 feet on SW 90™
Avenue would likely be required to be dedicated by future development or
redevelopment on The Little Store site. This dedication of right-of-way will effectively
reduce the developable site size to roughly 44 feet (along SW 90™ Avenue) by 139 feet
(along SW Leahy Road), or 6,116 square feet (0.14 net acres). This would bring the
developable lot line up to the face of the existing building on SW Leahy Road, essentially
creating a zero lot line that is characteristic of a TO:RC district rather than a NC District.?

Further, the developable lot size conforms to the TO:RC district and not to the NC
District.” Last, if the existing building were redeveloped on the reduced lot size,
maximum density standards of the NC district would restrict dwelling units above the

' Dedications described i the County’s TIS (Attachment A) were applied to the dimensions shown on the
site map in Figure 2 in order to arrive at these dimensions.

?NC districts require a minimum front, side, and rear yard setback of 20 feet on a corner lot. Conversely,
TO:RC districts have maximum front setbacks of 10 feet.

¥ NC districts require a minimum average lot depth and width of 85 feet, whereas TO:RC districts have no
such requirements. Also, the NC district has a minimum lot size of 8,500 square feet, whereas the net lot
size is estimated to be 6,116 acres in the case of future proposed development.

Ancri o gIeN
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store to three units whereas the TO:RC district would allow for three or more.* If The
Little Store were redeveloped under a TO:RC designation, the building would need to
have at least 1,530 square feet of floor area in order to meet the district’s minimum
density requirements of 0.25 FAR.’ However, site constraints and development
requirements (i.e. parking) would restrict the floor area of the redeveloped building to
approximately 2,200 square feet.®

District Characteristics and Location Criteria

Policy 19 of the Comprehensive Framework Plan (Plan Designations and Locational
Criteria for Development) characterizes the TO:RC District as follows:

The TO-RC District is primarily intended to provide the goods and services needed by
people living and working in or near LRT station communities. ..Uses in the district
must be pedestrian oriented in design and function. ..Hotels, apartments, and town
houses are also allowed on the upper floors of a building with first floor retail
commercial uses. ..In a station community, the minimum FAR in the TO:RC District is
... 0.25 beyond one-half mile from an LRT station.

The Little Store site conforms to the characteristics of a TO:RC designation. The
commercial use on the ground floor provides groceries and convenience goods for the
immediate neighborhood. The apartment unit on the second floor makes the building
into a small-scale mixed use befitting a neighborhood transit oriented district.

The location standards for Transit Oriented (TO) Districts are as follows:
Location criteria: The Interim Light Rail Station Area Overlay District shall apply to

lands within approximately one-half mile of light rail station sites, as shown on
applicable community plan maps.

The proposed plan amendment meets the location criteria. As determined by Washington
County, the site and existing commercial use is included in the Sunset Light Rail Station
Area. Accordingly, the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan shows its existing
designation to be transit oriented, albeit Transit Oriented Residential District, 12-18 units
per acre (TO:R12-18) as opposed to Transit Oriented Retail Commercial which would
more accurately reflect the historical and current use of the site.

* Maximum density in NC districts is 15 units/acre, and there is no maximum density in TO:RC districts
except as constrained by other development requirements and available capacity in the planned
transportation system. One unit on the net developable lot size is equivalent to 7.14 units/acre, so that
anything more than two units would exceed the NC district’s maximum density of 15 units/acre.

5 TO:RC districts require a minimum 0.25 FAR when sites are more than 2,600 feet from the light rail
station platform.

® The maximum building floor area was developed as part of the “reasonable worst case” scenario required
by the County’s Traffic Impact Statement, and is discussed in more detail later in this report.

AnGE OFIReN
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Other Requirements of Comprehensive Framework Plan, Policy 1f

Comprehensive Framework Plan, Policy 1f also requires compliance with the following
plans. The specific policies of these plans that require compliance were identified
through pre-application conferences with County staff on December 30, 2005 and
February 10, 2006.

*  Community Plan Overview: Policies 5, 9, 10, 12, and 13

»  Community Plan Sub-area Description and Design Elements. Policy 3
s Transportation Plan: Policies 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 10, 12, 14, 15, and 19

s Metro Functional Plan: Titles 1, 2, and 7

s Potential Service Impacts

The remainder of this report demonstrates compliance with these policies.
Policy 2: Citizen Involvement

It is the policy of Washington County to encourage citizen participation in all phases of
the planning process and to provide opportunities for continuing involvement and
effective communication between citizens and their county government.

Response: A neighborhood meeting is not required for this application according to
Section 203-3.2 of the County’s Community Development Code. However, the County
will provide public notice in accordance with Code Section 204-4 prior to the Planning
Commission hearing on this request.

Policy 14: Managing Growth
It is the policy of Washington County to manage growth on unincorporated lands within

the UGB such that public facilities and services are available to support orderly urban
development.

b. Categorize urban facilities and services into three categories: Critical, Essential
and Desirable
I Critical facilities and services are defined as: Public water, public

sanitary sewers, fire, drainage, and access (Local and Minor Collector
roads). An inability to provide an adequate level of Critical services in
conjunction with the proposed development will result in the denial of a
development application.

Response: As indicated by the attached “Request for Statement of Service Availability”
letters from the requisite service providers, water, stormwater, sewer, and fire services
are adequate to support the proposed plan amendment for the subject property
(Attachment E). Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue specifies that emergency service is
adequate for the proposed plan amendment but that access and water supply for the site
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will need to be provided if a development application is submitted in the future. This
application is strictly for an amendment to the current plan designation and does not
propose any development or changes to the site at this time.

The attached Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) prepared by Washington County reports that
access is currently non-conforming, but can be brought into compliance with County
standards in the event of a future development application (Attachment C). Specifically,
access to 90" Avenue would be prohibited because The Little Store site has less than 70
feet of frontage on a Neighborhood Route. According to the TIS, access on SW Leahy
Road would be restricted to a single driveway, versus the existing unrestricted access
along the property’s frontage, which would be spaced 100 feet from the edge of the lot at
the intersection of SW Leahy Road and 90" Avenue in conformance with County
standards.’

2 Essential facilities and services are defined as: Schools, Arterial
(including State highways) and Major Collector roads, transit
improvements (such as bus shelter and turnouts, etc.), police protection,
and on-site pedestrian facilities in the public right-of-way. Failure to
ensure the availability of an adequate level of all Essential services within
five (5) years from occupancy may result in the denial of a development
application. The Review Authority may condition the approval to limit the
period of time to a period shorter than five (5) years depending upon the
degree of impact that the proposal has on the inadequate facilities or
services and the risks to public safety in the interim period.

Response: The “Request for Statement of Service Availability” letters from the
Washington County Sheriff, the Beaverton School District, and TriMet state that the
service levels are adequate for the existing site if its plan designation was amended to
TO:RC as proposed (Attachment E). This application does not propose any development
or changes to the site.

The TIS prepared by the County indicates that transportation facilities, and in particular
SW Leahy Road (a County Collector road), may be found adequate for the proposed plan
amendment contingent on a comparative traffic analysis. The analysis compares the
existing traffic generation to the traffic generation estimated for the “reasonable worst
case” development possible under the proposed plan designation and given the
constraints of The Little Store site. The existing traffic generation for The Little Store is
estimated to be 201 average daily trips and the potential traffic generation 477 trips.® The
existing trip generation closely approximates the trip generation that would be expected if
the site had been appropriately designated as Neighborhood Commercial when the
Community Plan was adopted in 1983. While the “worst case” trip generation resulting
from a TO:RC designation would more than double average daily trips, the potential

7 See Figure 2 for the dimensions of the subject property.
8 Table 1 of the Little Store Rezone Trip Generation Analysis (Attachment D) prepared by DKS Associates

(April 28, 2006)
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number of future trips would conform to the volumes for which Collectors are designed,
does not alter the functional classification of the surrounding transportation network, and
would not be expected to create a significant impact to the transportation system.
Therefore, the Collector classification associated with the subject property (SW Leahy
Road) would continue to provide adequate service, particularly when site improvements
are made that clarify the access and parking situation on the site.

3. Desirable facility(ies) and service(s) are defined as. Public transportation
service, parks, bicycle facilities and off-site pedestrian facilities. These
are facilities and services which can be expected in a reasonable time
frame (five-year period) from the occupancy of a development. A
development application may be conditioned to facilitate these services
based upon specific findings.

Response: The “Request for Statement of Service Availability” letters from Tualatin
Hills Park & Recreation District and TriMet report that the service levels are also
adequate for the proposed amendment (Attachment E). This application 1s strictly for an
amendment to the current plan designation and does not propose any development or
changes to the site at this time.

The County’s TIS indicates that pedestrian and bicycle facility improvements will likely
be required in conjunction with any future development applications for The Little Store
site. Additional right-of-way on SW 90™ Avenue and SW Leahy Road will provide area
for sidewalks, as well as for bicycle lanes on SW Leahy Road. These improvements have
been classified as long-term improvements in the County’s Transportation Plan.’

d. Require that the cost of providing the required County urban services for a
particular land use proposal shall be borne by the applicant or benefited
properties unless otherwise authorized by the Board of County Commissioners.
Methods to assure needed improvements that address development impacts may
include but are not limited to improvements by an applicant, planned capital
improvements by a public agency, fees, and annexation to a park district.

Response: The applicant will pay for the costs of urban services provided to the subject
property when future development plans have been prepared for the property. Because
no development or changes to the site are proposed in this application, there are no
development impacts to mitigate or pay for at this time.

? Sidewalks on SW 90" and SW Leahy Road are included in the far-term improvement list of the County’s
Transportation Plan (Appendix C-5), and bike lane facilities on Leahy are identified as part of the plan’s
bicycle network gap analysis (Appendix C-8, Map #3).
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Policy 18: Plan Designations and Locational Criteria for Development
It is the policy of Washington County to prepare community plans and develop
regulations in accordance with land use categories and locational criteria contained in

the Comprehensive Framework Plan.

Implementing Strategies

The County will.

a. Utilize the land use classifications for the community planning program
characterized in this section as plan designations. In determining the appropriate
land use designations for community land, the location criteria should be utilized.
Through the preparation of Community Plans the application of the plan
designations my deviate from the general characterizations of those designations.
Such deviations shall be characterized in the Community Plans.

Interim Light Rail Station Area Overlay District

Characterization. The intent of this overlay district is to direct and encourage
development that is transit supportive and pedestrian oriented in areas within
approximately a one-half mile radius of planned westside light rail transit station
sites pending the development and adoption of site specific station area plans.

Location Criteria: The Interim Light Rail Station Area Overlay District shall
apply to lands within approximately one-half mile of light rail station sites, as
shown on applicable community plan maps. In identifying areas subject to this
district, consideration shall be given to parcel size, ownership patterns, the
existing transportation network, existing development patterns, development and
redevelopment opportunities, the ability of pedestrian oriented design so as to be
supportive of light rail transit and pedestrian travel and reinforce the substantial
public investment in westside light rail transit.

Response: The Little Store site is compatible with the characteristics and location
criteria established for transit oriented districts, as is supported by its inclusion in the
Sunset Light Rail Station Area adopted by Washington County. The subject property
itself is roughly one mile away from the Sunset light rail station in network distance
using a combination of pedestrian trails and surface streets. However, a TriMet bus line
also runs by the site and there is a bus stop across the street. In this sense, the subject
property has a dual transit orientation, with a stronger orientation toward bus transit than
light rail transit.

Given its transit orientation and site size (approximately 0.21 acres), small-scale mixed
use is appropriate for the subject property. The existing commercial use on the ground
floor provides groceries and convenience goods for the immediate neighborhood, for
residents that are walking, riding the bus, or driving. The apartment unit on the second
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floor makes the building into a small-scale mixed use befitting a neighborhood transit
oriented district.

Transit Qriented Districts

The land use districts described below are intended for application in station
communities and town centers, and along main streets and corridors, as defined
by the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. The land use and design provisions of these
districts shall direct and encourage development that is transit oriented. Transit
oriented development generally has the following characteristics:

* designed to encourage people to walk,

* contains a mix of land uses,

* density consistent with the type of transit service provided to the area;

* interconnected to the street system;,

* includes narrowed neighborhood streets, and

* designed to accommodate transit stops and access.

Each of the following transit oriented district addresses these characteristics
through its land use and design provisions:

Transit Oriented - Retail Commercial District (TO-RC)

The TO-RC District is primarily intended to provide the goods and services
needed by people living and working in or near LRT station communities,
regional and town centers, main streets and corridors. Uses in the district must
be pedestrian oriented in design and function. Auto-oriented uses, such as motor
vehicle service stations, may be allowed if appropriately designed, and in
compliance with minimum FAR standards ...Hotels, apartments, and town houses
are also allowed on the upper floors of a building with first floor retail
commercial uses.

In a station community, the minimum FAR in the TO-RC District is 0.5 within
one-quarter mile of an LRT station, 0.35 between one-quarter mile and one-half
mile from an LRT station, and 0.25 beyond one-half mile from an LRT station.

Response: The convenience retail store located on The Little Store site complies with
the intention of the TO:RC district. The site provides a mix of land uses, encouraged in
transit oriented districts, with a store on the ground floor and an apartment on the second
floor. Yet, even with the mix of uses, the density of the existing uses is comparable to
the surrounding residential neighborhood. This density is also appropriate because the
site is oriented to a neighborhood bus line more than an urban light rail line. While the
site does not currently meet the 0.25 FAR standard set for TO:RC zones, future
redevelopment, combined with the anticipated reduction in the site size due to right-of-
way requirements, would allow the site to increase its floor area and meet the standard
without becoming incompatible in scale with the surrounding neighborhood.'®

'9 As discussed in other sections of this report (pp. 16-17), the “worst case” development scenario under a
TO:RC designation would be approximately 2,200 square feet of building on a site of 0.14 net acres (6,116

June 2006 13



Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit C

Plan Amendment Application for The Little Store Page 16 of 76

While accessible by bus and personal vehicle, the subject property is pedestrian oriented
because of the small scale of its building and lot, narrow neighborhood streets, limited
setback of the store entrance from the street, the presence of trees around the store, and
its corner location. The site is surrounded by residences that are within short walking
distance. Further, in the case of future development or redevelopment of the site,
sidewalks and bicycle lanes would likely be required as conditions of development
approval.'!

Policy 21 Housing Affordability

It is the policy of Washington County to encourage the housing industry to provide an
adequate supply of affordable housing for all households in the unincorporated urban
County area.

Response: According to the current plan designation of TO:R12-18, the subject property
—a 0.21-acre tax lot — could accommodate up to four units. However, if the site were
redeveloped, the developable area of the lot would be reduced according to conditions
indicated in the County’s TIS. With dedications of additional right-of-way, the site
would effectively be reduced to approximately 6,115 square feet, or 0.14 net acres. In
this case, the maximum number of units the site could accommodate in a TO:R12-18
district is three units.

In a TO:RC district, the minimum density is 0.25 FAR."> There is no maximum density
in TO:RC districts per se, but the density is constrained by the available capacity in the
planned transportation system and the ability of the site to meet other development
standards such as dimensional standards and parking. As discussed in other sections of
this report, the most intense or “reasonable worst case” development, in terms of traffic
generation, in a TO:RC district would be a commercial use occupying approximately
2,200 square feet.

In TO:RC districts, housing can only be located on the upper floor of buildings with retail
commercial on the ground floor, so housing on the site must be located above the
commercial use. Adding housing to the “worst case” commercial development, however,
would increase the parking requirement for the site, which would, in turn, reduce the
floor area of the ground floor retail commercial use. Even with a footprint less than
2,200 square feet, this hypothetical development still has the potential to accommodate
three or four dwelling units on the upper floor, qualifying the housing as multi-family

square feet). This would result in an FAR of approximately 0.33 that would meet the TO:RC minimum
density requirement, and yet the building floor area would be comparable with the floor area of
surrounding single-family residences.

" This is based on the County’s TIS (Attachment C). Sidewalks are specified as part of the half-street
improvements likely to be required of future development, and bike lanes are part of the County’s road
section standards when the right-of-way is of sufficient and conforming width.

2 This is the standard given the subject property is beyond 1,300 feet from the Sunset light rail station
platform.
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attached residential. Typically, either rental or purchase of multi-family attached units is
more affordable for households than single-family units. Therefore, the TO:RC
designation has the potential to provide more affordable housing in the County than a
TO:R12-18 designation.

Policy 22 Housing Choice and Availability

It is the policy of Washington County to encourage the housing industry to make a
variety of housing types available, in sufficient quantities, to the housing consumer.

Response: This application does not propose development or changes to the site.
However, as addressed in the previous response, changing the subject property’s
designation from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC allows for the potential to increase the multi-
family housing stock of the County. Given that housing in unincorporated Washington
County is predommantly single-family, an increase in multi-family residential uses
creates more housing choice for the County’s residents.

Policy 30: Schools

It is the policy of Washington County to coordinate with school districts and other
educational institutions in planning future school facilities to ensure proper location and
safe access for students.

Response: The proposed plan amendment does not include development or changes to
the site. Therefore, the proposal does not require additional service from the school
district. (See the “Statement of Service Availability” from the Beaverton School District,
Attachment E.) If a development application is filed for the site in the future,
coordination with the school district and adequate school service provision will need to
be demonstrated at that time.

The Little Store site is located down the street (SW Leahy Road) from West Tualatin
View Elementary School. While no development or changes to the site are proposed as
part of this plan amendment, any future development will demonstrate that safe access to
the school is preserved and even enhanced by the proposed development. In particular,
the County has indicated that future development or redevelopment of The Little Store
site will provide enough right-of-way for sidewalks and bike lanes on SW Leahy."

Policy 31: Fire and Police Protection
It is the policy of Washington County to work closely with appropriate service providers

to assure that all areas of the County continue to be served with an adequate level of fire
and police protection.

'* Based on potential conditions of development approval outlined in the County’s Traffic Impact
Statement (TIS)
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Response: As is noted by the attached service letters, Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue
(TVF&R) and the Washington County Sheriff can provide the site with adequate
emergency services. TVF&R notes that if a development application is filed for the site
in the future, the applicant will need to demonstrate that there is adequate access to the
site and adequate water supply at that time.

Policy 32:

Transportation

1t is the policy of Washington County to regulate the existing transportation system and
to provide for the future transportation needs of the County through the development of a
Transportation Plan as an Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Response: The TIS prepared by Washington County (Attachment C) requires that an
analysis of the traffic generated by “reasonable worst case” development allowed under
the proposed plan designation be conducted and compared to trip generation from the
existing designation and use. The “reasonable worst case” or most intense form of
development under the proposed designation, TO:RC, was determined according to the
following factors.

The County’s TIS refers to dedication of an additional 17 feet of right-of-way
on SW Leahy Road and an additional 10 feet of right-of-way on SW 90" that
may be conditions of future development applications

This would result in developable lot dimensions of 44 feet by 139 feet, or
6,116 square feet."*

The minimum floor-area ratio (FAR) in the TO:RC district is 0.25. This
establishes the least amount of floor area for the potential “worst case”
development on the subject property as 1,530 square feet.

Of the uses allowed in the TO:RC district, a retail business was estimated to
be the use associated with the highest trip generation.

Parking need was determined according to Washington County parking
standards in Section 413-9.3 of the Community Development Code. The
standards for a retail store are 4.1 spaces for each thousand feet of building
gross square area.

Based on access restrictions identified in the TIS, the development scenario
assumed the building to be occupying the west side of the lot and parking on
the east side.

Setbacks for the lot were assumed as zero for the front of the building (facing
onto SW Leahy Road), five feet for the sides of the lot, five feet between
parking and the right-of-way and the rear lot line, and ten feet between the
building and the rear lot line.

The parking area was assumed to be a two-way dead end lot with right-angle
parking. Stall widths of 7.5-8.5 feet and a backing area of 5 feet, the
minimum required by the parking and loading standards of Section 413-4 of
the Community Development Code, were also assumed.

1 See the site map in Figure 2 for existing lot dimensions.
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o It was concluded that the maximum building gross floor area that could

accommodate required parking would be approximately 2,200 square feet
with 8 parking spaces.

According to traffic generation analysis by DKS Associates (Attachment D), trip
generation under these conditions is approximately 201 average daily trips for the
existing use and potentially 477 trips for the future development.”> While this scenario
more than doubles average daily trips, the potential number of future trips conforms to
the volumes for which Collectors such as SW Leahy are designed, does not alter the
functional classifications of the surrounding transportation network, and is not a
significant impact in transportation planning or engineering terms. Therefore, the
Collector classification associated with the subject property (SW Leahy Road) would
continue to provide adequate service, particularly when site improvements are made that
clarify the access and parking situation on the site.

Policy 40. REGIONAL PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION

It is the policy of Washington County to help formulate and locally implement Metro’s
regional growth management requirements in a manner that best serves existing and
future residents and businesses.

Station Communities: Station Communities generally include areas that are adjacent to,
or within easy walking distance of light rail stations. Along with the Regional Centers
and Town Centers, Station Communities are home to the most intensive land uses. These
areas are designated for higher density, transit supportive uses. The primary uses include
retail and service businesses, offices, mixed-use projects, higher-density housing, and
rowhouses. Station communities will have wide sidewalks and “street-side” facilities to
make these areas “pedestrian friendly.” Station Communities will evolve into higher
intensity areas that are focal points of public transit.

Response: The subject property is currently designated as transit oriented (TO:R12-18)
because it is located along a TriMet bus route and approximately one mile on foot from
the Sunset Light Rail station. This transit oriented designation was instituted as part of
the Sunset Station Area Plan, adopted by Washington County in 1997. The Sunset
Station Area Plan was prepared in order to implement the area’s designation as both a
Town Center and Station Community by Metro’s 2040 Growth Concept. The proposed
plan amendment maintains the transit oriented designation while acknowledging the
site’s existing and historical commercial use.

Being located 1n an established single-family residential neighborhood and oriented more
toward a commuter bus line than a light rail line, transit oriented development on and
around the site is not intended to be as dense or intense as development adjacent to a light
rail station or to a bus line with more frequent service. This level of transit service is

' Table 1 of the Little Store Rezone Trip Generation Analysis (Attachment D) prepared by DKS
Associates (April 28, 2006)
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appropriate for the area’s current development pattern. However, the transit oriented
designation adopted for the site and immediate area does prescribe a higher density than
other surrounding development (designated R-5), but not so much denser as to be
incompatible with surrounding development.

The combination of commercial and residential uses on the site complement the
residential nature of the neighborhood while providing groceries and other goods on a
small scale and in a location that is convenient to nearby residents. The proposed plan
amendment removes a regulatory barrier and allows small-scale mixed-use development
that is appropriate both to the neighborhood and its status as a station community.

The County estimates in its TIS that The Little Store currently generates about 130 daily
trips average (Attachment C). With its proximity to transit and neighborhood location,
trips to the site could be made by transit, bike, or on foot as well as by car. In terms of
transit accessibility, TriMet bus line 60 (Leahy Road) runs on SW Leahy Road in front of
the site, providing service at peak commuting hours on weekdays. A stop for the line is
located across the street. The Sunset Light Rail Station is also located about one mile
away by foot (using a combination of pedestrian trails and surface streets), and provides
frequent daily service.

In terms of pedestrian accessibility, the site’s general location is convenient to residents
of the area who are on foot. Existing unrestricted access on both street fronts of subject
property makes it easy for pedestrians from the surrounding residential neighborhood to
access. The bus stop across the street from The Little Store site and the elementary
school and sports fields nearby may also draw pedestrian traffic. Potential conditions of
future development approval that have been identified by the County (Attachment C)
include providing expanded right-of-way for sidewalks on SW Leahy Road and SW 90
Avenue and bike lanes on SW Leahy Road. These sidewalks would help fill gaps
between existing sidewalk on the west side of the SW Leahy Road/90"™ Avenue
intersection and further east on SW Leahy Road near the elementary school. This would
result in a safer and more pleasant pedestrian environment.

In these ways, the proposed plan amendment and future development proposals will
provide the type and intensity of land use and the accessibility that are approprate to the
neighborhood and implement regional planning concepts and policies.
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IV. CONFORMANCE WITH TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The following addresses the applicable Washington County Transportation Plan policies
identified through pre-application conferences held December 30, 2005 and February 10,
2006 (Attachment B).

Policy 1 Travel Needs Policy

It is the policy of Washington County to provide a multi-modal transportation system that
accommodates the diverse travel needs of Washington County residents and businesses.

Response: Based on traffic generation analysis'® and discussion in other sections of this
report'’, the proposed plan amendment will not significantly impact the existing or
planned transportation system for vehicle travel. Existing conditions of The Little Store
site permit unrestricted access to the building for bicyclists and pedestrians in the area.
However, these conditions will be made safer and more inviting in the case of future
development or redevelopment. Future redevelopment will likely need to provide for
sidewalks and bike lanes as well as restricting vehicle access to a designated driveway so
as to reduce conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists accessing the site.'®

Policy 2: System Safety
It is the policy of Washington County to provide a transportation system that is safe.

Response: The proposed plan amendment does not propose any development or changes
to the site, so that the safety of the system is not affected. In its TIS, the County
describes conditions that may be attached to development or redevelopment of the site in
the future. These conditions could include: (a) prohibiting access to the site on 90"
Avenue; and (b) limiting the access on SW Leahy Road to a single driveway, versus the
existing unrestricted access along the property’s frontage, which would be spaced from
the edge of the lot at the intersection of SW Leahy Road and 90" Avenue according to
County standards. These changes to the site would improve the safety of this part of the
transportation system.

Policy 4 System Funding
It is the policy of Washington County to aggressively seek adequate and reliable funding

Jor transportation facilities and services, and to ensure that funding is equitably raised
and allocated.

' The Little Store Rezone Trip Generation Analysis prepared by DKS Associates (April 28, 2006),
Attachment D

' See the narrative for Section I1I (Comprehensive Framework Plan), Policy 32 (Transportation), pp. 16-
17.

'® Based on potential conditions of development approval outlined in the County’s TIS
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Response: This plan amendment application does not propose development or changes
to the site, so it will not directly require transportation improvements. Comparing trip
generation calculated by DKS assuming the “reasonable worst case” development that
could potentially occur on the site to the trip generation of the existing designation and
use reported in the County’s TIS, the proposed change to TO:RC will not result in a
significant impact to the existing or planned transportation system." Transportation
improvements related to any future development will need to be provided by the
applicant.

Policy 5: Plan Implementation and System Management

It is the policy of Washington County to efficiently implement the transportation plan and
to efficiently manage the transportation system.

Response: The proposed plan amendment does not include development or changes to
the site, and therefore will not impede the County’s ability to efficiently implement the
transportation plan or manage the transportation system. In the case of future
development proposals for the site, the applicant will comply with conditions of approval
related to transportation that will allow the County to efficiently implement the plan and
manage the system.

Further, as established in the Development Code for TO:RC, maximum density of
development on the subject property will be constrained by the capacity in the
transportation system that is available while maintaining the roadway’s acceptable
volume-capacity (v/c) ratio. For station communities, the morning and evening peak first
and second hour acceptable v/c ratio is 0.99; for other urban areas, the acceptable v/c
ratio is 0.99 for the first hour and 0.9 for the second hour.?’

Policy 6: Roadway System Policy

It is the policy of Washington County to ensure that the roadway system is designed in a
manner that accommodates the diverse travel needs of all users of the transportation
system.

Response: The proposed plan amendment will not significantly impact the vehicle
capacity of the existing or planned transportation system.”! As it is, the site is accessible
by vehicle, bus, bike, or on foot. In its TIS, the County describes conditions that may be
attached to development or redevelopment of the site in the future, including provisions
for access control, more right-of-way, sidewalks, and bike lanes. These provisions will

' See the narrative for Section III (Comprehensive Framework Plan), Policy 32 (Transportation), pp. 16-
17.

20 Table 5 (Washington County Motor Vehicle Performance Measures) of Policy 6 of the Roadway
Element in the Washington County Transportation Plan

?l See the narrative for Section III (Comprehensive Framework Plan), Policy 32 (Transportation), pp. 16-
17.
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make the transportation system in the vicinity of The Little Store site safer for all travel
modes, and more accessible for non-vehicular travel modes.

Policy 10 Functional Classification Policy

It is the policy of Washington County to ensure the roadway system is designed and
operates efficiently through use of a roadway functional classification system.

Response: The proposed plan amendment will not result in any change to the functional
classifications of SW 90" Avenue or SW Leahy Road. SW Leahy Road is a three-lane
collector and SW 90™ a two-lane Neighborhood Route. According to the County’s TIS,
possible conditions of approval for future development or redevelopment of the site will
require additional right-of-way that would bring the site into compliance with cross-
section standards the County has for these functional classifications.

Policy 12 Transit Policy

It is the policy of Washington County to encourage and support development of transit
facilities and services that increase transit use in Washington County.

Response: The Little Store site is accessible to transit. TriMet bus line 60 (Leahy Road)
runs on SW Leahy Road in front of the site, providing service at peak commuting hours
on weekdays. A stop for the line is located across the street. The Sunset Light Rail
Station is also located about one mile away by foot (using a combination of pedestrian
trails and surface streets), and provides frequent daily service.

Policy 14 Pedestrian Policy

It is the policy of Washington County to encourage and support greater pedestrian
activity in the county by providing and maintaining an environment where walking is a
safe, convenient and pleasant mode of travel.

Response:  The site is located within a residential neighborhood, immediately
surrounded by homes with TO:R12-18 and R-5 plan designations, medium and low
density designations. Its location is convenient to residents of the area who are on foot.
Unrestricted access on both street fronts of subject property makes it easy for pedestrians
to access. Mature evergreen trees and the small-scale (two-story) nature of the mixed use
on the site make for a human-scale and pleasant environment. Pedestrians are also drawn
by the bus stop for TriMet line 60 across the street from The Little Store site and an
elementary school and sports fields within close proximity.

Although no improvements or changes to the site are proposed as part of this application,
the County has described potential conditions of approval for any proposed development
in the future. The improvements include providing expanded right-of-way for sidewalks
on SW Leahy Road and SW 90"™ Avenue and bike lanes on SW Leahy Road. These
sidewalks would help fill gaps between existing sidewalk on the west side of the SW
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Leahy Road/90™ Avenue intersection and further east on SW Leahy Road near the
elementary school. ~This would result in a safer and more pleasant pedestrian
environment.

Policy 15 Bicycle

It is the policy of Washington County to encourage and support greater bicycling activity
in Washington County by providing an environment in which bicycling is a safe and
convenient mode of travel.

Response: Just as with pedestrian access, the site’s neighborhood location and proximity
to transit encourage bicycling. As indicated by the County in its TIS (Attachment C), any
future development on the site would likely be conditioned to increase right-of-way on
the two adjacent streets, which would provide for bike lanes on SW Leahy Road and
safer and more accessible bicycling as a result. Bike parking would also be another
requirement for any future development of the site.

Policy 19 Transportation Planning Coordination and Public Involvement

It is the policy of Washington County to coordinate its transportation planning with
local, regional, state and federal agencies and to provide opportunities for citizens to
participate in planning processes.

Response: The proposed plan amendment will not significantly impact the existing or
planned transportation system or alter the functional classifications of SW 90" Avenue or
SW Leahy Road, both County roads.”* Therefore, no change to the County’s
transportation system plan is planned that would necessitate the coordination outlined in
Policy 19. The proposed plan amendment does not “significantly effect” the
transportation system and is consistent with the applicable provision of the
Transportation Planning Rule set forth in OAR 660-12-060.

Public involvement for the proposed plan amendment will be provided for as required by
the Washington County Community Development Code. A neighborhood meeting is not
required for this application according to Section 203-3.2 of the Community
Development Code. However, the County will provide public notice in accordance with
Code Section 204-4 prior to the Planning Commission hearing on this request.

22 See the narrative for Section III (Comprehensive Framework Plan), Policy 32 (Transportation), pp. 16-
17.
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V. CONFORMANCE WITH THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE

While no development is being proposed as a part of this plan amendment request, notes
from pre-application conferences held December 30, 2005 and February 10, 2006
indicate that the applicant needed to address the following sections of the Community
Development Code (Attachment B).

375 TRANSIT ORIENTED DISTRICTS
375-1 Intent and Purpose

The intent of the transit oriented districts is to direct and encourage development that is
transit supportive and pedestrian oriented in areas within approximately one-half mile of
light rail transit stations, within one-quarter mile of existing and planned primary bus
routes and in town centers and regional centers.

The purpose of the transit oriented districts is to limit development to that which (1) has
a sufficient density of employees, residents or users to be supportive of the type of transit
provided to the area, (2) generates a relatively high percentage of trips serviceable by
transit; (3) contains a complementary mix of land uses, (4) is designed to encourage
people to walk; ride a bicycle or use transit for a significant percentage of their trips.

Response: The subject property is currently designated as transit oriented (TO:R12-18)
because it is located along a TriMet bus route and about one mile on foot from the Sunset
Light Rail station. This transit oriented designation was instituted as part of the Sunset
Station Area Plan, adopted by Washington County in 1997. The proposed plan
amendment maintains the transit oriented designation while acknowledging the site’s
existing and historical commercial use.

Being located in an established single-family residential neighborhood and oriented more
toward a commuter bus line than a light rail line, transit oriented development on and
around the site is not intended to be as dense or intense as development close to the light
rail station or to a bus line with more frequent service. This level of transit service is
appropriate for the area’s current development pattern. However, the transit oriented
designation (TO:R12-18) adopted for the immediate area does prescribe a higher density
than surrounding development (R-5), but not so much denser as to be incompatible with
surrounding development.

The County estimates in its TIS that The Little Store currently generates about 130 daily
trips average (Attachment C). With its proximity to transit and neighborhood location,
these trips could be made by transit, bike, or on foot as well as by car. The mix of
commercial and residential uses on the site complement the residential nature of the
neighborhood while providing groceries and other goods on a small scale and in a
location that 1s convenient to nearby residents.

June 2006 23

aAssvciates



Case File 06-398-PA

Exhibit C
Plan Amendment Application for The Little Store Page 26 of 76

375-2 Transit Oriented District Names and Acronyms

The following are the transit oriented districts, by name and acronym, addressed by this
Section.

Transit Oriented Residential District, 12-18 units per acre (TO:R12-18)
Transit Oriented Retail Commercial District (TO:RC)

Response: Currently the site does not conform to its existing designation of TO:R12-18
in either use or density. The commercial use on the ground floor of The Little Store is
not permitted in residential districts. With one apartment unit on the second floor and a
site size of approximately 0.2 acres, the residential density is only 5 dwelling units per
acre.

The historical and existing commercial use is suited to a transit oriented commercial
designation, and TO:RC permits commercial uses such as retail businesses and food
markets by Type II and II procedures according to Table A of Section 375 of the
County’s Community Development Code. Section 375-7 (14) of the Code also explicitly
permits apartment and condominium units on the upper floors of buildings in the TO:RC
district.
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VI. CONFORMANCE WITH THE CEDAR HILLS-CEDAR MILL
COMMUNITY PLAN

The following addresses the applicable policies in the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill
Community Plan identified through pre-application conferences with the County.

Overview

Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill, located directly north of Beaverton and west of Portland city
limits, is one of the more developed urban communities in unincorporated Washington
County. Predominantly residential, this community provides workers and customers for
businesses in Beaverton Portland, and developing area to the east. Because several
major roadways traverse the area, Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill also serves as a conduit
through which significant numbers of regional work and shopping trips are made each
day to and from other points in the County.

Future development in Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill is planned to provide more shopping and
employment opportunities within the community. This will reduce the numbers and
lengths of trips residents must make and foster the development of the balanced, well-
serviced community prescribed in the Comprehensive Framework Plan.

The plan directs future medium and high density residential development toward three
general areas: northwest, central, and east. Each area is crossed by both Arterial and
Collector streets and each contains a significant amount of vacant buildable land in
relatively large parcels.

The center of the planning area is proposed for a mix of residential densities, along with
commercial and office uses. Included in this area is the land owned by the Peterkort
family, located north of Sunset Highway between the Highway 217 and SW Cedar Hills
Boulevard interchanges. Medium density housing on the Peterkort property is located to
serve as a buffer between new low density residential uses on the north and the office and
retail uses designated in the south adjacent to Sunset Highway. West of the Peterkort
property, high density residential is suggested for a large area between NW Cornell and
SW Barnes Roads. This density already has been established by existing apartment and
condominium complexes and fits in well with the array of retail and service
establishments in the adjacent Cedar Mill shopping area. The flood plain and resultant
open space will help create a desirable living environment.

In areas outside the three just described, increased residential densities are suggested
only for those lands which seem appropriate. For example, an area encompassing large-
sized residential lots located near a Collector is a good location for increased density if
the land is also relatively free from steep slopes or drainage hazards. There are several
such cases in Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill. Frequently, lots in these areas already are
developed with detached homes. Further development of the land in these situations will,
of course, be contingent upon such things as the desire of the landowner to seek infill
development on part of a lot and the physical characteristics of the lot itself.
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Response: Boundaries are not defined for the general areas addressed in the Cedar Hills-
Cedar Mill Community Plan Overview; the subject property appears to qualify either as
part of the center of the planning area or as an area outside the three addressed in the
overview. The subject property complies with the criteria of either area. As a
combination of small-scale commercial and residential uses, the property supports the
vision of mixed uses for the center of the planning area.

When viewed as an area outside of the three described in the Community Plan Overview,
the requested plan amendment complies with this policy in that there is no new
development and no increase in density proposed as part of this application. In this way,
the application preserves the existing character of the neighborhood.

Community Design-General Design Elements

5. All new subdivisions, attached unit residential developments, and commercial
developments shall provide for pedestrian/bicycle pathways which allow public access
through or along the development and connect adjacent developments and/or shopping
areas, schools, public transit and park and recreation sites.

Response: No development or changes to the site are proposed as part of this
application. In its existing condition, the site offers unrestricted access to The Little
Store and its apartment above. The County has indicated in the TIS (Attachment C) that
likely conditions for future development approval would include a dedication of right-of-
way on both SW 90™ Avenue and SW Leahy Road as well as half-street improvements
including a curb, sidewalk, and storm drainage. Required improvements on SW Leahy
Road would also include bike lanes. The sidewalk and bike lane facilities would provide
the kind of pedestrian and bicyclist access along the property described in this policy.

9. In the design of road improvements that are required of new developments to meet the
County’s growth management policies, pedestrian/bicycle pathways identified in the
County’s Transportation Plan shall be included.

Response: While no new development is proposed as part of this application, the
County’s TIS (Attachment C) has indicated that conditions for future development
approval would require dedication of additional right-of-way and half-street
improvements including a curb, sidewalk, storm drainage, and bike lanes (in the case of
SW Leahy Road) for both streets that the subject property fronts. Required
improvements on SW Leahy Road would also include bike lanes. The applicant will
demonstrate compliance with these conditions in the event of a future development
application.

Sidewalks on SW 90" and SW Leahy Road are included in the far-term improvement list
of the County’s Transportation Plan (Appendix C-5), and bike lane facilities on Leahy
are identified as part of the plan’s bicycle network gap analysis (Appendix C-8, Map #3).
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10. Noise reduction measures shall be incorporated into all new developments located
adjacent to Arterials and Collectors. Noise reduction alternatives include vegetative
buffers, berms, walls and other design techniques such as insulation, setbacks, and
orientation of windows away from the road.

Response: The Little Store site fronts one collector, SW Leahy Road. No development
or changes to the site are proposed as part of this application. In the event of future
development and where feasible, vegetative buffers will be used between parking, the
building, the street and adjacent properties. However, due to its location in a transit
oriented district and, consequently, an emphasis on an active and accessible street front,
setbacks will be minimal and the windows will be oriented toward the road.

12. New development shall dedicate right-of-way for road extensions and alignments as
indicated in Washington County’s Transportation Plan or Community Plans. New
development shall also be subject to conditions set forth in the County’s growth
management policies during the development review process.

Response: Development 1s not proposed as part of this application. The County
indicates in the TIS (Attachment C) prepared for this application that conditions of future
development would likely include dedication of additional right-of-way for a total of 30
feet from the centerline on SW 90" Avenue and 37 feet from the centerline on SW Leahy
Road.” The additional right-of-way brings the roads into compliance with the County
roadway sections for a 3-lane collector and 2-lane Neighborhood Route. The applicant
will demonstrate compliance with these conditions in the event of a future development
application.

13. New access onto Arterials and Collectors shall be limited. Shared or consolidated
access shall be required prior to the issuance of a development permit for land divisions
or structures located adjacent to these facilities, unless demonstrated to be infeasible.

Response: No new access is proposed in this application. However, modifications to
existing access are made clear in the County’s TIS regarding any future development on
this site (Attachment C). A non-access standard on SW Leahy Road will be instituted
with the exception of an access approved through the development review process. A
driveway or access that is approved through this process must meet the 100-foot
minimum spacing standard for collectors. This means that any driveway or access
approved on SW Leahy Road will be on the east end of the lot; the lot length is currently
149 feet (Figure 2). The TIS also specifies that lots with less than 70 feet of frontage will
not be permitted a separate direct access to a Neighborhood Route, which, in this case, is
SW 90™ Avenue. The applicant will demonstrate compliance with these access standards
at the time of a future development application.

3 See Figure 2 for the existing centerline measurements and lot dimensions.
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Westhaven Subarea

3. No increase in the Neighborhood Commercial area at SW 90th and SW Leahy shall be
granted through the quasi-judicial Plan Amendment process.

Response: The presence of this General Design Element in the Cedar Hills — Cedar Mill
Community Plan is an acknowledgement of the existence of The Little Store and the fact
that it is a Neighborhood Commercial Area. This Plan Amendment will merely recognize
from a land use designation perspective, the existence of The Little Store and its
commercial use. Because the property is located in a transit oriented district, the TO:RC
designation proposed is the most appropriate plan designation for the property. This Plan
Amendment does not propose to increase the “Neighborhood Commercial area at SW
90™ and SW Leahy”. The area of the tax lot that will remain after anticipated right-of-
way dedications are made when a development is proposed will reduce the area devoted
to a commercial use on the site.

The amendment to the designation of the subject property proposed in this application
acknowledges the existing and historical use of the site for commercial purposes and the
location of the site within a transit oriented district, and rectifies errors made in prior
residential designations. The application does not propose to convert residential uses on
surrounding properties to commercial uses or to otherwise increase the commercial area
or expand commercial uses beyond this site.
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VII. CONFORMANCE WITH METRO FUNCTIONAL PLAN

Title 8, Section 3.A. of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional
Plan) requires all plan amendment and zone change proposals to be consistent with the
Functional Plan. This section addresses the proposal in light of Functional Plan
requirements. The following analysis reviews the portions of the Functional Plan deemed
applicable by County staff and demonstrates how this proposal 1s consistent with the
purpose and requirements of the Functional Plan.

Title 1 — Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodations

This section of the Functional Plan facilitates efficient use of land within the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). Each city and county has determined its capacity for providing
housing and employment which serves as their baseline and if a city or county chooses to
reduce capacity in one location, it must transfer that capacity to another location. Cities
and counties must report changes in capacity annually to Metro.

Response: According to the current plan designation of TO:R12-18, the subject property
— a 0.21-acre tax lot — could accommodate up to four units. However, if the site were
redeveloped, the developable area of the lot would be reduced according to conditions
indicated in the County’s TIS (Attachment C). With dedications of additional right-of-
way, the site would effectively become approximately 6,115 square feet, or 0.14 acres.”*
In this case, the maximum number of units the site could accommodate in a TO:R12-18
district is three units. The existing commercial use and employment generated by it
would not be permitted to continue 1f the site were redeveloped because commercial and
office uses are prohibited in the TO:R12-18 district.

In a TO:RC district, the minimum density would be 0.25 floor area ratio (FAR) given that
the subject property is beyond 1,300 feet from the Sunset light rail station platform.
There 1s no maximum density in TO:RC districts per se, but the density 1s constrained by
the available capacity in the planned transportation system and the ability of the site to
meet other development standards such as parking.

In response to the County’s TIS, the most intense or “reasonable worst case”
development, in terms of traffic generation, in a TO:RC district was estimated assuming
the reduced lot area of 6,115 square feet (0.14 net acres). The result was a commercial
development of approximately 2,200 square feet. This commercial use would either
maintain or increase the amount of employment on the site.

Housing on the site must be located above the commercial use. In TO:RC districts,
housing can only be located on the upper floor of buildings with retail commercial on the
ground floor. Adding housing to the commercial use that is assumed for the “reasonable
worst case” scenario would increase the parking requirement for the site, which would, in
turn, reduce the floor area of the ground floor retail commercial use. However, even with

¥ See Figure 2 for existing lot dimensions.
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a footprint less than 2,200 square feet, this hypothetical development still has the
potential to accommodate three or four dwelling units on the upper floor. '

Based on these findings, the site has more capacity to provide housing and employment
with a TO:RC designation than with the existing TO:R12-18 designation.

Title 2 — Regional Parking Policy

The Metro 2040 Growth Concept calls for more compact development as a means to
encourage more efficient use of land, promote non-auto trips and protect air quality. In
addition, the federally mandated air quality plan adopted by the state relies on the 2040
Growth Concept fully achieving its transportation objectives. Notably, the air quality
plan relies upon reducing vehicle trips per capita and related parking spaces through
minimum and maximum parking ratios. This title addresses these state and federal
requirements and preserves the quality of life of the region.

3.07.220 Performance Standard
A. Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and
implementing regulations, if necessary, to meet or exceed the following minimum
standards:
1. Cities and counties shall require no more parking than the minimum as shown on
Table 3.07-2, Regional Parking Ratios, attached hereto; and
2. Cities and counties shall establish parking maximums at ratios no greater than
those listed in the Regional Parking Ratios Table and as illustrated in the Parking
Maximum Map.

Response: Minimum parking standards established for retail/commercial in Table 3.07-2
are the same as those established for retail stores in Washington County’s Community
Development Code, Section 413-9.3—4.1 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor
area. County maximum ratios are also set precisely to Functional Plan standards—S5.1
spaces per 1,000 square feet in Zone A and 6.2 spaces per 1,000 square feet in Zone B.

“Reasonable worst case” commercial development on the subject property, if designated
TO:RC, would require 8 parking spaces for approximately 2,200 square feet of floor area.
The Little Store site is small and constrained and, consequently the off-street parking it
can provide in this scenario barely meets the minimum parking standard and comes
nowhere close to exceeding the maximum standard.

3. Cities and counties shall establish an administrative or public hearing process for
considering ratios for individual or joint developments to allow a variance for parking
when a development application is received which may result in approval of construction
of parking spaces either in excess of the maximum parking ratios, or less than the
minimum parking ratios. Cities and counties may grant a variance from any maximum
parking ratios through a variance process.
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B. Free surface parking spaces shall be subject to the regional parking maximums
provided for Zone A and Zone B..... Sites that are proposed for redevelopment may be
allowed to phase in reductions as a local option. Where mixed land uses are proposed,
cities and counties shall provide for blended parking rates. It is recommended that cities
and counties count adjacent on-street parking spaces, nearby public parking and shared
parking toward required parking minimum standards.

Response: Washington County allows for a reduction in the minimum number of off-
street parking spaces required by Section 413-9 of the Community Development Code
for sites with frequent transit service or transit amenities on site, vanpool and carpool
parking, or bicycle parking (Sections 413-10, 413-12, and 413-13). Section 413-14 of
the Code specifies that total reductions in off-street parking shall not exceed 40% of the
required minimum spaces.

The County’s Code does not include more flexible parking standards specifically for
redevelopment or blended parking for mixed uses. Existing minimum parking standards
also address only off-street parking, and do not account for on-street or nearby public
parking.

The Little Store site is unlikely to qualify for parking requirement reductions as allowed
for in the County Code. Transit service to the site is not frequent (20 minutes or less),
nor are there transit amenities offered on the site as it 1s. Vanpool or carpool parking is
typically associated places of employment and not with a retail store or high-density
housing. Finally, reductions based on bicycle parking apply to sites with 50 or more
parking spaces. However, despite the unlikelihood of reductions in parking, the site —
and parking that may potentially be developed on the site — are small enough that they
should not significantly add to the amount of land in the region dedicated to parking,
which is the intent of Title 2.

Title 6 — Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Communities

The intention of Title 6 is to enhance the Centers designated on 2040 Growth Concept
Map by encouraging development in these Centers.

3.07.620 Local Strategy to Improve Centers

A. Each city and county with a Center shown on the 2040 Growth Concept map shall, on
a schedule established jointly with Metro but not later than December 31, 2007, develop
a strategy to enhance Centers within its jurisdiction. The strategy shall include at least
the following elements:

1. An analysis of physical and regulatory barriers to development and a program of
actions to eliminate or reduce them.

2. An accelerated review process for preferred types of development.

3. An analysis of incentives to encourage development and a program to adopt incentives
that are available and appropriate for each Center.

4. A schedule for implementation of Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional
Plan.
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5. An analysis of the need to identify one or more Neighborhood Centers within or in lose
proximity to Inner and Outer Neighborhoods to serve as a convenient location of
neighborhood commercial services, as authorized by Title 12, Section 3.07.1230 of the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

6. A work plan, including a schedule, to carry out the strategy.

Response: Washington County adopted the Sunset Station Area Plan in 1997, which
generally coincides with the Sunset Town Center depicted in the region’s 2040 Growth
Map and addresses the intention of this policy. As a result, transit oriented
comprehensive plan designations were adopted for the area around the Sunset light rail
station, including the subject property and surrounding properties.

Because the subject property should have had a Neighborhood Commercial (NC)
designation prior to the adoption of the Sunset Station Area Plan according to County
staff, the property would have likely been amended to the corresponding transit oriented
designation, transit oriented retail commercial (TO:RC). In terms of the Title 6 policy,
the proposed plan amendment removes a regulatory barrier and allows small-scale
mixed-use development that is appropriate both to the neighborhood and the station
community.

Title 7 — Affordable Housing

This section of the functional plan will ensure that all cities and counties in the region
are providing opportunities for affordable housing for households of all income levels.

3.07.730 Requirements for Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinance Changes
A. Cities and counties within the Metro region shall ensure that their comprehensive
plans and implementing ordinances.
1. Include strategies to ensure a diverse range of housing types within their
Jurisdictional boundaries.
2. Include in their plans actions and implementation measures designed to maintain
the existing supply of affordable housing as well as increase the opportunities for
new dispersed affordable housing within their boundaries.
3. Include plan policies, actions, and implementation measures aimed at increasing
opportunities for households of all income levels to live within their individual
Jjurisdictions in affordable housing.

Response: According to the current plan designation of TO:R12-18, the subject property
— a 0.21-acre tax lot — could accommodate up to four units. However, if the site were
redeveloped, the developable area of the lot would be reduced according to conditions
indicated in the County’s TIS. With dedications of additional right-of-way, the site
would effectively become approximately 6,115 square feet, or 0.14 net acres.”” In this
case, the maximum number of units the site could accommodate in a TO:R12-18 district
1s three units.

%% See the site map in Figure for existing lot dimensions.
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In a TO:RC district, the minimum density would be 0.25 floor area ratio (FAR) given that
the subject property is beyond 1,300 feet from the Sunset light rail station platform.
There is no maximum density in TO:RC districts per se, but the density is constrained by
the available capacity in the planned transportation system and the ability of the site to
meet other development standards such as parking.

In response to the County’s TIS, the most intense or “reasonable worst case”
development, in terms of traffic generation, in a TO:RC district was to be a commercial
development of about 2,200 square feet. In TO:RC districts, housing can only be located
on the upper floor of buildings with retail commercial on the ground floor, so housing on
the site must be located above the commercial use.

Adding housing to the commercial use that is assumed for the “reasonable worst case”
scenario would increase the parking requirement for the site, which would, in turn,
reduce the floor area of the ground floor retail commercial use. However, even with a
footprint less than 2,200 square feet, this hypothetical development still has the potential
to accommodate three or four dwelling units on the upper floor, qualifying the housing as
multi-family residential. Typically, either rental or purchase of multi-family units 1s
more affordable for households than single-family units. Therefore, the TO:RC
designation has the potential to provide more affordable housing than a TO:R12-18
designation, and . In this way, the TO:RC more fully implements the Title 7 policy to
offer housing choice and to maintain and even increase the affordable housing choice in
the county.
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IX. CONFORMANCE WITH THE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
OAR 660-12-060 Plan and Land Use Regulations Amendments

(1) Amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans, and land
use regulations which significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure
that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and
performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the
Jacility. This shall be accomplished by either:

(a) Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function,
capacity, and performance standards of the transportation facility,

(b)  Amending the TSP to provide transportation facilities adequate to support
the proposed land uses consistent with the requirements of this division,

(c) Altering land use designation, densities, or design requirement to reduce
demand for automobile travel needs through other modes, or

(d) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity and
performance standards, as needed, to accept greater motor vehicle
congestion to promote mixed use, pedestrian friendly development where
multimodal travel choices are provided.

(2) A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation

Sacility if it:

(a) Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility,

(b Changes standards implementing a functional classification system,

(c) Allows types of levels of land uses which would result in levels of travel or
access which are inconsistent with the functional classification of a
transportation facility, or

(d) Would reduce the performance standards of the facility below the
minimum acceptable level identified in the TSP

Response: The existing traffic generation for The Little Store is estimated to be 201
average daily trips and the potential traffic generation 477 trips.”® The existing trip
generation from The Little Store closely approximates the trip generation that would be
expected if the site had been appropriately designated as Neighborhood Commercial
when the Community Plan was adopted in 1983. While the “worst case” trip generation
resulting from a TO:RC designation would more than double average daily trips, the
potential number of future trips would conform to the volumes for which Collectors are
designed, does not alter the functional classification of the surrounding transportation
network, and would not be expected to create a significant impact to the transportation
system. Therefore, the Collector classification associated with the subject property (SW

26 Table 1 of the Little Store Rezone Trip Generation Analysis (Attachment D) prepared by DKS
Associates (April 28, 2006)

June 2006 34 Ao o JIeN

...........



Case File 06-398-PA

Exhibit C
Plan Amendment Application for The Little Store Page 37 of 76

Leahy Road) would continue to provide adequate service, particularly when site
improvements are made that clarify the access and parking situation at the site.

According to the County’s Transportation Plan, the morning and evening peak first and
second hour acceptable v/c ratio is 0.99 for station communities. For other urban areas,
the acceptable v/c ratio is 0.99 for the first hour and 0.9 for the second hour.”’

For purposes of compliance with OAR 660-012-0060 the proposed plan amendment will
not significantly affect the transportation system and trigger the remedies noted 1n the
Transportation Planning Rule.

%7 Table 5 (Washington County Motor Vehicle Performance Measures) of Policy 6 of the Roadway
Element in the Washington County Transportation Pian
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IX. SUMMARY

The proposed Plan Amendment from TO:12-18 to TO:RC fully complies with the
locational criteria of the Comprehensive Framework Plan, the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill
Community Plan Overview and Sub-Area Description and Design Elements, the
applicable policies, strategies and systems maps of the Transportation Plan, the
applicable regional functional planning requirements established by Metro, and
demonstrates that the potential service impacts of the designation will not impact the
built or planned service delivery system in the community.

This Plan Amendment will correct an error that was originally created with the adoption
of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan in 1983 when the property The Little
Store had been operating on since 1955 was designated R-5. Rather than applying a
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) designation to the site to recognize the existing
commercial operation, the County applied a RS designation to the site with the adoption
of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan in 1983. Subsequently, the land use
designation error was perpetuated when the property’s plan designation was amended
legislatively by Washington County from the RS designation to TO:R12-18 as part of the
Sunset Station Area Plan, adopted in 1997.

County staff has acknowledged that the site should have originally had a Neighborhood
Commercial designation. Amending the property’s designation now to be TO:RC will
rectify this situation and acknowledge its historical and present commercial use as well as
its inclusion in a transit oriented planning district (Sunset Station Area Plan). Had the
property originally been designated Neighborhood Commercial, when the legislative
amendments to implement the transit oriented planning district that included this property

occurred, the equivalent commercial designation to Neighborhood Commercial would
have been TO:RC.

This is reinforced by the fact that Washington County made a similar conversion from
Neighborhood Commercial to TO:RC for five tax lots at the corner of SW Locust and
Hall Boulevard when it amended the Metzger-Progress Community Plan in 2003. These
amendments were made by the County to implement the Washington Square Regional
Center Plan. These properties are sited similarly to the subject property in that they are
commercial sites located adjacent to a Tri-Met bus route.

The TO:RC designation suits the conditions of the subject property for reasons that have
been noted earlier in this application. The mixture of commercial use on the ground floor
and residential use on the second floor currently found on the subject property is
characteristic of the type of mixed use that transit oriented districts encourage.

The applicant respectfully requests that the Washington County Planning Commission
accept the findings included in this application and approve the request to amend the land
use designation of The Little Store from TO:12-18 to TO:RC.
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PLAN AMENDMENT APPIAGATGIQNSION

PROCEDURE TYPE Iil (QUASIJUDICIAL PUBUIC HEARING)

n

ceo.__|
COMMUNITY PLAN: _C__CA‘DJ Hills = Ce dar Mol)

EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S): T D R - 2= I8
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CASE FILE NO..

APPLICANT NAME AND ADORESS:
Sco aacba,ra

%5‘ O (S weSthdven ¢l
ortlaad R _922.25"

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE AND ADDRESS:
ank Aogelo .

OWYER'S NAME AND ADDRESS:
(oo tr Fag/soonrn

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
ASSESSORMAP NO(s).__ 1S 2 AD
TAX LOT NO(S)__E OO

STESZE__ .2\ Morey

ADDORESS: L N
LOCATION _ S £¢ snd  GOTH A

3 ocn O
O

Jores acl 72225

APPUCANT PHONE: SO 7 99— 4571 ceif
OWNERPHONE:___ SO 296 — 7920 Hour_
atso nomiey:_Funk Angelo 503 - 221- 36b4 (wor k)

PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT:

T0..RC

OATE OF PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE:
(Attach copy of summary) IZJ’SOIOJ/Oﬂd 2“0'0&)

EXISTING USE OF THE SITE:

Schacter

STAFF MEMBER: Pq_u l

Comvience Stoce ¥4 Appctments obow.  Storc.

LIST ASSESSOR MAP AND TAX LOT NUMBERS OF ALL CONTIGUOUS LOTS OR PARCELS UNDER IDENTICAL OWNERSHIP:

NA

UST ALL PREVIOUS DEVELOPMENT REQUESTS, LAND USE ACTIONS AND DATES OR PREVIOUS ACTIONS RELATING TO THE SUBJECT

PROP&RTY:
N

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE FILING OF THIS APPLICATION AND CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN
THIS APPLICATION IS COMPLETE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE.

Scotr ©. Furkairna

m OWNER {0 CONTRACT PURCHASER DATE {1 OWNER (O CONTRACT PURCHASER DATE
{0 owWNER [0 CONTRACT PURCHASER DATE {0 OWNER [0 CONTRACT PURCHASER DATE
NOTES:

4 THIS APPUCATION MUST BE SIGNED 8Y ALL THE OWNERS OR ALL THE
CONTRACT PURCHASERS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, AS DEFINED
8Y COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE SECTION 106-149.

+ IF THIS APPLICATION IS SIGNED BY THE CONTRACT PURCHASER(S),
THE CONTRACT PURCHASER(S) IS(ARE) CERTIFYING THAT THE
CONTRACT VENDOR HAS BEEN NOTIFIED OF THE APPUCATION.

@ THE APPUCANT OR A REPRESENTATIVE SHOULD BE PRESENT AT ALL
PUBLIC HEARINGS.

¢ NO APPROVAL WILL BE EFFECTIVE UNTIL THE APPEAL PERIOD HAS
EXPIRED.

¢ AN APPROVAL OR DENIAL OF THIS REQUEST MAY BE OVERTURNED ON
APPEAL.
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Pre-Application Meeting Notes
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WASHINGTON COUNTY PRE-APPLICANT: Exhibit C
* Y P Do o AND TRANSPORTATION. ‘ Page 42 of 76
% ROOMang-M L : ) — SceH Falc paird
' 155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE o
HILLSBORO, OREGON 67124 S0/ Sw westhaven
(G03) 8483510 faxc (So3jede-412 : e
) /’ni‘?;ﬂ'é_/ ipRE 27334 L

PLAN AMENDMENT PROPERTY OWNER:
PRE-APPLICATION (omE).
CONFERENCE — ’ '
SUMMARY

: PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
PROCEDURE TYPE il ASSESSORMAPNOS): /5, 24D -
ceo: [/ TAXLGT NOGY:_ oo . o

_ y “SITE SIZE: ﬁ e o
COMMUNITYPLAN: /. . 1/ . Lok, W b ADDRESS.
LOCATIO

EXISTING LANDUSE DISTRICT(S): _—, . - 2 /2- /% 5

554 /.aA-—, ang 7&%_‘_

PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT: A/ C-

DATE OF PRE-APPICATION CONFERENCE: /-2/6&,/2)" erearrucantpione: (523) 799 - /574,

STAFF MEMBER: w/ éc./z//&w

APPLICATION SUBMITTAL DEADLINE AND OTHER APPLICABLE REQU!REMENTS

FEBRUARY 15(genorally) for SPRING/SUMMER HEARINGS i AUGUST 15(generally) for FALL/WINTER HEARINGS
(NOTE: AN APPLICATION WILL NOT BE SCHEDULED FOR A PUBLIC HEARING UNTILL IT IS ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE. A COMPLETE APPLICATION ADDRESSES ALL APPLICABLE *
mmmvmmmmmmmmmmmmmmwmv
AND CORRECTLY, AND INCLUDES THE SPECIFIED FEE DEPOSIT AND THE CONTRACT BY THE OWNER AGREEING TO PAYMENT OF ALL COSTS ASSOCIATED
APPLICATION PROCESSING.) Wﬂ
APPLICABLE POLICIES AND REGULATIONS = = | @: 0+
URBAN COMPREHENSIVE FRAMEWORK PLAN OR RURAL/NATUI RESOURCE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS: / e w

DEMONSTRATE CONFORMANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING F
UNDERTHESEPOUICIES; /A #, /. # 1. 5 2
2R; Y - £,

TRANSPORTATION PLAN CONSIDERATIONS: )
DEMONSTRATE CONFORMANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING POLICIES AND, APPLICABLE IMPLEMENTING STRATEGIES

UNDERTHESE POLICIES: _/; 27 % (. lo; /0; LXMRZAN ol

COMMUNITY PLAN CONSIDERATIONS (URBAN AREA ONLY): . 4 I
DEMONSTRATE CONFORMANCE WITH THE COMMUNITY PLAN OVERVIEW, GENERAL DESIGN ELEMENT NUMBER(S! , ) /
_7;’; l“. 13; f , THE DESCRIPTION OF THE
SUBAREA DESIGN ELEMENT NUMBER(S) 3 , PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREA OF SPEClAL
CONCERN —— . AND SIGNIFICANT NATURAL AND HISTORIC & CULTURAL RESOURCE(S) DESIGNATION(S)
OF — ON THE PROPERTY.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSIDERATIONS: - - ¥ 5 7:2 2’02 Q;(‘/;
APPLICABLE LAND USE DISTRICT SECTIONS (PURPOSE AND PERMITTED USES); ks
PHYSICAL LIMITATIONS OF SITE (SECTIONS 421, 422) /('// 74 .

On-site Public Notice Requirement (Rural Area Only): Section 204-1.4 requires the site to be posted with a public notice sign and
an affidavit of posting filed within WIy-om{‘d)day:ofapplluﬂonacupm !

% & 2]26[0G gnad]



OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:
. State Transportation Planning R AS e o _ “op 6-/;'4)7&[_ Play (‘7:'7‘/(3 /I

== e — Case File 06-398-PA
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REVIEW AUTHORITY: M Planning Commission D Board of County Commissioners

GENERAL INFORMATION 5 b 4 T4 gt
PREVIOUS CASE FILES: __ ~_ L T

P

OUTSTANDING CONDITIONS AND VIOLATIONS:

OTHER INTERESTED AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS: __.

HANDOUTS DISTRIBUTED. ~ © =« -

- PLAN AMENDMENT APPUCAHON FORM' T
PLAN AMENDMENT PROCEDURE SUMMARY - &
AGREEMENT TO PAYMENT OF FEES FOR APPLICATION PROCESSIP!G -

- REQUEST FOR STATEMENT OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY FORMS .°. < e N
TRAFFIC IMPACT ST ATEMENT FORM ;

*DOCUMENT STOBE SUBMHT ED WITH APPLICATIQN ,il mya 60[ m,/— ane /‘W 7
s "’ al 611«/:/57&/;(55 —~evieu)

oF GoPiEs
PRE-APPLICATION SUMMARY
PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION FORM
| /£ ] WRITTEN EXPLANATION, JUSTIFICATION
FEE CONTRACT (SIGNED) B8 o )
WASHINGTON COUNTY TAX MAP(S) (must be obtalpeg from Assessment & Taxation Depanment) /51 24.19 ko
wsuaspoms&oes)soasscnous < : ' e A ¢
SERVICE PROVIDER LETTERS ' ¥
PUBLIC WATER [Z] parx Lo 4. " 2
SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION ana for Traffic Analysis
Cz2] ere - ] s =S 2
SEWER TRIMET
E::I SEPTIC SYSTEM E: ODOT - CONTACT
| /% | SURFACE WATER 1 cmvor
[ oner
247 \ -
[ 27T Fee oerosit oF §3806, EXCEPT FOR APPLICATIONS FOR

PLAN AMENDMENTS FROM AF-10 AND AF-5, WHICH REQUIRE
A DEPOSIT $1000.. (THE FINAL COST OF PROCESSING THIS

APPLICATION IS ESTIMATED TO BE % %0& . THIS

ESTIMATE IS NOT BINDING ON THE , AND MAY NOT

REFLECT THE FINAL COST OF PROCESSING THE APPLICATION.).
: MAILING LIST AND MAP FOR PROPERTIES IN AN ADJACENT COUNTY

THESE NOTES ARE GENERAL IN NATURE AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO COVER ALL OF THE ISSUES THAT MAY SURFACE IN THE REVIEW OF AN APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION MAY BE REQUIRED AND IT IS THE APPLICANT'S RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE THE NECESSARY INFORMATION mmocsssmmnonasmmav
OREGON LAW AND WASHINGTON COUNTY ORDINANCES AND REGULATIONS,
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ATTACHMENT C

Washington County Traffic Impact Statement



(For office use) — 020 Q\ Li bh)

N, WASHINGTON COUNTY RECE Case File 06-398-PA
S, oo iwavesonion " SCEl\ pLEASE TYPEORPRI  , EXtbic
155 N. 1 Avenue, #350-13, Ep 28 Applicant or Applicant’s Hepresentauve:
Hilsboro, OR 97124 Ly o 2005 ,
OreGo™ Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) Wmﬁ’&o%&.m ; A i O
http/Awww.co.washington.or.us & spd?gﬁw : ! 7 Zol
Traffic Impact Statement (T.1.S.) Request foctlend, 0R 91209 ;.
REQUIRED IF DEVELOPMENT GENERATES 40 A.D.T. OR o “': ':'e"r'_‘e Number _503-227: 364
MORE (4 OR MORE LOTS - SEE TRANSP. HANDOUT) 2
OPTIONAL, BUT RECOMMENDED IF <40 AD.T. nave:_S (Og tF agv‘sll)av:'fmi'ﬁa\/
FEE FOR SITE INSPECTION & —— ;‘{’; Y ;2 7 7622 3
EVALUATION: $182.00 (7/1/05 - 6/30/06) o TR
Aocepted By: T | st A0 Phone Number _503.541. 4319 (h) A :
. ' | CPQ Land Use Designation (Zoning)’ 10:212,‘13‘, ‘
Existing Use: L inside the UGB) or Rural (outside the UGB)
“he LitHe Sore - poavenience Sore with  Property Description:
_ﬁmgaa:mm}_ua)ﬁ.m&md_{imc__ Tax Mapgk LopNumber(s)
Propdsed Development Action:. i IS1 24D 0
’ N desi n o :
Aom 1:212-18 to T0:RC Site Size _(). 2| (€S -
If Residential: Total # of Dwelling Units __{. Site Adtdress =y V\clli 5 toaqt )
Single Famil Multi-Family V= earest cross street (or directions to site):
mg? = EXI§TINGU " PROPOSED orne of SW90th Ave and Sw Leah Ed
If Industrial or Commercial: & PROPOSED ACCESS TO THE SITE M s-r

# of sq. feet/ or Q00sE (0o chance) BE INDICATED ON A SITE PLAN AND MARKED

gross oo area IN THE FIELD WITH A STAKE AND FLAG. (ie.

i fn(;ftiim‘i) ‘l)c:‘yae:s \Iﬁ). fluorescent Surveyor’s ribbon). ”
# of sq. feet. List all Roads on which the site has frontage:
# of students, , Road Name Functional Cl
employees, 1. SwW 90t Nef)UCQWe 1 g'lt)Of oojé&a#c.
or members ' 2.9 Leahy foad 3w (ollector

A T..S. provides potential land development applicants with a site-specific list of typical
requirements and public improvements relating to County roads, but does not constitute all
possible requirements. The T.I.S:. report must be completed before the applicant submits a Land
Development Application. The completed T.I.S. report is considered part of a complete
Application for all development that generates 40 A.D.T. (4 or more lots, etc.)

Submit $182.00, this completed request form, an 8%2” X 11” or 11” x 17”reduced site plan

showing all access points, and an 8%2” X 11” photocopy of the current tax map indicaﬁng
all subject properties to Teri Heino, Assistant Planner, in the Land Development Services Div.

NOTE: Please allow at least 6 weeks for processing.

The applicant may be required to submit an Access Report (to assure safe function of the site's

access) if the project generates >500 trips per day. The applicant will be notified_on_the
completed T.I.S. if an Access Report is required. If required, the Access Report must be
accepted by a County Traffic Analyst, (503) 846-7950, before submittal of a Land Development

Application (allow approx. 10 days for review). REQUESTFORTIS  7/1/05



http://www.c0.wi

Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit C
_Rage 460f76

i

~ pate :
03-29-2006 ek L

R -
Permit Type : - TIs v Permit
# :02021443 '

Permit Status. :  FINAL ™~ Applied
:02/28/2006 i eyl
Situs Address :8998 SW LEAHY RD
Issued : 03/02/2006 . ;.
Parcel Number :1S1-02AD-00800 : fo '
Expire : , 1.03729/2007 -, s
Owner : MUTA,”JOSEPH'J SR & SUZAE&E
Payee : .
Appl.:ANGELO EATON & -ASSOC. pip
Addr.:z’ * 'FRANK ANGELO Appl.’
Phone: “od 503-227-3664- 1 5

: 620 SW MAIN, STE 201Cont. Phome:.

[

- 97205 Valuation:
$0.00

‘Validated By:
TERTH 0
Permit Descr. :PRELIM FIELD REPORT
(PLAN AMENDMENT)

Transaction Date :03/02/2006

ACCOUNT, STATUS : andll-Je
Transaction Time :02:51 PM Fees
Calculated: $182:00 $ 10 R e
Initials : TLHAdditional
Fees : $0.00 1 v . A
; " Fees Due : $182.00 - . b
_-Payments to Date : $182.00

' ACCOUNT. BALANCE : i
TRUST ACCOUNT LIST:

4 >

TRANSACTION LIST: ]
Type Method Description

Payment Check # 2397
182.00
TOTAL:182.00 ot
ACCOUNT ITEM LIST: ) _
Fee ID Description y B S
Account Code Current Pmts ~ Fie.

. - - - —————— " " " - —

- - —— - — — ———— - —— ——— - - o~ -

1037 Traffic Impact Statement
172.602030.44095 182.00

TOTAL: 182.00 -
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GOV ‘WASHINGTON COUNTY
éf\ %  Dept. of Land Use & Transportation
\) % Land Development Services Division
) 155 N. 1% Avenue, #350-13, :
" “"“Hilsboro, OR 97124 ~
OReGO™ :. . Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2908.
hup,llwww co.washington.or.us

TRAFFIC IMPACTSTATEMENT

These findings are for a proposed plan amendment from TO:R12-18 to TO RC for “The
Little Store”, with frontage on SW Leahy Road na SW 90" Avenue, affecting parcel :
1S102AD00800. :

A Plannlng Division - ‘The followmg comments are intended to address the overall
transportation system impacts of this plan amendment proposal. These comments
should not be used in conjunction with the actual, immediate, traffic |mpacts that may be
associated with a request for development approval of a specific use on this: site.
Questions regarding these Planning Division comments should be directed to Gregg
Leion, Senior Planner, at 846-3969.

1. If approved, this proposal would re-designate tax lot 800, Map 1S12AD
(approximately 0.21 acre), from TO: R12-18 (Transit Oriented: Residential 12 to
18 Units/Acre) to TO: RC (Transit Oriented Retail Commercial).

2 The subject property currently supports a convenience store with 4-apartment
units located on the second story of the 900-square foot building.

3. The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, OAR 660-012-0060 requires an
analysis of the impact of a proposed plan amendment on the planned
transportation system. To address this requirement, the County requires a
comparative analysis of a reasonable ‘worst case’ development of the site under
the current and proposed land use designation. ‘A ‘reasonable worst case’
development would be one with the greatest potential trip generation based on a
reasonable build-out of the site under the proposed plan designation. In .
determining what would constitute a ‘reasonable worst case” development on the
subject property under a Transit-Oriented Retail Commercial designation, the
provisions of CDC Section 375 will need to be considered. The applicant should
consider the FAR requirements of CDC Section 375 as well as the parking..
requirements of CDC Section 413 in determining a reasonable intensity of use -
-under the proposed TO: RC plan designation. ‘

Because of the small size of the subject parcel, development potential will be
limited under both the existing and proposed plan designations and a full traffic
analysis will therefore not be required. However, sufficient information must be
provided to address trip generation under the existing designation and under the
reasonable worst case development under the proposed TO: RC designation.

5. The Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area,-
Policy 1.f states:

A quasi-judicial plan amendment to the Community Plan Maps,
including the implementing tax maps, shall be granted only if the
Review Authority determines that the proponent has demonstrated
that the proposed designation conforms to the locational criteria of
the Comprehensive Framework Plan, the Community Plan Overview


http://www.co.washington.or.us
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and the sub-area description and design elements _complies witn

the regional plan, and demonstrates .that the..
impacts of the designation will -not. lmpact the:
service delivery system in the communlty This |
analysis that is no way precludes full appli n
Management Policies to development permit ‘as pre
Code.

As.it pertains to transportation, this policy requu'es the.County_to analyze the..i.?.
existing transportation system as well as the planned system. The applicant must
provide sufficient information regarding reasonable worst case development on "
the subject property under the existing and planned system 5 Hity ]

6. In addition to Policy 1.f., the applicant is required to address all refevarit pollcaesf’:
in the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan, adopted on October 29, -
2002. Transportation planning staff finds that the following Transportatlon Plan
+ policies are particularly relevant to this request, and should be addressed in the
plan amendment application: ‘ b g

" Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan Policies:

1.0  Travel Needs Policy

2.0  System Safety Policy

4.0 System Funding Policy

5.0  System Implementation and Plan Management Policy
6.0 Roadway System Policy

8.0 Roadway Safety Policy

10.0 Functional Classification Policy

12.0 Transit Policy

14.0 Pedestrian Policy

150 Bicycle Policy .

19.0 Transportatlon Planning Coordination and Publlc Involvement Policy

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE PLAN AMENDMENT REQUIREMENTS

660-012-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

(1)

Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a
land use regulation would sngmflcantly 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,
etc.) of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a
transportation facility if it would:

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

(b)  Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
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(5) : As measured at the end of the planning period |dent|f|ed in the adopted
transportatlon 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 faclllty,

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facmty
*  below the minimum acceptable performance standard ldentmed in the
TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(C)  Worsen the performanice of an existing or planned transportatlon facility
~ thatis otherwise projected to perform below the minimum acceptable
B " performance standard ldentmed in the TSP or oomprehensive plan.

2) Where a local government determines that there would be a sngmflcant effect,
compliance with section (1) shall be accomplished through one or a combination of the
following:

(a)  Adopting measures that demonstrate allowed land uses are conslstent with the
planned function, capacity, and performance standards of the transportation
facility.

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provnde transportatlon facilities,
improvements or services adequate to support the proposed land uses -
consistent with the requirements of this division; such amendments shall include
a funding plan or mechanism consistent with section (4) or include an
amendment to the transportation finance plan so that the facility, improvement,
or service will be provided by the end of the planning period.

(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce
* demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

(d)k Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, caﬁscity or performance
standards of the transportation facility.

=(e) Providing other measures as a condition of development or through a
development agreement or similar funding method, including transportation
system management measures, demand management or minor transportation
improvements. Local governments shall as part of the amendment specify when
measures or improvements provided pursuant to this subsection will be provided.

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this rule, a local government may approve an
amendment that would significantly affect an existing transpdrtation facility without
assuring that the allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity and
performance standards of the facility where:

(a) The facility is already performing below the minimum acceptable performance
standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan on the date the
amendment application is submitted;

(b) In the absence of the amendment, planned transportation facilities,
improvements and services as set forth in section (4) of this rule would not be
adequate to achieve consistency with the identified function, capacity or
perfon'nance standard for that facility by the end of the planning period identified
in the adopted TSP;
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(c). Development resulting from the amendment will, at a minimum, mitigate the

impacts of the amendment in a manner that avoids further degradation to the
performance of the facility by the time of the development through one or a
combination of transportation improvements or measures;

'(d) The. amendment does not involve property located in an interchange area as
defined in paragraph (4)(d)(C); and

() For affected state highways, ODOT provides a written statement that the
" “proposed funding and timing for the identified mitigation improvements or
measures are, at a minimum, sufficient to avoid further degradation to the
performance of the affected state highway. However, if a local government
. provides the appropriate ODOT regional office with written notice of a proposed
amendment in a manner that provides ODOT reasonable oppcrtumty to submit a

~ written statement into the record of the local government proceeding, and ODOT

does not provide a written statement, then the local govemment may proceedtl~

with applying subsections (a) through (d) of this section. - ;

(4) Deterrmnatlons under sections (1)-(3) of this rule shall be coordinated wrth affected
transportation facility and service providers and other affected local govemments

(a) In determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing or
planned transportation facility under subsection (1)(c) of this rule, local
governments shall rely- on existing transportation facilities and services and on
the planned transportation facilities, improvements and ‘services set forth in
subsections (b) and (c) below.

(b) Outside of interstate interchange areas, the following are considered planned
facilities, improvements and services:

(A)  Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are funded for
construction or implementation in the Statewide ~ Transportation
Improvement Program or a locally or regionally adopted transportation
improvement program or capital improvement plan or program of a
transportation service provider.

(B)  Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are authorized in
a local transportation system plan and for which a funding plan or
mechanism is in place or approved. These include, but are not limited to,
transportation facilities, improvements or services for which:
transportation systems development charge revenues are being
collected; a local improvement district or reimbursement district has been .
established or will be established prior to development; a development
agreement has been adopted; or conditions. of approval to fund the
improvement have been adopted.

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a metropolitan
planning organization (MPO) area that are part of the area's federally-
approved, financially constrained regional transportation system plan.

(D) Improvements to state highways that are included as planned
improvements in a regional or local transportation system plan or
comprehensive plan when ODOT provides a written statement that the
improvements are reasonably likely to be provided by the end of the
planning period.
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(E)  Improvements to regional and local roads, streets or other transportation
facilities or services that are included.as planned improvements in a
regional or local transportation system plan or comprehensive plan when
the local government(s) or transportation service provider(s) responsible
for the facility, improvement or service provides a written statement that

" the facility, improvement or service is reasonably Ilkely to be provided by

the end of the planning period.

| (c) | : ‘Wlthln interstate interchange areas, the lmprovements included in (b)(A) (C) are

considered planned facilities, improvements and services, except where:

(A)  ODOT provides a written statement that the proposed funding and timing
of mitigation measures are sufficient to avoid a significant adverse impact
on the Interstate Highway system, then local govemments may also rely
on the improvements identified in paragraphs (b)(D) ‘and (E) of this
section; or

«(B)  There is an adopted interchange area management. plan then local
" -~ governments may also rely.on the improvements identified in- that plan
and which are also identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E) of this section.

(d)ﬂ As used in this section and section (3):

(A)  Planned interchange means new mterchanges and relocatlon of existing
interchanges that are authorized in an adopted transportation system
plan or comprehensive plan;

(B) Interstate highway means Interstates 5, 82, 84, 105, 205 and 405; and
(C) Interstate interchange area means:

(i) Property within one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange
on an Interstate Highway as measured from the center point of
the interchange; or

(ii) The interchange area as defined in the Interchange Area
Management Plan adopted as an amendment to the Oregon
Highway Plan.

(e) For purposes of this section, a written statement provided pursuant to
- paragraphs (b)(D), (b)(E) or (c)(A) provided by ODOT, a local government or
transportation facility provider, as appropriate, shall be conclusive in determining
whether a transportation facility, improvement or service is a planned
transportation facility, improvement or service. In the absence of a written
statement, a local government can only rely upon planned transportation
 facilities, improvements and services identified in paragraphs (b)(A)-(C) to
determine whether there is' a significant effect that requires application of the
remedies in section (2).

The presence of a transportation facility or improvement shall not be a basis for an
exception to allow residential, commercial, institutional or industrial development on rural
lands under this division or OAR 660-004-0022 and 660-004-0028.

In determining whether proposed land uses would affect or be consistent with planned
transportation facilities as prowded in 0060(1) and (2), local govemments shall give full
credit for potential reduction in vehicle trips for uses located in mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly centers, and neighborhoods as provided in-(a)-(d) below;
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(a) Absent adopted local standards or detailed information about the vehicie trip

reduction benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development, = local
governments shall assume that uses located within a mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly center, or neighborhood, will generate 10% fewer daily and peak hour
trips than are specified in available published estimates, such as those provided
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual that do
not specifically account for the effects of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly
development. The 10% reduction allowed for by this section shall be available
only if uses which rely solely on auto trips, such as gas stations, car washes,
storage facilities, and motels are prohibited;

. (b)  Local governments shall use detailed or local information about the trip reduction
benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development where such information
is available and presented to the local government. Local governments may,
based on such information, allow reductions greater than the 10% reduction

required in (a);

(c)  Where a local government assumes or estimates lower vehicle trip generation as
' provided in (a) or (b) above, it shali assure through conditions of approval, site
plans, or approval standards that subsequent development approvals support
the development of a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or neighborhood and
provide for on-site bike and pedestrian connectsvxty and access to transit as
provided for in 0045(3) and (4). The provision of on-site bike and pedestrian
connectivity and access to transit may be accomplished through application of
acknowledged ordinance provisions which comply with 0045(3) and (4) or
through conditions of approval or findings adopted with the plan amendment that
assure compliance with these rule requirements at the time of development
approval; and

(d)  The purpose of this section is to provide an incentive for the designation and
implementation of pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use centers and neighborhoods by
lowering the regulatory barriers to plan amendments which accomplish this type
of development. The actual trip reduction benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly development will vary from case to case and may be somewhat higher or
lower than presumed pursuant to (a) above. The Commission concludes that this
assumption is warranted given general information about the expected effects of
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development and its intent to encourage changes
to plans and development patterns. Nothing in this section is intended to affect
the application of provisions in local plans or ordinances which pfovude for the
calculation or assessment of systems development charges or in preparing
conformity determinations required under the federal Clean Air Act

) Amendments to acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations which
meet all of the criteria listed in (a)-(c) below shall include an amendment to the
comprehensive plan, transportation system plan the adoption of a local street plan,
access management plan, future street plan or other binding local transportation plan to
provide for on-site alignment of streets or accessways with existing and planned arterial,
collector, and local streets surrounding the site as necessary to implement the
requirements in Section 0020(2)(b) and Section 0045(3) of this division:

(a) The plan or land use regulation amendment results in designation of two or more
acres of land for commercial use;

(b)  The local government has not adopted a TSP or local street plan which complies
with Section 0020(2)(b) or, in the Portland Metropolitan Area, has not complied



Lase File 06-395.p A
Exhibit ¢
Page 53 of 76

with Metro's requirement for street connectivity as contalned in Title, 6 Sectlon 3
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; and :

(c)  The proposed amendment would significantly affect a transportatlon faclhty as
provided in 0060(1)

(8) A “mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or nenghborhood for the purposes “of this rule,
means:

(a)"Any one of the following:
(A) An eXiSting central business ‘distrlcf'or downtown;

(B):.; An area designated as a central city, regional center, town center or main
" streetin the Portland Metro 2040 Reglonal Growth Concept

,_ (Cf)_ .. An area designated i in an acknowledged comprehenswe plan asa transut
" oriented development or a pedestnan district; or

(D) An area designated as a special transportatlon area as provnded for in the-
Oregon Highway Plan.

“(b)  ~An area other than those listed i in (a) Wthh lncludes oris planned to include the
‘-;followmg characteristics:

“(A). ‘A concentration of a variety of land uses m a well-deflned area, mcludmg

the following:
(i Medium to high density residential development (12 or more units
per acre);

(ii) Offices or office buildings;
(i)  Retail stores and services;
(iv)  Restaurants; and

(v) Public open space or pnvate open space Whlch is avallable for
public use, such as a park or plaza o

(B)  Generally lnclud_e civic or cultural uses;
(C) A core commercial area where multi-story buildings are permitted;
(D)  Buildings and building entrances oriented to streets;

(E)  Street connections and crossings that make the center safe and
conveniently accessible from adjacent areas;

(F) A network of streets and, where appropriate, accessways and major
driveways that make it attractive and highly convenient for people to walk
between uses within the center or neighborhood, including streets and
major driveways within the center with wide sidewalks and other features,
including pedestrian-oriented street crossings, street trees, pedestrian-
scale lighting and on-street parking;

(G) One or more transit stops (in urban areas with fixed route transit service);
and

(H)  Limit or do not allow low-intensity or land extensive uses, such as most
industrial uses, automobile sales and services, and drive-through
services. X
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- Land Development Services - The following are development oondmgns that may be

required by The Department of Land Use and Transportation. These requirements,
supported by findings of fact, will be the basis for recommendations: to the Review
Authority or Hearings Officer regarding your Land Use Application.

Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide 37 feet from centerline of Sw Leahy Road
adjacent to the site, including adequate comer radius. e

Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide 30 feet from centerline .of; SW 90th
Avenue adjacent to the site, including adequate corner radius.

Establish a non-access restriction along the site's frOntage of SW Leahy Road,
except at any access approved through the development rewew process.

SW Leahy Road is a collector, with a minimum access spacing - standard of 100 feet.
The current access to SW Leahy Road is unrestricted along the site’s frontage. The
existing access does not meet this standard. The access needs to be relocated to
the east side of the site. : \

SW 90" Avenue is a Neighborhood Route, wnth a minimum ‘access spacing standard
of 50 feet. The existing access to SW 90™ Avenue does not meet this standard.
Lots with less than seventy (70) feet of frontage shall not be penmtted a separate
direct access to a Neighborhood Route. Where a common access is available it shall
be used, provided that such use will not result in serious operational or safety
problems. If a 25% increase in vehicle trips will occur, a Type Il Hardship Relief
Variance to the access spacing standard must be requested and approved.

Sight distance (300 feet required in both directions) along the sites frontage of SW
Leahy Road is restricted by a large fir tree.

Sight distance (250 feet required in both directions} at the existing access of SW 90th
Avenue will be adequate upon vegetation removal.

Construct a half-street improvement to County standard along the site’s frontage of
SW Leahy Road. (A half-street improvement includes half width pavement including
bike lane as well as curb, storm drainage, and sidewalk.)

Construct a half-street improvement to County standard along the site’s frontage of
SW 90th Avenue. (A half-street improvement includes half width pavement as well
as curb, storm drainage, and sidewalk.)

Eliminate parking within right-of-way and provide an on-site parking lot.

Obtain a Facility Permit from the Department of Land Use and Transportation for
construction of all required public impravements.

This existing development generates approximately 130 average daily vehicle trips
based on ITE Code 850.

Additional requirements such as off-site improvements pursuant to R & O 86-95 may
apply to specific development at the Development Review stage (and/or upon the
review of an Access Report).

A TRAFFIC STAFF REPORT MAY BE DONE AND THIS SITE MAY BE REVIEWED
FOR REQUIRED TRAFFIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS, WHICH MAY RESULT IN
ON- OR OFF-SITE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS BEING REQUIRED OF THIS
DEVELOPMENT.

02021443.D0C/tih ’ 3/24/06
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ATTACHMENT D

DKS Associates Trip Generation Analysis
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DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 28, 2006

TO: Frank Angelo, Angelo Eaton & Associates

FROM: Christopher S. Maciejewski, PE

SUBJECT: Little Store Rezone Trip Generation Analysis P# 06084-000-000

This memorandum describes the trip generation analysis conducted for the proposed rezone for the
Little Store, located in Washington County, Oregon. The project site, located at 8998 SW Leahy
Road, is currently residentially zoned as TO12-18. However, the current site use includes an
existing convenience food store (900 square feet) and 1 multi-family units (located above the
convenience store). The proposed rezone would change the designation to TO-RC, which would
permit retail development (e.g. a convenience store) up to an estimated 2,210 square feet'. Both

the existing and proposed retail uses (convenience store) were assumed to operate 15 hours per
day.

To determine the potential trip generation of the proposed rezone site, estimates were made for
daily and PM peak hour trips based on rates provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’
(ITE) for similar land use types and information observed at similar sites. Table 1 lists the
estimated trips for the existing site use, residential buildout, and worst-case retail buildout.

The existing residential use was assumed to be similar to apartment units (ITE Code 220). The
existing convenience store was assumed to be similar to a 15-16 hour convenience store (ITE Code
852). While the ITE Trip Generation Manual does not provide daily trip rates for a 15-16 hour
convenience store; the manual does provide a daily trip rate for 24-hour convenience store (ITE
Code 851). Historical hourly profile information collected at a 24-hour convenience store was
utilized to determine that 75% of a 24-hour convenience store’s trips occurred during the highest
15-hour period’. Based on these assumptions, the existing site use was estimated to generate
approximately 201 daily vehicle trips and 12 PM peak hour vehicle trips.

The worst-case residential build-out of 4 multi-family units (.21 acres * 18 units/acre = 4 units) was
assumed to generate trips similar to apartment units (ITE Code 220). This residential buildout
would generate approximately 23 daily vehicle trips and 3 PM peak hour vehicle trips.

! Based on phone conversation with Frank Angelo, April 7, 2006.
% Trip Generation Manual, 7" Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003.
3 Data Source - DKS Associates historical files.

1400 S.W. 5 Avenue
Suite 500
Portland, OR 97201-5502

(503) 243-3500
(503) 243-1934 fax
www.dksassociates.com


http://www.dksassociates.cain
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1 MORANDUM
DKS Associates S il J000c

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS PageZon

The worst-case retail build-out was estimated by the project team to be a 2,210 square foot, 15-
hour convenience store. This retail use was assumed to generate trips similar to the existing site
convenience store, as described previously. This retail buildout would generate approximately 655
daily vehicle trips (276 more daily trips than the existing site use) and 30 PM peak hour trips (18
more PM peak hour trips than the existing site use).

Table 1: Estimated Vehicle Trip Generation

Trip Generation : i i PM Peak

Scenario Unie Daily Trips Hour Trips
900 s.f. (Convenience Store) 201%* {2+

Existing Use* 1 Dwellings (Multi-family)

Buildout Residential . ) .

Zoning (TO12-18) 4 Dwellings (Multi-family) 23 3

Buildout Retail 2,210 s.f. (Convenience Store) 477%* 30**

Zoning (TO-RC)

*The existing use approximates neighborhood commercial zoning
**[ncludes a reduction for pass-by trips (61%)*

For purposes of comparing the existing site to the potential for future development on the
site, the difference between the existing retail use (not buildout of the existing zoning) and
the proposed TO-RC zoning is the most appropriate quantity. As listed, the rezone to TO-
RC has the potential to add 256 daily vehicle trips and 18 peak hour vehicle trips with a
worst-case analysis.

Please let us know if you have any questions.

* Trip Generation Handbook — Second Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, June 2004.
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ATTACHMENT E

Service Provider Letters
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- ~ e sorscmonomre_LL(50 /o
me mﬂwgyf‘“’"g | Sarvico Provider P1EASE RETURN THIS FORM T0;
2 Land Davelogment Services Division '
155 N. 1% Averuo, £350-13, N
| lisdoro, OR 97124
OREGo®  Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2008
hipdfwsw, co.washington.or.us
Request For Statement Of Service
Availability .
[l WATER DISTRICT: __ NAME: o icoairn
[] FIREDISTRICT: ADDRESS: __PYOf Sty by ven efr
- s - R’ - 2.
] TREMET Pl-l'ONE;‘ SO 299 ¥syt ~ecll-
' TUALATIN HILLS PARK & REC. DISTRICT Property Desc.: Tax Ma“ﬂ: Lot Number(s):
O cmvor_ | b
: " CLEAN WATER SERVICES A 3 v
' SiteSize'_____Z;l : ) :
2550 Sw HhilsboroH hW&j sno Adross:_BY I8 .S Leaby Ref

tilsho, 0R ¢ ;z Negrest ross street {or diractions (o SRe:
Neﬂggeuh;f Read ¢l 20 th

PROPOSED PROJECTNAME: __ L H-fe. Sfoe .
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTIONM: (neveLopmenT REVIEW, SUBGIVISION, PARTITION, SPECIAL USE)

(arnprenensive plan amend

EXISTING USE: (ot yéem o et PROPOSED USE: _(Qo dnangez (’10 QC)
IF RESIDENTIAL: . IF INDUSTRIALCOMMERC kAL: IF INSTITUTIONAL:
QL UF UWELLING UNITS.. 7} . e o wsie_(OOVENER S " NO.SQ.FT.

SINGLE FAm, MULTHAM, Z" NO. OF SQ FT. (G%OSS FLOORAREA)Q.QQSf NO.STLDENTSIBPLO\!EEM__.

oy P prmagy - g —— prsiney — . St . awtny @ @ WM & w mvn @ Gy © B vewm W w e @ o W D
Il R o -‘.‘—--—-‘-‘-'—'-""'-C-I'—uo'-— o — e W W G W e TS G e w W wma

5 w4+ ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER*™*** ‘ ¢
~ PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE).
5 RETURN THIS COMPLETED FORM TO THE APPLIGANT AS LISTED ABOVE,

* (Do NOT retum this form b Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with their Land g
|- Develupment Applicsstion submittad). R

— — — ——— o iy = NS M 6 emams w s R W D UMD 4 % e W m St M W WS @ o wmem w o s b W cmwl
--"—‘---:-7--—2':2-3-.‘-:..:.:..-2..%. .—‘--—.-—--—..—.-—--—--—-.-_---—.v

m SERVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE TO SERVE THE PROPOSED PROJECT. -
Fleasahmlemaumcvmems of revisions o the proposal ara needed for You to provide adegquata sesvion ba this project.

SKGNATURE: __ W M__ L POSITION: ETA DATE: ‘{/5{"/06

U SERVICL. LEVEL IS INADEQUATE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
Please indicate why the service level (s madequata,

SIGNATURE: POSITION: .. .. e DATE __
Jeivice? 112304
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| - PReAPPUCATIONOATE: I (30105 pags soote
f*"“’"co% m’*&eu";?rrcouﬁg | service Provider: PLEASE RETURN THIS FORMTO:
2 Land Devoopment Sences Division | APPLICANT: s |
55 N. 1% Avenue, #350-13, . 5 . .
QD o ovarie | COMPANY: _S_CL*\‘_E\L__:_M!uV_iQLply
NECO™  Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2908 | CONTACT: K ott Taidbein |

hitp:/iwww.co. washington.or us | ADDRESS: wesHuen o |
Request For Statement Of Service
Availability

] WATERDISTRICT:
[0 FIRE DISTRICT:

O TR-MET PHONE: _ CO3 299 457 —-ecll~
TUALATIN HILLS PARK & REC. DISTRICT  prooerty Desos Tax Mantsh Lot Nmber(s)
3/ 28D K]

00 ciryor 15107 Swwalkef

[0 CLEAN WATER SERVICES Beiverion, 0% .
Q/’oo(o SiteSize:_ 0.2 Acred

Site Address: __ Y 18 <& Lfeaby Ref
est cross street (or directions (o site):
The ecwh 0 el $

PROPOSED PROJECTNAME: ___ L H-/le Sfor .
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: (DEVELOPMENT REVIEW, SUBOIVISION, PARTITION, SPECIAL USE)
N amadina desanati™ o pesidents

il

EXISTING Use: Com vience Store. v Agfurtwest™ PROPOSED UsE:_(Mo change) (10:Rc)

IF RESIDENTIAL: IF INDUSTRIALICOMMERCIAL:  IF INSTITUTIONAL:

NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: i TYPE OF USE: _@Qﬂﬂﬁ@! e NO. SQ FT.

SINGLE FAM, MULTIHFAM NO. OF SQ FT. (GROSS FLOOR AR&)Q_Q_QS -+ NO. STUDENTS/EMPLOYEES/MEMBERS:

e & T T AT T T i T e T e T T e O T T w8 e . —— e — ﬁ
=+ ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER**"** -

i PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE). .

I RETURN THiS COMPLETED FORM TO THE AP AS LISTED ABOVE.

..
% (Do NOT retum this form to Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with theis Land 2

- e T T A T A T e e T e e Tt T A T I A T r e t r cm s s R Y A Y e e @ S e S T e - - e - T

m SERVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE TO SERVE THE PROPdSED PROJECT.
Please indicale what improvements, of revisions to the proposal are needed for you to provide adequate service to this project.

91"’-& e wmtlun The DisbiA sl s witlan iz, wile of
Mithell fork

SIGNATURE: %6‘ ‘ POSITION; _m Allaoe— DATE: ?/ L / o6

D SERVICE LE‘éL IS EQUATE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
Please indicate why the ice level is inadequate.

SIGNATURE: POSITION: DATE:
Service1 11/23/04
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- PREAPPLICATIONDATE: ~  =0tC
WASHINGTON COUNTY U Socvin Priwictors PIEAS =
: Service Provider: PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO:
&?p‘;;.oﬂandUse&Tlanspodaﬁon I APPLICANT: l
155 N. 1% Avenue, #350-13, | COMPANY: _S Rdrbai k.
Hiltsboro, OR 97124 ¢ F
Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2908 CONTACT: Stotft Relrbern _
| hitp:lAwww.co.washington.of.us [ ADDRESS: Q501 Sw weithwen d- |
Request For Statement Of Service I 3ot |
Availability : LPHONE: _SO2 299 45771 _ecll _ |
OWNER(S):
[0 FIRE DISTRICT: ARRRESSE s s
- _Porflancd oR G122
& TRIMET  AdmniShetive officeS PHONE: _SO3 299 457/ -ecll~

[0 TUALATIN HILLS PARK & REC. DISTRICT  property Desc. TaxMap(s): Lot Number(s):
5 2 ):
0 CiYoOF 4ot2 SE |1rh Arove WAY N2 eI £ 500

[] CLEAN WATER SERVICES (lflund, OR '
477/02 Site Size: _ 0. 2.1 A red
" siteAddress K9 TE S Leaby Ref
Ne cross street (or directions to site):
The cner’ (ec«.h# Read andl qoth

PROPOSED PROJECTNAME: ___ L H/e . Stor
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: (DEVELOPMENT REVIEW, SUBDIVISION, PARTITION, SPECIAL USE)

Non o 1an :

EXISTING USE: Cov Vign w et PROPOSED USE: _(N0 change) (10:Kc)
IF RESIDENTIAL: IF INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL: IF INSTITUTIONAL:
o A
NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: { TYPE OF USE: w&_ NO.SQ.FT.
SINGLE FAM, MULTLFAM, NO.OF SQ_ FT. (GROSS roorarenJ00SF vo. sTupenTsEMPLOVEESMEMBERS:
I »+++ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER***** ﬂ.-

:' PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE). . E

li RETURN THIS COMPLETED FORM TO THE APPLICANT AS LISTED ABOVE. ¢
' (Do NOT retum this form to Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with their Land i.l

SERVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE TO SERVE THE PROPdSED PROJECT.
Please indicate what improvements, or revisions to the proposal are needed for you to provide adequate service to this project

The project is within a 1/4 mile walk of TriMet's Line 60 and is
therefore considered to be served by transit.

-
iy ol
SIGNATURE: ~ P A /ﬁﬁﬂtz/ POSITION: L AWVME( ) DATE: 7' J

D SERVICE LEVEL IS INADEQUATE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
Please indicate why the service level is inadequate.

DATE:

SIGNATURE: POSITION:
Servicet 11/23/04
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: pre.appLICATION DATE: _{ 2-(30 o5~ Exhibit C
S WASHINGTON COUNTY l_ - uatetos: hps by -—;S-FORM Page 62 of 76
Dept of Land Use & Transportation wm———— l
rd ngdNO::erpmeM Sewk:eas Division l APPLICANT: F“
1 venue, ¥350- COMPANY: N y
Hiltsboro, OR 97124 |
OReGO®  Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2908 | CONTACT: ;Sc.oit_&uhu i
httpJiwww.co.washinglon.or.us l ADDRESS: weHaven o |
Request For Statement Of Service 1 gﬁ s 972296 i
Availability FHONE: SO 299 4571 _ecll |

OWNER(S):
G WATER DisTRICT: Tunlatn VaileywWates Wﬁu _Lcott P Faickaien

FREDISTRICT: : ADDRESS: w
8 TET &mn?oﬁax YR JN0TS pone: o G122
- ) PHONE: SO 299 45 —-ectl -
[0 TUALATIN HILLS PARK & REC. DISTRICT  poerty Desc.: Tax Map(s): Eol Numbeal
O civoF A3l 28>
O CLEAN WATER SERVICES

Ske Size: _ 0. 21 FAcrgd

Site Address: __Kilb:_ssz_gah#_ﬂi_

:;wtmssstreet(ordirecbonslosne)‘
nd _qoth

PROPOSED PROJECTNAME: ___ 4L H-/c . Stor .
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: (DEVELOPMENT REVIEW, SUBDMSION, PARTITION, SPECIAL USE)

EXISTING USE: (ot Vience, St;zr_, epﬁﬁwcn‘ PROPOSED USE: (no rmnae)

IF RESIDENTIAL. IF INDUSTRIALUCOMMERCIAL.: IF INSTITUTIONAL:

NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: i TYPE OF USE: w! e NO.SQ. FT.

SINGLE FAM, MLTI«FAM.L NO. OF SQ FT. (GROSS FLOWAREA)Q f ©  NO.STUDENTS/EMPLOYEESMEMBERS: _____ |

val

(10 Rc)

!i "*"*ATI'ENTlON SERVICE PROVIDER"‘" )
« PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE).
!’l RETURN THIS COMP ORM TO THE APPLICANT AS LISTED AB

+ (Do NOT retum this form to Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with their Land
r‘_Deveiopment Application submittal).

—-.-~-.—.—-—.-—-o_--—---—.-.—.-—.-——---—--‘—-o-_—--

L0 SRR, o =

SERVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE TO SERVE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
lease indicate what improvements, or revisions ta the proposal are needed for you to provide adequate service to this project

SIGNATURE:

D SERVICE LEVEL IS INADEQUATE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
Please indicate why the service level is inadequate.

SIGNATURE: POSITION: DATE:
Servicet 11/23/04
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- I seni ider: PLEASE RETURN THIS o, |
WASHINGTON COUNTY | Sexice s !

B e et o | coMPANY:Seplt ftmaice Py st fpnte |
% 155 N First Ave., Suite 35013 | CONTACT: Scolt Paizbaurn i

Ph. (503) 8468761 Fax (503) 846-2908 | ﬂmﬂm_m; 4re2s {
www.co.washington.or.us JFHONE: = So3 79¢ S5 <<l __ |
OWNER(S):

REQUEST FOR STATEMENT navE St D Ferbawa
OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY FOR ADDRESS: - ; :

SHERIFF OR POLICE SERVICES _Rd:ﬂ&_d_.ﬂ.ﬂ-_‘( 722y
: PHONE: _Jyo3y 299 <951 ~ ccjl-

Propesty Desc.: Tax Map(s): Lot Number(s):
25¢ 2R  __&0c

(599846 1100
WASHINGTON COUNTY SHERIFF _
2\ Sw Adums Site Sze: _O2A_Gxed ,
MG boe oR 47024 Site Address:_ B E S i echa Rd

Nearest cross streét {or directions to site): ¥
‘S‘("u&f‘ ‘_“f Su’ 9}013 i+ ‘ﬁ&![¥ 84
PROPOSED PROJECT NAME: Little St
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT -ACTION: (DEVELOPMENT REVIEW, SUSDAVISION, MIMOR PARTITION, SPECIAL

hootnd comrebansivt pli decignt® for cesidential (2 248) fogommerial tioe)
EXISTING USE: Ceacience s fore & p pgrﬁmc»;f'PROPOSEU USE: ehan ge)

{F RESIDENTIAL: IF INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL: IF INST1 AL:
NO. OF DWELUNG UNITS: Tvee of use: (QOVIN ICNCE NO.SQ FT.

SINGLE FAM, MR TIFAM I/ NO. OF SQ. FT (GROSS FLOOR AREA) ﬁm_.s NO. STUOENTS/EMPLOYEESMEMBERS: ______
.:' — — -'.‘-.‘-'—"“.'.’.:-—.’-'—:‘:;;;'.:.'.‘_‘:.‘.'.::‘.‘.'.=.".‘-'.:‘.‘.'.‘-'.._"."-'-‘-’-:-":.' ---- ;—;—:'*.; e o e T a — — — ﬁ
!' ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER )
+« PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE). i!
'_i RETURN THIS COMPLETED FORM TO THE APPLICANT AS LISTED ABOVE. 'I
« (Do NOT retum this form to Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with their Land ~ {,

D SéRVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE TO SERVE THE PROPOSED PROJECT. (Use additional sheets if necessary.)
Please indicate what improvements, of revisions 1o the proposal are needed for you 10 provide adequate service lo this project.

Service level is adequate for emergency calls only. currently, the base level of
police Services in Washington County is .50 officer per 1,000 population. The
Enhanced Sheriff's Patrol District (ESPD) has increased the level to 1.0 officer
per 1,000 population in specified areas.

SIGNATURE: POSIVION: pare: 5 D &

D SER‘IICE LEVEL IS INA AYE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
it the present o fulure service level is inadequate, please provide information docurnenting your inability lo provide an adequate level of
service. Please also provide information regarding whether the use of afternative means can be employed (o provide an adequate service
tevel. Documentation of adequacy and alternatives to provide an adequale service level may inciude but not be limited ta the !Mg:

1. Contsacting with privale agency; 2. Contracting with other public agency. 3. impacl fees: 4. Any combination of these or other alternalives.

SIGNATURE: POSITION: OATE:

Scrvice Pro Sherift 1211003
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- Exhibit C
. . ' PRE-APPLICATIONDATE: __[2, .. Fage64 of 76
 WASHINGTONCOUNTY | Senieo Provider rase reTURN s FORMTD: |
6 Dept. of Land Use & Transp. sty Seott Lot Pusd ST
ey Zand Dvelopmerk Servicos I CONTACT: _S;aﬂ-_&mﬁg v l
Q' 155N FirstAve, Suite 350-13 | o, s
. Hillsboro, OR 97124 | AOORERS: LISl I
Ph.(503) 8468761 Fax (503)846-2908 | ol o §9225 ,
www.co.washington.or.us '6;'?%_5:0 2 799 «ru=cell~ _ __|
REQUEST FOR STATEMENT e _ Scoll™ D Fairbaim
OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY FOR ADDRESS: boﬂ Y;(:l “dﬁ WIL («;;iﬂ'&'w el
SCHOOLS - rtla 0 21y
. PHONE: SO 299 45T ~ccif-
Property Desc.: Tax Mac s): LotNWs)i
B SCHOOLDISTRICTNO:__ 4§ 15/ 208D 800
y SteSize:___- (D] Gerey
X CoMPLETE RAck PAYE Stosas 19 %
%550 Sw M (OP- e e Nearest cross s or directions lo site):
{gc'avcr%o»-o(lvﬂb?f" e «, MM CT K ‘ "t_l‘sdd‘l nJ
PROPOSED PROJECT NAME: Lt Store

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: DEVELOPMENT REVIEW. SUBDIVISION, MINOR PARTITION, SPECIAL USE)

) designation fom exidential (10-£AB) hoommedal (10:Re)

EXISTING USE: Colveree. Shorc. 1, a/fme PROPOSED USE: Auhaug____
IF RESIDENTIAL: IF INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL: IF INSTITUTIONAL:

NO. OF DWELLING UNITS:, l TYPE OF USE:  NO.SQ FT,

SINGLE FAM, MULTLFAM_L NO. OF SQ. FT. (GROSS FLOOR m;ﬂﬂSf NO. STUDENTS/EMPLOYEESMEMBERS: _____
,‘-,-::_-__-_-,-.-.-_:-.-_—_-_-_-,-.-___--.-_-_-_—_-,-_-_:.-.-:_—;_—.-.-_-_-.-.-.;:-.-::.'.'.-":.';‘—"—_'.'.':-.’.'_-..-'.?,'.'r.‘.'.‘_.—.'.' ----- -—‘_]':
!i +* ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER***** | l
« PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE).

I_i RETURN THIS COMPLETED FORM TO THE APPLICANT AS LISTED ABOVE. 1
« (Do NOT retum this form to Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with their Land |,
[ Development Applicationsubmittal). .. ... ... 3

@ O BEED B W G G G G @ B RS G W M W @ s G @D D T GWATR @ T Shmms b W ML W W WIS @ @ Gmar @ GRS ® @ R @ W WP @ B GEEe B T GEnE @ S SR & @

D SERVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE.TO SERVE THE PROPOSED PROJECT. (Use additional sheets if necessary.)
Piease indicate what improvements, or revisions 10 the proposal are needed for you 1o provide adequate service & this project.

CEE peverSe sioe dF ThS [ —

SIGNATURE: . POSITION: DATE:

[:] SERVICE LEVEL IS INADEQUATE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
if the present or future service level is inadequate, please provide information domenﬁngyomhabilitytopmvideanadequatelevelo{
service. Additionally, provide information regarding whether the use of aftemative means can be employed to provide an adequate service
fevel” Documentation of adequacy and altematives to provide an adequate service level may include but not be fimited to the following:

1. Amount of bonded indebtedness: 2. Use of double shifting; 3. Extended schoot periods; 4. Bussung to underutilized facilities: 5 Year-around
school: 6. Construction of new faciiies; 7. Portabie Classrooms; 8. Impact Fees; 9. Any combination of these or other allematives.

SIGNATURE: POSITION: L~ OATE

Sesvice Pro Schools  12/11/03

BT
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""Date‘:"f‘fli‘l.EJ"_Qf ' Lo, e 4BV

e
1

Washmgton County School Dlstnct Servnce Analysus

- ,;g TO:RC
RE: Plan Amendment changmg fromw R / [5124frax Lot _§0O .

. W 5 ‘i _ (landusedshid) (map location)

Dear Washmgton County Schoot District No. %-‘ ,

The Washmgton 00unty Department of Land Use and Transportation reqmres a fomal detanled analysu’ "of
certain Public Seivices to determine any advetse impact on those services by the above plan amend i

In order to provide sufficient information for the staff's impact evaluahon your response to the fotlowmg questlons,
in addition to the standard "Service Availability Statement”, is required.

1. What s the location (in miles from the parcel(s) referenced above) of the nearest schools that wouid prowde
education services to future residents of the arcel(s) above"
NEST TUALATIN VIEW = .25 MitE
CECOAR- PARIL. MIDoLE sarfool__ 2.25 Mmices

- SUNGET Ki1oH %vsfax _ 218 pMmiLes
2. Is bus transportation ed for students that would be located on the parcel(s) hsted above’?

3. What are the names of the ex:stmg school facili‘hes in your district, current enroliment of those schools, and
maximum student capacity for each school that would serve the parcel(s) hsted above?
WEST 7V  eNRoLnIeNT — R28  Cha7PAZt 407
CEDAA~ Preic w 5 - Btk AT AT qq g
SDUNSET w > — 2y Ol WA@;W
4. Will the addition of () future smgle family dwellings cause! any senous impact on the cument

ﬁe;’%“"am: !' 7;7":3 pg‘;:ded;.,\,)/ H16+ ot STUDENTZ. Wourd e A

ZERIUS MEBATIE (MPAZT, IF THE PROFERTY mufh gﬂgs/ogzzt
Thank you for providing the additional mfon'natlon for the plan amendment request. ﬁyz' F?’:tcf‘u o

ehare. I8 /e
ATE:
47,4

ek A<
= PLAGNIE

¥ SINCE NS COMPRETENSIVE AAN AMEMNPMENT WOULD POTENTIAZLY
REDUCE THE MIMRGE 0F LESILENTIAL. chiTe TD coted B VELorsp

\Shared\Plng\WPSHAR E\Plan Amendments\Master\Misc forms\school queshons doc

% 417? Department of Land Use & Transportation ¢ Planning Division
Bever ron a(,r{po‘_, 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR  97214-3072

DISTRACT (1S ASO phone: (503) 846-3964 o fax: (503) 8464412

CBUECTION T2 THS REGUET @MW#




May 30 06 038:22a

WASHINGTON COUNTY
Dept. of Land Use & Transportation
tand Development Services Division
155 N. 1% Avenue, #350-13,

Hilisbaro, OR 97124

Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2908
http:/ww.co.washington.or.us

Request For Statement Of Service
Availability

WATER DISTRICT:

£

B FREDISTRICT: TV P+ Peccoe
740t Sw Wush@ Covrt 10}

0 TREMET Hoaldhin OR qloe2

] TUALATIN HILLS PARK & REC. DISTRICT

O

O

CITY OF
CLEAN WATER SERVICES

X FIRE DisTRICT: CoMPLETE BAck PA4E

M

PROPOSED PROJECT NAME:

TVF&R SOUTH DIV.

(5031612-700  (case File 06-398-PA

Exhibit C
Page 66 of 76
PRE-APPLICATION DATE: __ {2 / 30 / o5
| Service Provider: PLEASE RETURN THIS FORMTO: |
| éf!;L.L_CA;.P.{I I

| COMPANY: Scott Furbaim Pe ~h§7 +G.va.~L

CONTACT: _Sco H et bairn
| ADDRESS: 5Ot Sur  wiitbawndr |
psf"ﬁﬁ.ncf oL 97228

Vovone:_coy 799 W52t ~cetim |

OWNER(S):
NAME: ScoH’ D) Fu‘r‘atu
ADDRESS:

Portlael of ‘UL af,
PHONE: £03 799 H5Ts~cell~

Property Desc.: Tax Map(s): Lot Number(s):
‘ AR Tearloti S0

Site Size: 0.2 _awres
Site Address:
Nearest cross s! treet {or directions to site):

Corne OET01h + lggﬁ;, 2./

Lt Ctore.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: mevELOPMENT REVIEW, SUBDIVISION, PARTITION, SPECIAL USE)

Amand wompethmsive Plan desmnaﬁw

ceadential (10-212-8) 4y gmmegcial (T04C)

EXISTING USE: (ot vieite. Store. w-kh‘nd'wcaf‘ PROPOSED USE: _{g fhande)

IF RESIDENTIAL:
NO. OF DWELLING UNITS:
SINGLE FAM,

TYPE OF USE:

S B
MULTIEAM, Jé_

{F INDUSTRIALJCOMMERCIAL :
\

NO. OF SQ FT. (GROSS FLOOR AREA)

¥
IF INSTITUTIONAL:

NO. SQ.FT.

NO, STUDENTS/EMPLOYEES/MEMBERS: ______

- —— it " S B e @ 6 St w = ovems B B Wows @ @ evers W @ e W W ek @ 0 Suews W e e 8 L 0 Gvee e e e e e e b o oo o o e o

o T S T e T e T =
X = ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER*™*** ot
. PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SITE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE).

] Development Application submittal).

e v v o @ Gmat @ W s W e TS W m— W © s W S e @ @ e
ov—.--—--_—..——--.-—---—--_..a——-.-—--

q
b RETURN THIS COMPLETED FORM TO THE APPLICANT AS LISTED ABOVE. !:
« (Do NOT return this form to Washington County. The appficant will submit the completed form with their Land 'l!

D SERVICE LEVEL IS ADEQUATE TO SERVE THE PROPOSED PROJECT. .
Please indicate what improvements, or revisions to the proposat are needed for you to provide adequate service to this project.

SIGNATURE: POSITION:

OATE:

D SERVICE LEVEL 1S INADEQUATE TO SERVICE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.

Please indicate why the service level is inadequate.

SIGNATURE: POSITION:

Servicet 11/23/04

DATE:



http://www.C0.washington-0f.us

May 30 06 09:22a TVF&R SUUIH Dlv. (5UdIBle- fUUS P9
Case File 06-398-PA

Page &7 of T6
WASHINGTON COUNTY
OREGON

Date: {2 30/.05”
Washington County Fire District Service Analysis

RE: Plan Amendment, changing from to . Tax Lot 800.
(tand use district}  (map location)

Fire District: 7Umw-fz~ Yauzgy “f;ﬁ‘% f&xw()

Dear Washington County Fire District,

The Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation requires a formal detailed analysis of
certain Public Services to determine any adverse impact on those services by the above plan amendment.

In order to provide sufficient information for the staff’s impact evaluation, your response to the following questions,
in addition to the standard *Service Availability Statement”, is required.

1. What is the location (in miles from the parcel(s) referenced above) of the fire station?

Aot /4 me

2. What will be the average emergency response time to the parcel(s) referenced above?

Y. 6 mw

3. What is the total number of personnel and equipment available for an initial attack on fire spread at the ,
parcel(s) referenced above? 3 é\jﬂ*{?" - /A fine e #- wfe"{a ‘%
) Tk - ¥ Frctplr
[ Reewd 2 frudbpbin fmavdi
4. Will the addition of (__) single family dwellings cause any serious impact on the current services

provided?

Thank you for providing the additional information for the plan amendment request.

SIGNATURE: ﬁ 4/@
[y Dﬁ o 9 {iles Fetddd

pate: 70 06
POSITION: L

\Shared\PingWPSHAREWian Amendments\Master\Misc formsifire questions.doc

Department of Land Use & Transportation e Planning Division
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR  97214-3072
phone: (503) 846-3964 « fax: (503) 8464412
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Angelo EatontAssociates

Case File 06-398-pA

ar 15 UG 06:0Ss  Scott Fairbairm 5032967320 w.~ Fage68of76
WASIINGTON GounTy ~ "Emennone (Lo for ____
APy, Do ofLand Uso  Trasp S Aoviee. PUEASE BENRN RS FoRM T, |
Land Development Services ! [¢ :

155 N. Furst Ave,, Suite 350-13
Hillsboro, OR 97124 -

L )

Ph. (503) 646-3761 F
L ) fapedh u(?:)ue-me
REQUEST FOR STATEMENT
OF DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FOR
SURFACE WATER_ MANAGEN ENT (CWS)
\;2/ CWS (CleanWater Services)
2550 SW Hilisboro Hwy
Hiisboto, OR Y/123-9379

503-681-3600
€1 OYHER __ . _

PROPOSED PHUJEL T NAME:

| comwanr: Seqtr Ribaondunls aﬁzp:té( t

| CONTACT: __Scq t Feodauzis ot |

| ADORESS: oDy Seu wesffigeacts |

I pn"ﬂu-\'l o _¥r22¢ }

PHONE: S} 299 4STientio g

QAWNER(S); -

e Ceott Faprbaim

ADORESS; __ 4.3 S s bepca
Qortland e gr2zy

PHONE: __ YOI 249Y &y -cetr-

Propesty Desc. T'm: """“ﬁ Lot Nurmberty).

Aot gxoe

SheSize: ___ 0. 23 .As;{x

Siic Adomay: __ X° Ay tCub

Nesrest auss sireet (of directions 1o sRe = ‘ld_
= W 9 ""..?.&L—..—--_

&y Hie S fﬂf(_

PROPOSEN NEVELOPMENT ACTION: mrve opuent asvew,

. - eon , 3PECAL U3Q) _
Avend compeebensive_Dlundesignation fum reidential (10.81218) foemmercu] (0:AC)
EXISTNG USE: (O kate 3 ine. wobv e huufrROPOSED UsE: Cotrtes. ol { Ao vy,

(no change:

IF RESIDENTIAL:

NO. OF DWELLING UnaTs: | TYPE OF usK; _£0,

N Slbaiencr Sl
SWOLLFAM, ___ MATMAM X" NO.OF SQ FY. (GROSS RLOOR AREA) _qaasf‘

IF INDUSTRIAL/COMMERUCIAL

IF INSTITUYIONAL
NOBOFT. __
NO. STUDENTSRMPLOYEESARMIERS

- ——

s

ATTACH THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION TO THIS APPLICATION:
1. . Topographical map (minimum scale 1= 200", contour intorval no closer than 5 foat)
2. Development layout (streats, lots, parking areas, building configuration, pathways, creeks, wetland, landscape areas)

3. Vicinity map (minimum scale 1" — % mile)

b srrs ATTENTION SERVICE PROVIDER™*" T
:! PLEASE INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO THE SlTE (ADEQUATE OR INADEQUATE). i_’
I RETURN TH! D FORM TO THE APPLICANT AS LISTED ABOVE. 2
:! (Do NOT return this form to Washington County. The applicant will submit the completed form with their Land i!
: .?:vgyﬂgléyﬂghg sﬂ@)n o ETsaTEIETTIITIALTIISTTISTIASTIATI AR TS AR TS R
TO BE COMPLETED BY GOVERNING JURISDICTION. DEVELOPMENT ACTION SUBMITTAL MUST CO, 33955%,;1
Water Quality Facllity raquired oy ON Water Quantity Facliity Yequire Y % o
Hydraulle a?n!l hydr‘;lvoglal analysisrequired B Y [N Vegetated corridor required Oy KN
COMMENTS/EXPLANATION:

SIGNATURE: M————

Service Pro CWS  2/18/04

posmon __ ETA 0‘751——371—144“—‘
-
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i
!
i

Clear |WateN Services etumber | 06-000875 ]

Ous commitment is elear. Sensitive Area Pre-Screening Site Assessment
Jurisdiction n Date ch 1o, 2000
Map & Tax Lot \ Owner & i . As
_ Applicant P\ Ande nﬁtﬁ oG
Site Address aq m Campany ‘ RS% (a A e I :
A i Address Ol
Proposed Acmmy ‘049~ City State 2ip

L : 9hcne

By submitting this form the Owiter, or Owner's anthorized agem or mpresenuuve. acknowledges
and agrees that employees ofClean Water Services have suthority to enter the projuct site at alt
reasonabie times for the purpose of Inrpecting project cite conditions snd gathering information
related to the project sito.
B e Otticial use oaly betow s Hine
il w34 oaly Beiow K HAC - il 3o ooy Deiow B
Y N NA Y N NA

& D D 's‘e'r;sl'uve Area chosne Map D D g?:n_w::?«’ lnfnstruft-u:- maps
D D Locauy adopted studies or mops m D U g;:z:‘y

Based on a review of the above infornmation and the requitements of Clcan Water Services
Design and Construction Standards Resolution and Order No. 04-9:

D Sensitlve areas potentially exist on site or within 200° of the site. THE APPLICANT MUST
PERFQRM A SITE CERTIFICATION PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A SERVICE PROVIDER. If
Sensitive Araas exist on the gite ar within 200 foet on adjacaat propurties, a Natyral
Resourcos Assessment Report may alto be reguired.

m Senaltive areas do not appear to exist on site or within 200° of the site. This pre-screening
site assessment does NOT eliminate the need to evaluate and protect water quality
sansitive areas if they are subsequently discovercd. Thie document will serve a8 your
Service Provider lelter as required by Resolution and Order 04-9, Section 3.02.1. All

required permits and approvals must be obtained and completed under applicabie local,
state, and federal Jaw.

m The proposed sctivity doss not meet the definition of development. NO SITE ASSESSMENT
OR SERVICE PROVIDER LETTER IS REQUIRED.

Reviewer Comments:

arcas oo
.—& 120

ReviewedBy: __ (ol oooloae e _Oate /20076

Official use only
Post-it" Fax Note 7671 [Pse )95 /0 ¢ l LER) ﬁe‘:uilrned ;;: a,:;:,;[icgno:m .
ik Agah M&u& Dute 3 =
Co./Dept. Co. oS ale ‘,%0/2‘__. By _@t
Pnone # Phone # 503.681-5t00 . T
Fn".f“}‘;ll?’.}‘ﬁ Fax #

Case File 06-398-PA



Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit C
Page 70 of 76

ATTACHMENT F

Tax Map
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3
MN WASHINGTON COUNTY OREGON
SE1/A NE1/4 SECTION 02 T1S RIW W.M.
SCALE 1° = 100’

_I_ Saruo..tmzxp.rrvw(wwoeatmasn-q
e /_l www.co.weshington.orus
51-50 T
fa]
; <
] E (@]
!
. | 5
: | %
| ©
oo o
\ wiIAC mc
3! Cancefied Twdots For: 18102AD
" | 1300,100,
T >
)i T
i <
- A w
i WD el :TT ! o NEXIEI IS
__DRIVE: . L - y CARTOGRAPHY
el  mm . M Al g atloan
== PLOT DATE: October 08, 2005
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ATTACHMENT G

Original Application Cover Letter
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&«Associatecs

620 SW Main Sute 201
Portiand, Oregon 97205
Tet 503 224 6974
Fax 503 227 3679

www angelceaton.com

February 13, 2006

Brent Curtis

Planning Manager

Washington County

Department of Land Use and Transportation
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350

Hillsboro, Oregon 97124-3072

Re: Comprehensive Plan Amendment / Scott Fairbairn
Dear Brent:

We are filing a Plan Amendment application on behalf of Scott Fairbairn, owner of
The Little Store at the intersection of SW Leahy and SW 90™ in the Cedar Mill area.
Our discussions with staff have indicated that the County would be willing to sponsor
a Director’s Initiated Plan Amendment for the property from the current Transit-
Oriented: Residential 12-18 (TO: R12-18) to Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to
recognize a historical mistake related to the property’s plan designation. This mistake
originally occurred when the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan was adopted in
1983. When this Community Plan was adopted The Little Store was operating on this
property and, therefore, the property should have been designated as NC in
recognition of the use on the property. Staff has acknowledged this circumstance.

Since 1983, The Little Store has continued to operate on the property as a retail
business. The Sunset Station Area Plan adoption in 1997 amended the plan
designation to TO: R12-18 on the subject property and those parcels immediately
adjacent to The Little Store. The opportunity to correct the original mistake in plan
designation on the property was missed in 1997 when the Transit-Oriented plan
designations were applied to this and the surrounding property and a residential plan
designation (TO: R12-18) was again mistakenly placed on The Little Store’s
property.

We appreciate the staff’s willingness to provide a Director’s Initiated Plan
Amendment to Neighborhood Commercial but believe the appropriate plan
designation is Transit-Oriented: Retail Commercial (TO: RC). Staff, however, has
indicated that it is not willing to provide a Director’s Initiated Plan Amendment to
TO: RC and explained its reasoning to the applicant in a meeting on February 10th.
Therefore, the applicant has filed a property-owner initiated plan amendment request
with the $2,100.00 fee to amend the plan designation from TO: R12-18 to TO: RC.
The basis of this application will be that a mistake was made in both the original and
subsequent plan designations on the property.


http://www.angetoeaton.com
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Letter to Brent Curtis
Scott Fairbairn Plan Amendment
Page 2

We continue to believe that while the original mistake was made when the Cedar
Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan was adopted in 1983, this mistake was perpetuated
in 1997 with the adoption of the Sunset Station Area Plan. We believe that the
property owner should be entitled to a Director’s Initiated Plan Amendment to TO:
RC, which is the plan designation that is most appropriate for the property given the
adjacent property plan designations and the fact that The Little Store is located within
the Sunset Station Area planning area. The applicant recognizes that under either
scenario, Director or Property Owner Initiated, he will be required to submit findings
in support of the amendment. The biggest difference, of course, is the fee ($2,100.00)
that is required with the Property Owner Initiated request but waived through a
Director’s Initiated plan amendment.

In order to meet the February 15™ deadline, the applicant has submitted the full fee,
the application form and fee contract. We will be preparing the complete application
over the next month. However, we request that you reconsider your position on
providing a Director’s Initiated Plan Amendment for The Little Store property to TO:
RC and, if you agree with our request, refund the submitted fee to Scott Fairbairn. We
believe that if this circumstance rises to the level of a Director’s Initiated Plan
Amendment for a Neighborhood Commercial plan designation, it qualifies for similar
treatment for a Transit-Oriented: Retail Commercial plan designation.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Frank Angelo
Principal

cc. Scott Fairbairn
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ATTACHMENT H

County Response Letter
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WASHINGTON Cuuni1”"

OREGON

February 17, 2006

Angelo Eaton & Associates
Mr. Frank Angelo

620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, OR 97205

RE: Comprehensive Plan Amendment / Scott Fairbairn

Dear Frank:

I am in receipt of your letter dated February 13, 2006 in which you request on behalf of your client
that the County provide a Director’s initiated plan amendment from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC. As noted
in your letter, the County is willing to do so for a plan amendment to NC, but not TO:RC. The
decision reached after discussing this request with staff is that we can not provide a Director’s
initiated plan amendment to TO:RC, as requested.

The position of the Planning Division is that your client’s property was designated NC on the 1983
Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan. However, some inconsistencies have occurred over time
through the updating and reprinting of the plan. Such inconsistencies have resulted in the property
not always being designated NC, but rather R-5. Therefore, we have concluded that a mistake
occurred in not consistently designating the property NC on the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community
Plan map.

As a result, we are willing to provide a Director’s initiated plan amendment to NC. However, we
have no written documentation or maps from 1997 that indicate that the TO:RC designation was ever
considered for the property. To the contrary the 1983 Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan
designated the property NC. For these reasons, we can not support the request for a Director’s
initiated plan amendment to TO:RC.

Please feel free to contact me at 503-846-3547 should you have any further questions regarding this
matter.

Sincerely,

Planning Division Manager

Department of Land Use & Transportation ¢ Planning Division
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97214-3072
phone: (503) 846-3964 o fax: (503) 846-4412
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plannlng&()up LAND USE PLANNING <« TRANSPORTATION PLANNING = PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Memorandum

Date: November 1, 2006

To: Washington County Planning Commission
From: Frank Angelo, Principal
Re: Fairbairn/Little Store Plan Amendment (Casefile No. 06-398-PA)

This memo summarizes site conditions for the Little Store property owned by applicant Scott Faitbairmn
and future dedication requirements that will apply to the property. It also compates different
development standards that may be applied to the site given its existing Comprehensive Plan designation
as Transit Oriented Residential 12-18 units per acre (I'O:R12-18) and potential designations as Transit
Oriented Retail Commetcial (TO:RC) or Neighborhood Commercial (NC).

Existing Conditions

As illustrated in Attachment A, the existing dimensions of the Little Store lot are as follows.

Width: ' approx. 149 ft.

Depth: approx. 61 ft.

Area: o approx. 9, 089 sq. ft. (sf)
or 0.21 acres

The existing building includes a convenience store on the ground floor and one apartment unit on the
second floor. Existing setbacks and the area of the building are as follows.

Existing front setback | approx. 17 ft.

(from SW Leahy):

Existing side setback = approx. 45 ft.
(from SW 90"):

Existing area: "approx. 900 sf

620 SW Main Street, Suite 201, Portland, OR 97205-3026 < tel 503.224.6974 - fax 503.227.3679 * www.angeloplanning.com


http://www.angeloplanning.com

Lase File 03-398-PA
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Fairbaim/Little Store Plan Amendment (Casefile No. 06-398-PA)

November 1, 2006
Page 2

Required Right-of-Way Dedications

The following tight-of-way (ROW) dedications were specified as part of the development conditions
presented in the County’s Traffic Impact Statement (Attachment B). These dedications will be required
of any development or redevelopment on the site.

Total ROW
Required Existing ROW
(from ROW | Dedication
centerline)
SWLeahy 7 3 ' 20 ft. [ 17
(Collector) (
sweo" 3t 20t S 10ft.
(Neighborhood Route)

As shown in Attachment C, this dedication will result in the following buildable lot dimensions and will
teduce the lot size by about 32%.

Width: | approx. 139 ft.
b e
Depth: | approx. 44 ft.
‘Area: | approx. 6,116 sq. ft. (sf) or

0.14 acres
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November 1, 2006
Page 3

Case File 03-398-pA
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Washington County Development Standards

The following table summarizes pertinent standards from the Washington County Development Code
that would apply to the property if it retained its current TO:R12-18 designation or was amended to

TO:RC or NC.

Source: Article lll, Section 375 — Transit Oriented Districts,

TO:R12-18 TO:RC NC
Minimum lot area 2,000 sf None 8,500 sf
Minimum average lot width 20ft None 85 ft
Minimum average lot depth 60 ft None 85 ft
Minimum building height None None None
(beyond 1,300 ft from a station platform)
Maximum building height 40 ft 60 ft 35 ft
(height exceptions for architectural features;
possible height limits per Sect. 431-8)
Yarddepth '
Frontage minimum 10t None 20 ft
{except to accommodate utilities)
Frontage maximum 151t 10t (Rear yard min.:
(shall apply to at least 50% of 1% floor of 20 ft)
building facing pedestrian street per Sect.
431-3.8, or may be exceeded if needed
mitigation for transportation noise and
vibration demonstrated)
Interior minimum None “None Side yard on corner
. lot min.. 20 ft
(except as necessary to comply with Sect.
411 and 431 screening and buffering Side yard adjacent
standards and CABO building code to residential district:
standards) standard for
residential district
(TO:R12-18: None)
~ Interior maximum B None None

Tables B and C and Section 311 — Neighborhood Commercial District (NC)
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If the designation of the Little Store property was changed to NC, the property would violate four of
seven development standards once ROW dedications were made.

Minimum lot area
Minimum average lot depth
Front yard setback

Rear yard setback

If the current TO:R12-18 designation of the Little Store property was retamned, Section 375-6 of the
Development Code (Change or Expansions of Existing Uses or Structures 1n Transit Ornented Districts)
allows for up to a 20% increase 1n gross floor area and the potential wawver of development standards.
However, a 20% increase mn gross floor area would add approximately only 180 square feet to the existing
development, which does not encourage or lend itself to redevelopment. An increase of more than 20%
of the exsting floor area would be prohibited because retail businesses and food markets are prohibited
uses 1 the district (Attachment D).

Attachment E depicts a conceptual redevelopment layout given required tight-of-way dedications.
Redevelopment of the site in this manner would accommodate small-scale ground-floor retail use,
parking, and four residential units on the second floor. An elevation and sketch of potential
redevelopment is provided in Attachment F.
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List of Attachments

Attachment A: Existing Conditions

Attachment B: Washington County Traffic Impact Statement (TIS)

Attachment C: Right-of-Way Dedications and Lot Dimensions

Attachment D: Table A. Permitted and Prohibited Uses in Transit Oriented Districts
Attachment E: Conceptual Redevelopment Conditions

Attachment F: Conceptual Redevelopment — Streetfront Elevation Sketch
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Page 7 of 1
Land Development Services - The following are development ¢onditions that may be -
required by The Department of Land Use and Transportation. These requirements,
supported by findings of fact, will be the basis for recommendations: to the Review
Authority or Hearings Officer regarding your Land Use Application. '

. - Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide 37 feet from centerllne of SW Leahy Road

adjacent to the site, including adequate corner radius. agh

Dedicate addmona| right-of-way to provide 30 feet from centerline .of; SW 90th
Avenue adjacent to the site, mcludmg adequate corner radius.

Establish a non-access restnctlon along the site's frOntage of SW Leahy Road,
except at any access approved through the development rev:ew process.

SW Leahy Road is a collector, with a minimum access spacing standard of 100 feet. -
The current access to SW Leahy Road is unrestricted -along the site’s frontage. The
existing access does not meet th:s standard. The access needs to be relocated to

- .the east side of the site.

SW 90™ Avenue is a Neighborhood Route, wnh a minimum access spacing standard
of 50 feet. The existing access to SW 90™ Avenue does not meet this standard.
Lots with less than seventy (70) feet of frontage shall not be penmtted a separate
direct access to a Neighborhood Route. Where a common access:is available it shall
be used, provided that such use will not result in serious ‘operational or safety
problems. If a 25% increase in vehicle trips will occur, a Type Il Hardship Relief
Variance to the access spacing standard must be requested and approved.

Sight distance (300 feet required in both directions) along the sites frontage of SW
Leahy Road is restricted by a large fir tree.

Sight distance (250 feet required in both directions) at the existing access of SW 90th
Avenue will be adequate upon vegetation removal.

Construct a half-street improvement to County standard along the s:te's frontage of
SW Leahy Road. (A half-street improvement includes half width pavement including
bike lane as well as curb, storm drainage, and sidewalk.)

Construct a half-street improvement to County standard along the site‘s frontage of
SW 90th Avenue. (A half-street improvement includes half width pavement as well
as curb, storm drainage, and sidewalk.)

Eliminate parking within right-of-way and provide an on-site parking lot.

Obtain a Facility Permit from the Department of Land Use and Transportation for
construction of all required public impravements.

This existing development generates approximately 130 average daily vehicle trips
based on ITE Code 850.

Additional requirements such as off-site improvements pursuant to R & O 86-95 may
apply to specific development at the Development Review stage (and/or upon the
review of an Access Report).

A TRAFFIC STAFF REPORT MAY BE DONE AND THIS SITE MAY BE REVIEWED
FOR REQUIRED TRAFFIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS, WHICH MAY RESULT IN
ON- OR OFF-SITE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS BEING REQUIRED OF THIS
DEVELOPMENT.

02021443.00C/tih 3/24/06
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Attachment C. Right-of-way Dedications and Lot Dimensions
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ARTICLE lll: LAND USE DISTRICTS
375 - TRANSIT ORIENTED DISTRICTS
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Attachment E. Conceptual Redevelopment Conditions
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To:  Washington County Planning Commission
Date: 31 October 2006
Re:  06-398-PA

I have been involved in Citizen Participation Organization #1 since 1981. I was elected
Chairman of CPO 1 in 2001 and have continuously served in that role since that time. I am
writing this letter as a citizen, not as representative of the CPO.

I have read the Staff Report on 06-398-PA and have some understanding of the issues. The crux
of the issues Staff responds to is the mis-application of a residential zone to a previously
approved commercial zone. I see on the original 1983 Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan,
the zone applied to the property was Neighborhood Commercial. When the Transit Oriented
zones were applied in 1997, a residential zone was mistakenly applied.

In addition, I would like to point out that in 1983 when the original zoning was applied, both
county staff and CPO members did not foresee the growth ahead of us. Nor did we know that
the 1-2 acre NC sites we selected throughout the CPO were going to be found to be too
small to be easily economically viable (Wash. Co. Neighborhood Commercial Study —
SRI/Shaprio June 30, 1995). A 4-5 acre site is much more likely to succeed economically.

If this data had been factored into planning for the 1997 Sunset Station Community Plan, it is
quite likely the TO:RC zone would have been designated for the applicant’s property. High
density uses, such as the applicant proposes, can more readily be developed in TO:RC zones,
while they are significantly more difficult to develop in NC zones. Perhaps this oversight is
actually the larger mistake we all made and the one that should be corrected through a Director’s
Initiated Plan Amendment.

In order to allow the applicant to redevelop the site and provide services which the neighbors
desire and the CPO intended to be provided on the site, I feel a TO:RC zone is most appropriate,
not a NC zone. The setback requirements of NC zones are substantially greater than those of
TO:RC and would essentially preclude redevelopment of the site, except for the granting of
several variances to the NC code. The granting of variance requests is certainly not guaranteed.
The applicant faces a most difficult situation if the NC zone is reapplied, and a variance request
is made but not granted.

Sincerely,

z
~

J o I
Yr——ie__ : L(,t/'}_/ [[[C‘;

Bruce Bartlett
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October 30, 2006

To The Washington County Planning Commission:

We have lived near the “Little Store” for 24 years. The West Haven area is unique because of
the “Little Store.” It is a neighborhood landmark and is a part of its history. It’s been a place for
kids to walk or ride their bikes to get a treat after school from West TV Elementary School and
Catlin Gabel for generations. It’s a place for the many service people, from the mailman to the
cable repairman, in the area to stop and get a quick snack or drink. It’s a place for people
walking to St. Vincent Hospital or the Max Light Rail to pick up a quick item.

Because of its location at the 4-way stop, it seems to be the center of the neighborhood where
people can meet and see their neighbors. But in its current condition, the “Little Store” is not
living up to its potential. With improvements to update it and the parking, it could be so much
more to the community.

Why put in more residential at this location when there are already two new developments
(on West Haven-37 houses and on Taylor- 25 houses) planned within %2 mile of the store? These
developments will add 62 new houses to the immediate area. A small store/retail space would
add a much needed service and compliment these new developments. When other new
developments are trying to get that small community feeling by adding stores within walking
distance, why would we want to take that opportunity away from ours?

We hope you thoroughly consider changing the properties designation to transit-oriented
retail commercial. Please allow the owner, Scott Fairbairn, to improve upon the “Little Store”
and keep an important part of our neighborhood for future generations.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

o and _Susan Mawk

John and Susan Marsh
670 SW 95 Ave.
Portland, OR 97225
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October 31, 2006

To the Washington County Planning Commission,

I have lived in this neighborhood for a little over 1 year, and part of the charm of this neighborhood is that
the Little Store is part of it. Unfortunately, the Little Store is in dire need of a complete overhaul due to
years of neglect.

I support the fact that owner, Scott Fairbairn, is ready and willing to bring a new and improved Little Store
back to the neighborhood, by means of building improvements as well as all other improvements and/or
additions that this may entail.

I appreciate that the location of the Little Store is within this neighborhood and is within walking distance.

I also appreciate the fact that after I pick up my child from West TV, we can stop into the Little Store for a
quick after-school snack, as well as any potential items that may be needed for a later meal and/or gathering.
As a single mother, the convenience of the Little Store is one less headache for me.

Long and short, I support the actions that will allow Scott Fairbairn to keep the Little Store in its present
location and make any and all improvements that may be necessary. I also support changing the property’s
designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented retail commercial that will allow the Little
Store to continue as a combination of a store and apartments.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to express my opinion in this matter.

-

AicheHe Brunk
9700 SW Morrison St.
Portland, OR 97225
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DATE

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for }j_ years. | appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. [ support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways. the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

NAME

ADDRESS ;éaa/w L AL AL
o (:3},.2\/«"‘: b faa 7Zu_ /&lC’/@ §1/ LY
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DATE  fo]3) /e

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for _4)__ years. 1 appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

NAME Fanell Gress

ADDRESS p )
p/ﬁlf?o S(/Q wes\" MV@'L DV/

Povt lawd g 97235
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DATE

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

[ have lived near the Little Store for 5~/ years. I appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. [ support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerel 9
Y’ L ‘-.‘/’“/ 7 ’(_._)
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DATE

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for%_‘cl__ years. | appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. [ support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

NAME
ADDRESS @N\m\ﬁm@m RK M%W\/
1S W g5k J

| w@u\& OR
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To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for ~_ years. [ appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

NAME
ADDRESS
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To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store forﬂ' years. | appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways. the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
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DATF

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for 7 years. I appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

ADDRESS $392 $HL) ppprtdes=
Fig ok 97235

K (e
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DATE /O~ 2/-.0¢

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for ~ Dyears. I appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and | am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a stare and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

NAME Rosewm I pwes
ADDRESS G5 | S edestrugv e DR

C‘\
PorTheLD OR  ATEXS
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To the Washington County Planning Commission:

[ have lived near the Little Store fornj_g years. | appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and [ am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely.

- 7 \j
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To the Washington County Planning Commission:

{; .
I have lived near the Little Store for l_ years. | appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
7 - il

P o

Sincerely, ., _~ / S
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DATE  ofmfot

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for i years. I appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and [ am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a comhination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, D (!;, > /

NAME David ScwaczBeaee
ADDRESS

GHET Soo W LSTHMEW DO
o
oAl oL 9722Y
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DATE

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for ) years. [ appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

I support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Scott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
NAME CC‘F‘/{{ "

ADDRESS |, o Lgot girioshgd
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DATE

To the Washington County Planning Commission:

I have lived near the Little Store for ___ years. I appreciate that the Little Store has been a long-
time part of the neighborhood.

The store is very convenient to me and I am able to walk, bike, or drive by on my way around or
into and out of the neighborhood.

1 support changing the property’s designation from transit-oriented residential to transit-oriented
retail commercial that will allow the Little Store to continue as a combination of a store and
apartments. I support the legislative action that will allow the owner Seott Fairbairn to keep the
store there and make improvements to the building. It is important to me that these
improvements to the building be allowed, as well as improvements to the parking and access to
the property, and that sidewalks and other amenities be added. In these ways, the Little Store
should be able to continue as a unique part of this neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

NAME E/‘/;O C/‘qu/ej’ @;ﬂ‘é,cb.fﬂ |
ADDRESS - 9/00 SW Waslragfor Sheet
B Mol , OR 9772
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Store preserves country flavor

By JOHN GUERNSEY
of The Oregonian staft

CEDAR HILLS — The Little Store
is a nostalgic corner of old-time gro-
cery charm in a growing and imper-
sonal world of supermarkets and
quick-stop mini-markets.

“We try very hard to keep the
homey and personal mood in The Little
Store,” said David Muta, 28, who has
operated the bend-in-the-road store on
Southwest Leahy Road for seven
years.

“We” is himself and Nasty the cat,
who joined the staff about three years
ago “when she showed up at the store
pregnant, thin, hungry and in need of a
home,” Muta said.

“I know the desired store mood
we're préserving because I grew up
about a block from here,” Muta said.
“I've been coming in this store for
longer than I can remember. Hanging

“| like the summers
best because
that’s when more

people drop by just
to talk.”

around here, sipping pop and talking
with people was a big part of my boy-
hood.

“We're making a few changes, like
adding a deli with hamburgers, soups
and salads. But you can bet the person-
al flavor of the store will not be lost
with any changes or additions.”

The benches out front give custom-
ers and Muta a place to sit around talk-
ing sports and politics or just waving
to passing motorists. “We know just
about everyone who drives by because
most of them live around here and are
our regular customers,” Muta said.

“Sometimes when I’'m not inside,
customers leave the money for what
they bought on the counter. Other
times they call me to make change,”
added Muta, who lives in a small apart-
ment atop the store.

A gasoline pump flanks the store,
but the last time the store sold gasoline
was when it was at $1.16 per gallon. “I
hope to get a new pump and start sell-
ing gas again,”” said Muta, moving
Nasty from in front of the cash register
so he could ring up a sale.

When parents in the neighborhood
can’t locate one of their children, the
first place they phone is the store. And
when dogs follow their masters to the
store, but for some reason don’t go |

The Oregonian/ROBERT BAC
David Muta, owner of The Little Store on Southwest Leahy Road, insis!
that the real operator of the neighborhood store is Nasty the cat. “Nas’
just lets me and the other folks hang around here,” Muta says.




LITTLE STORE, LARGE BILL — Jack Burke says he
was floored when he received the results of the last
appraisal of the property his store occupies. The 300
percent rise in the property’s value is the result of the
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price nearby land commands on the open market,
county officials say. Burke says he has trouble believ-
ing the parcel, near St. Vincent Hospital, could in-
crease so much in valve.

Property assessments triple

By JOE MATY
Journal Correspondent

When Jack Burke got notice of reas-
sessment of his property in the mail in
May, he was “floored.”

“I couldn’t believe it,” Burke said, re-
calling notification from the Washington
County office of assessment and taxation
that the property where his store is locat-
ed had been given a value almost seven
times its last assessment six years ago.

Soon after, Burke found he wasn’t
alone. “Neighbors would ask me what my
property assessment was when they came
in the store,” he said. “Then we decided to
get together and do something about it.”

What the neighbors around SW Wes-
thaven Drive near St. Vincent Hospital did
was form a group to protest the new val-
ues given their properties — values that
would raise property taxes and ‘‘tax them
right out of their homes,” as one woman
told the county board of equalization last
we»X. The board hears complalnts of peo-
ple who disagree with assessments given
their properties.

In the case of the Westhaven neighbor-

hood, assessments ran on the order of
300-percent increases since the last
assessment in 1973.

Adeline Robinson, a resident on Spring
Crest, told the three-member board that
the situation is made more inequitable
because many of the residents in the area
are retired or are approaching retirement,
and the high assessments and subsequent
taxes will be a burden. “They bought into
the area years ago because it was afforda-
ble,” Mrs. Robinson said.

The area still retains a rural nature,
lacking sewers, improved streets and side-
walks.

Assessment increases, generally run-
ning from previous $6,000 to $7,000 per-
lot values to $26,000 or more, are based
on rises in the values of properties in sur-
rounding areas, county officials said.
However, residents claim their area is not
comparable.

“We don't have sewers or fire hydrants
or good streets,” Burke said.

“This is poverty pocket down here,”
Ethel Rennie, another resident on Wes-
thaven, said half-seriously.The Rennies’

property rose in assessed value from
about $9,000 six years ago to more than
$29,000 this year.

Burke claimed that assessment was
done “from a car.”

“I saw the guy who assessed. He never
got out of his car to look at the houses or
do any measuring,” Burke contended.

An official with the county assessment
office declined to comment on the method
used in assessment.

“T’d rather not say,” chief Washington
County appraiser Douglas Morilon said. “I
heard the same story, probably from the
same guy.” The appraiser who valued the
Westhaven properties was not available
for comment.

Burke said his home’s assessment was
increased about $2,000. “I could go along
with that,” he said. ‘It was the appraisal
of the land that I kicked about.” The lot
whera2 Burke's store is. located was given
a value of $40,000 this year. In 1973 it had
been valued at $6,700, he said. Two other
properties he owns in the area were as-
sessed at about triple their former values,
he added.
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FINDINGS

Plan Amendment From
Transit-Oriented Residential (TO:R12-18) District to
Transit-Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC)
for one (1) parcel fronting SW Leahy Road
Casefile No. 06-398-PA

January 3, 2007

A. General Findings

On November 1, 2006 the Planning Commission (Commission) voted 7 to 1 to tentatively
approve the proposed Plan Amendment change from Transit-Oriented Residential (TO:R12-
18) to Transit-Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC) for one parcel which fronts SW Leahy
Road. The Commission then directed the applicants to prepare written findings in support of
the tentative decision and continued the item to January 3, 2007, at which time they will
finalize their decision. The subject parcel (“the Little Store” site) is located at 8998 SW
Leahy Road, on the southeast corner of SW 90" Avenue and SW Leahy Road in the Cedar
Hills-Cedar Mill community.

A convenience grocery store and one apartment unit on the second floor are the existing
uses on the site, currently a 0.21-acre parcel. The existing use does not constitute a
permitted use in the TO:R12-18 District. However, pursuant to CDC Section 375-6 the
existing commercial use, if it were lawfully in existence prior to November 28, 1997 woulid be
considered an approved use. Properties surrounding the Little Store are developed as
single-family homes, and are designated as R-5 north across SW Leahy Road and west
across SW 90" Avenue and as TO:R12-18 on the same block and east and south of the
site (Attachment A).

The site has been in commercial use since the 1950s although the property was designated
as residential when zoning was first adopted for the area. This inconsistency was
addressed during development of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan and
reconciled in 1983 upon adoption of the plan in which the site was designated as
Neighborhood Commercial (NC). However, the property was not consistently mapped as
NC on one of the subsequent community plan map updates. Both the 1984 and 1987
updates designated the property as NC, while the 1990 update erroneously designated the
property as R-5 Residential.

County staff concurred that a mistake occurred in the reprinting of the third tabloid version
of the community plan with the designation of the property as R-5 Residential. However,
staff contends that there is no certainty that the County would have converted the property’s
NC designation to a transit oriented district (TO:RC) even if the NC designation had been
consistently mapped on the 1990 update and reprinting of the community plan map. There
is no guarantee that any transit oriented district would have been applied. Additionally, not
all NC designated lands in station areas were converted to TO:RC. However, it is the
Commission’s position that if the NC designation had been correctly applied to the property
following the 1990 community plan update, the Little Store site would have appropriately
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been converted to Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC) instead of a transit oriented
residential designation (TO:R12-18) when the Sunset Station Area Plan was adopted on
November 28, 1997 (A-Engrossed Ordinance 484).

The applicant provided analysis of development and redevelopment conditions from which
the Planning Commission determined that the TO:RC comprehensive plan designation was
more suitable for the Little Store site than the TO:R12-18 or NC designations. This analysis
is summarized in a memo that was presented to the Commission at its hearing on
November 1, 2006 (Attachment B).

Some of the key findings from the analysis of development conditions on the subject site
address site size before and after required right-of-way dedications, lot depth, front and rear
yard setbacks, and allowed uses. The existing Little Store site measures about 149 wide
and 61 feet deep, for a total of 9,089 square feet (0.21 acres) in area. Following right-of-
way dedications that will be required by the County to comply with its Transportation Plan
and street standards, the lot size will be reduced to approximately 139 feet by 44 feet, or
6,116 square feet (0.14 acres). (See the County’s Traffic Impact Statement (TIS),
Attachment C, for right-of-way requirements.) This constitutes a reduction of almost one-
third (32%) of the original lot size.

The analysis found that following right-of-way dedications the lot would no longer comply
with development standards (lot size, lot depth, front setback, and rear setback) required for
lots with NC designations. Under County Development Code provisions for changing or
expanding existing uses and structures in transit oriented districts (CDC Section 375-6),
development standards could be modified or waived if the existing transit oriented
designation (TO:R12-18) were retained. However, these code provisions would limit the
expansion of the existing uses (retail business and food markets) to only 20% of the gross
floor area because the existing uses are prohibited under the existing designation. An
increase of 20% gross floor area would add only 180 square feet to potential development
and redevelopment.

The public record and attachments to these findings provide adequate support that the
application complies with all the relevant Washington County Comprehensive Framework
Plan Policies and Implement Strategies including provisions for the planning process,
regional planning, managing growth, housing, transportation, and public facilities (Policies 1,
2,14, 18, 21, 22, 30, 31, 32, and 40).

When assumed to be developed at the greatest intensity allowed by the proposed
designation, the plan amendment has been found to have no significant effect on the
transportation system. The subject site will meet with all relevant transportation policy
requirements in the Comprehensive Framework Plan (Policy 32) and the County’s
Transportation Plan (Policies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, and 19) upon complying with
conditions of development approval specified in the County’s TIS (Attachment C) during
subsequent development application procedures.

It is the Planning Commission’s conclusion that a mistake was made during the 1990
update of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan when the property was designated R5
(See discussion under Policy 1(f) below). It is also the Planning Commission’s conclusion
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that had the NC designation been appropriately applied to the property in 1990 that the NC
designation would have been converted to TO:RC during the 1997 Sunset Station Area
Planning process.

. Statewide Planning Goals

Finding: Goals applicable to this proposal are addressed under related policies from the
Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area.

. Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-0012-0060)

Finding: The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), OAR 660-012-060 requires an
analysis of the impact of a proposed plan amendment on the planned transportation system
to determine whether the proposal will “significantly affect” the planned transportation
system in the area. Pursuant to the OAR, the proposed plan amendment would
“significantly affect” SW Leahy Road or SW 90" Avenue if it did any of the following:

1) Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;
2) Changes standards implementing a functional classification system;

3) Allows types or levels of land use which would result in levels of travel or access which
are inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility; or

4) Would reduce the performance standards of the facility below the minimum acceptable
level identified in the TSP

The proposed plan amendment would increase the allowed intensity and density over
existing conditions, yet the potential increase in trip generation will have limited negative
impacts to the transportation system. (See the traffic analysis in Attachment D and findings
in the County’s TIS in Attachment C). The proposed plan amendment is consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and level-of-service of affected transportation facilities.
Therefore, the plan amendment complies with the TPR regulations.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goals 11, Public Facilities and Services,
and 12, Transportation.)

. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Section 3.07.830.A. of Title 8 of Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP)
requires that all comprehensive plan changes submitted after February 19, 1997 "... shall
be consistent with this functional plan."

1. Title 1, Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodations, states:

FUNCTIONAL PLAN POLICIES IN TITLE 1 SEEK WAYS TO INCREASE THE
CAPACITY WITHIN THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, SUCH AS CHANGING
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LOCAL ZONING TO ACCOMMODATE DEVELOPMENT AT HIGHER DENSITIES IN
LOCATIONS SUPPORTIVE OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

Finding: Under the current designation, a maximum residential density of 18 units per
acre is allowed and a minimum residential density of 12 units per acre is required. In
accord with CDC Section 300-2 residential densities are based on the gross acreage of
the development site, which in this case is 0.21 acres. Consequently, a minimum of 3
units would be required (0.21 acres x 12 = 2.52 = 3 units) and a maximum of 4 units per
acre would be allowed (0.21 acres x 18 = 3.78 = 4 units) if the property were to develop
under the existing land use designation. No new retail commercial uses are allowed in
the TO:R12-18 district; however the long-standing commercial use can remain in
operation to the extent that the use complies with CDC Section 375-6 and all other
applicable development regulations.

Residential uses are permitted in the TO:RC district provided that they are developed as
part of a mixed-use development and located above the retail commercial use. Under
the proposed designation, a minimum FAR of 0.25 would be required. Based upon the
existing gross acreage of the site, a minimum of 2,287 square feet of retail commercial
space (0.21 acres x 43,560 sq. ft. x 0.25 = 2,287 sq. ft. of floor area) would be required.
Additionally, there is essentially no maximum FAR imposed on the property if developed
under the TO:RC designation, provided that the transportation system serving the
development has adequate planned capacity to accommodate additional site-generated
traffic, consistent with the County’s adopted level of service standard.

Both transit oriented districts allow residential uses (e.g., apartments). Retaining the
TO:R12-18 designation would result in @ maximum of 4 residential units (and no new
commercial uses) if the property was redeveloped and all existing uses removed. A
change to TO:RC would result in a minimum of almost 2,300 square feet of retail
commercial uses. Residential units are optional in the TO:RC district. However, as the
applicant proposes for redevelopment, the minimum 2,300 square foot commercial
footprint and required parking will adequately accommodate four residential units above
the ground floor.

. Title 2, Regional Parking Policy, states:

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA AND RESTRICTIONS ON
CONSTRUCTION OF NEW PARKING SPACES AS A MEANS OF RESPONDING TO
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE IMPACTS OF GROWTH. THE METRO 2040
GROWTH CONCEPT CALLS FOR MORE COMPACT DEVELOPMENT AS A MEANS
TO ENCOURAGE MORE EFFICIENT USE OF LAND, PROMOTE NON-AUTO TRIPS
AND PROTECT AIR QUALITY...

Finding: Title 2 of the UGMFP establishes the Regional Parking Policy for the region.
Title 2, Section 2 includes performance standards implementing the Regional Parking
Policy. Among other things, the policy, a) establishes parking minimums which cities
and counties cannot require more than, b) establishes parking maximums which cities
and counties cannot allow more than, c) establishes a variance process, and d) provides
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definitions of the type of parking subject to these requirements. The County responded
to the UGMFP Parking requirements (Title 2) in the form of Ordinance 551, which
amended Community Development Code (Code) standards regulating parking.
Ordinance 551 was adopted on June 6, 2000 and became effective on July 6, 2000.

The plan amendment application does not include a request to amend any of the new
parking provisions designed to meet Title 2 nor does it affect the County’s current
parking standards. In addition, the applicant is not proposing development of the site at
this time; therefore parking requirements will be reviewed through subsequent
development applications.

. Title 6, Regional Accessibility, states:

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT REQUIRES THAT THE
REGION IDENTIFY KEY MEASURES OF TRANSPORTATION EFFECTIVENESS
WHICH INCLUDE ALL MODES OF TRANSPORTATION. DEVELOPING A FULL
ARRAY OF THESE MEASURES WILL REQUIRE ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS...

Finding: Because the Little Store site was mistakenly designated as residential (R-5)
after the 1990 update of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan, this designation
was converted to transit oriented residential (TO:R12-18) when the County adopted the
Sunset Station Community Plan, A-Engrossed Ordinance 484, in 1997. The transit
oriented residential (TO:R12-18) district was applied to the vicinity of the Little Store site
to take into account the predominantly residential character of the neighborhood while
ensuring adequate and appropriate residential densities supportive of Westside MAX.
(See the vicinity and comprehensive plan designation map in Attachment A.)

If the NC designation had been consistently applied to the subject parcel at the time the
Sunset Station Community Plan was adopted, it is possible that the Little Store site
would have been converted to transit oriented retail commercial (TO:RC). The TO:RC
designation recognizes the established commercial use of the site as well as the type of
densities and development characteristics that were the objectives of developing station
area plans.

Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area
1. Policy 1, the Planning Process, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ESTABLISH AN ONGOING
PLANNING PROGRAM WHICH IS A RESPONSIVE LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND
ACCOMMODATES CHANGES AND GROWTH IN THE PHYSICAL, ECONOMIC AND
SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT, IN RESPONSE TO THE NEEDS OF THE COUNTY'S
CITIZENS.

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO PROVIDE THE OPPORTUNITY
FOR A LANDOWNER OR HIS/HER AGENT TO INITIATE QUASI-JUDICIAL
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AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ON A SEMI-ANNUAL BASIS. IN
ADDITION, THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, THE PLANNING DIRECTOR OR
THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY INITIATE THE CONSIDERATION OF QUASI-
JUDICIAL MAP AMENDMENTS AT ANY TIME DEEMED NECESSARY.

Applicable Implementing Strategy (portion):

f. A quasi-judicial plan amendment to the Community Plan Maps, including the
implementing tax maps, shall be granted only if the Review Authority
determines that the proponent has demonstrated that the proposed
designation conforms to the locational criteria of the Comprehensive
Framework Plan, the Community Plan Overview and sub-area description and
design elements, complies with the applicable regional functional planning
requirements established by Metro, and demonstrates that the potential
service impacts of the designation will not impact the built or planned service
delivery system in the community. This is a generalized analysis that in no
way precludes full application of the Growth Management Policies to
development permits as provided in the Code. In addition, the proponent shall
demonstrate one of the following:

1. A mistake in the current designation such that it probably would not have
been placed on the property had the error been brought to the attention of
the Board during the adoption process;

Finding: As is demonstrated in the preceding findings, the proposed plan amendment
meets the relevant regional functional planning requirements (Titles 1, 2, and 6)
established by Metro. Similarly, subsequent findings demonstrate compliance with
locational criteria in the Comprehensive Framework Plan (Policy 18) and the
development code (Section 375) as well as the Country Transportation Plan, the Cedar
Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan Overview, and Westhaven subarea description and
design elements.

This report also provides findings for Washington County Comprehensive Framework
Plan Policy 14 (Managing Growth) that adequate public services can be provided to the
Little Store site given a plan amendment to a TO:RC designation. The County’s TIS
(Attachment C) specifies the conditions for approval that future development
applications on the Little Store site will have to fulfill in order to comply with the
Comprehensive Framework Plan transportation policies (Policy 32) and the standards in
the Transportation Plan. These conditions address right-of-way dedication, access, and
sight distance.

In addition to demonstrating compliance with the regional functional planning
requirements and other polices in the Comprehensive Framework Plan, a plan
amendment is allowed only if the applicant also demonstrates one of the six
requirements set forth under Policy 1(f) are met. Subsection (1) of this section permits a
plan amendment if the applicant demonstrates “[a] mistake in the current designation
such that it probably would not have been placed on the property had the error been
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brought to the attention of the Board during the adoption process.” A “mistake” under
this provision is not intended to second guess the policy choice of the Board of
Commissioners exercised during the adoption of the original plan designation and is
typically limited to clerical errors. This is consistent when read in context with other
provisions that permit a plan amendment. For example a “change in circumstances”
under Subsection (4) or the “lack of appropriately designated suitable alternatives”
under Subsection (2) separately address policy reasons for permitting a change to the
underlying District.

Once the applicant demonstrates a “mistake” the Planning Commission may then
consider other policy reasons relevant to determining what appropriate designation
should be provided. However, this criteria is somewhat silent as to what a particular
property should be designated if the current land use designation is removed.
Nonetheless, staff would consider a reversion to the former land use designation, which
in the case of the current request would be NC, to be the most logical and practical
result if it were determined that it was a mistake to designate the property TO:R12-18.
Whether other information outside of a clerical error may qualify as a “mistake” is
narrowly construed on a case-by-case basis to assure consistency with the original
policy choices made by the Board and to provide meaning to the narrow bases for
allowing other plan amendments under Subsections (2) through (6).

In this case the County Planning Division acknowledged that the Little Store site was
mistakenly designated as residential (R-5) during the 1990 update of the Cedar Hills-
Cedar Mill Community Plan. This mistake resulted in the subject site being converted to
transit oriented residential (TO:R12-18) when the County adopted the Sunset Station
Community Plan (A-Engrossed Ordinance 484) in 1997. Had the subject property been
correctly designated as NC at the time of station area planning, staff noted that it is
possible that it could have been converted to a corresponding transit oriented
commercial designation (TO:RC) but that such conversion would not have been
automatic. It is the Planning Commission’s conclusion that had the NC designation
been correctly applied to the property in 1990 that the NC designation would have likely
been converted to TO:RC, and that TO:RC is the most appropriate designation for the
site.

Note that information regarding whether there is a better designation that would permit a
more economically viable option for developing the property is not relevant in deciding
whether a “mistake” occurred in the original plan designation. Although that information
may be relevant in choosing another designation once the Planning Commission
identifies a “mistake” under Policy 1(f) it is not an independent ground for considering a
plan amendment in the first instance under Subsections (1) through (6).

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning, Goal 9,
Economic Development, Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services, and Goal 14,
Urbanization.)
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2. Policy 2, Citizen Involvement, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION IN ALL PHASES OF THE PLANNING PROCESS AND TO PROVIDE
OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONTINUING INVOLVEMENT AND EFFECTIVE
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN CITIZENS AND THEIR COUNTY GOVERNMENT.

Finding: A quasi-judicial plan amendment such as this must be considered through a
Type il procedure. In accordance with Code Section 204-1, the County placed a legal
notice of the hearing in a newspaper of general circulation (The Oregonian) at least ten
days prior to the November 1, 2006 Planning Commission hearing date (published
October 19, 2006). In addition, pursuant to Code Section 204-4, a notice of the public
hearing for this application was sent to all owners of record of property within 500 feet of
the subject property. This notice was sent at least 20 days prior to the hearing (mailed
October 12, 2006).

A copy of the plan amendment application was mailed to the representative for the local
Citizen Participation Organization (CPO 1) on August 18, 2006. Finally, the staff report
was available to all interested parties seven days prior to the hearing as required by
Code Section 203-6.2. Based upon these actions, the requirements of Policy 2 have
been met.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 1,Citizen Involvement.)
3. Policy 14, Managing Growth, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO MANAGE GROWTH IN
UNINCORPORATED LANDS WITHIN THE UGB SUCH THAT PUBLIC FACILITIES
AND SERVICES ARE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT ORDERLY URBAN
DEVELOPMENT.

Finding: Copies of statements of service availability from the service providers to the
site are included in the applicant's submittal. These statements are from the Tualatin
Valley Water District (TVWD), Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue (TVF&R), Clean Water
Services (CWS), Beaverton School District #48J (BSD #48J), the Washington County
Sheriff’'s Office, Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District (THPRD), and TriMet. Of the
service providers commenting, only water (TVWD), sanitary sewer & drainage (CWS),
fire (TVF&R) are classified as critical services. Schools (BSD #48J) and police
(Washington County Sheriff) constitute essential services, while transit service (TriMet)
and parks (THPRD) are desirable services. All of the critical and essential services are
or can be provided to serve the property as well as future residential development
should the plan amendment be approved.

The completed TIS (Attachment C) submitted with the application stated that the
existing site access is currently nonconforming. Access along SW Leahy Road is
unrestricted and does not meet access spacing standards, nor is sight distance
adequate. A large fir tree restricts sight distance. Access needs to be relocated to the
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east side of the site and adequate sight distance provided along SW Leahy Road.
Access along SW 90" Avenue also does not meet access spacing standards, nor is
sight distance adequate.

Sight distance is restricted by existing vegetation. Access to SW 90th Avenue needs to
be brought into compliance with the access spacing standards as well as adequate sight
distance provided and maintained along SW 90th Avenue. The applicant will be required
to make the necessary improvements regarding site access through a subsequent
development review application.

Land Development Division staff included in the TIS conditions requiring the applicant to
construct a half-street improvement to County standard along both street frontages. A
half-street improvement includes half-width pavement as well as curb, storm drainage,
and sidewalk. The required half-street improvements will improve pedestrian safety in
the area.

Based upon the service provider letters and supplemental analysis provided, staff finds
that an efficient, economic provision of public facilities and services can be provided to
serve the property under the proposed TO:RC District.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and
Services.)

. Policy 18, Plan Designations and Locational Criteria for Development, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO PREPARE COMMUNITY PLANS
AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAND USE
CATEGORIES AND LOCATIONAL CRITERIA CONTAINED IN THE
COMPREHENSIVE FRAMEWORK PLAN.

Transit Oriented Districts

The land use districts described below are intended for application in station
communities and town centers, and along main streets and corridors, as defined
by the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. The land use and design provisions of these
districts shall direct and encourage development that is transit oriented. Transit
oriented development generally has the following characteristics:

designed to encourage people to walk;

contains a mix of land uses;

density consistent with the type of transit service provided to the area;
interconnected to the street system;

includes narrowed neighborhood streets; and

designed to accommodate transit stops and access.

Each of the following transit oriented district addresses these characteristics through its
land use and design provisions:
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Transit Oriented - Residential District, 12-18 units per acre (TO:R12-18)

The TO:R12-18 District is generally applied to property beyond one-quarter mile of
LRT stations, in regional and town centers, and along designated main streets
and corridors. Developments in the district could include duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, townhouses and rowhouses, and low rise apartments (1-3 stories).

Single family residences may also be developed in the district on smali lots, as
long as the minimum density standard is met. The required minimum density for
development in the district is 12 dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowed
density is 18 dwelling units per acre.

As with the TO:R9-12 District, group residences such as assisted living
apartments and nursing homes are allowed if located and designed to be
compatible with surrounding residences, For such developments, the minimum
FAR is 0.5.

Finding: Although the property was designated NC in 1983 through the Cedar Hills-
Cedar Mill community planning process (Ordinance 265), the NC designation was not
consistently applied to the property during the 1990 update of the community plan maps.
Consequently, during the station community planning in 1997, the property was
mistakenly thought to be R-5 Residential, which was the land use designation of
surrounding residential properties. As a result, the County applied the TO:R12-18
District to the property at the same time that it applied the TO:R12-18 District to other
existing R-5 properties along either side of SW 90th Avenue (south of SW Leahy Road).

Given the proximity to the Sunset Light Rail Station, the County determined that
increased residential densities in this area were needed to help support light rail and to
comply with Metro’s Title 1. As it is, the Little Store site is on the edge of the Sunset
Station Area and transit oriented district. Transit oriented districts are subject to specific
design standards designed to result in higher quality development that was transit and
pedestrian friendly.

Transit Oriented - Retail Commercial District (TO-RC)

The TO-RC District is primarily intended to provide the goods and services
needed by people living and working in or near LRT station communities, regional
and town centers, main streets and corridors. Uses in the district must be
pedestrian oriented in design and function. Auto-oriented uses, such as motor
vehicle service stations, may be allowed if appropriately designed, and in
compliance with minimum FAR standards...Hotels, apartments, and town houses
are also allowed on the upper floors of a building with first floor retail commercial
uses.

In a station community, the minimum FAR in the TO-RC District is 0.5 within one-
quarter mile of an LRT station, 0.35 between one-quarter mile and one-half mile
from an LRT station, and 0.25 beyond one-half mile from an LRT station.
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Finding: The Little Store site provides a mix of land uses, encouraged in transit oriented
districts, with a store on the ground floor and an apartment on the second floor. The
0.25 FAR standard in the TO:RC district will be result in denser development than is
currently found on the Little Store site, however not so dense as to be incompatible with
existing development in the surrounding neighborhood.

The subject site is directly accessible by bus and motor vehicle. It is also pedestrian
oriented because of the small scale of its building and lot, narrow neighborhood streets,
limited setback of the store entrance from the street, the presence of trees around the
store, and its corner location. The site is surrounded by residences that are within a
short walking distance. In the case of future development or redevelopment of the site,
sidewalks and bicycle lanes will be required as conditions of development approval.
(See Attachment C.)

If the County had correctly applied the NC designation to the subject site on the 1990
update of the Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan, the site may have been converted
to its transit oriented commercial counterpart (TO:RC) when the Sunset Station Area
Plan was adopted in 1997. However, because the site was located in the Sunset
Station Area and was incorrectly designated R-5 at the time of station area planning, it
was converted to a transit oriented residential designation (TO:R12-18) instead in order
to facilitate residential development supportive of light rail and compliant with Metro’s
housing allocation (Table 1 of Title 1).

Given its location within a station area and surrounding residential development,
application of the TO:R12-18 district to the subject property is appropriate. The TO:RC
designation would also be appropriate — relative to Policy 18 — given the transit oriented
designations applied to this and other property located within the Sunset Station Area
and the site’s historic and existing commercial use. Both designations are appropriate in
a station community. However, as addressed in findings for Policy 1.f.i., the TO:R12-18
district will not allow for economically viable redevelopment of the site.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.)
Policy 21, (Urban Area Housing) Housing Affordability, States:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE THE HOUSING
INDUSTRY TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
FOR ALL HOUSEHOLDS IN THE UNINCORPORATED URBAN COUNTY AREA.

Finding: As stated previously, under the current designation a maximum residential
density of 18 units per acre is allowed and a minimum residential density of 12 units per
acre is required. However, the TO:R12-18 District does not allow [new] retail
commercial. The existing commercial use can continue to operate for as long as the
proprietor chooses to do so provided the use has been determined to be an approved
use in accord with Section 375-6 and complies with all applicable sections of the
Community Development Code. The existing apartment unit constitutes a conforming
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use. Consequently, a change in designations from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC is not
necessary in order to continue operating the existing commercial use.

A minimum of three units would be required and a maximum of four units per acre would
be allowed if the property were to develop under the current land use designation given
the existing gross acreage of the lot. Residential uses are permitted in the TO:RC
District provided that they are developed as part of a mixed-use development and
located above the retail commercial use. Under the proposed designation, a minimum
FAR of 0.25 would be required. As such a minimum of 2,287 square feet of retail
commercial space (0.21 acres x 43,560 sq. ft. x 0.25 = 2,287 sq. ft. of floor area). It is
important to note that densities and floor area ratios are based upon the existing gross
acreage of the site. Additionally, there is essentially no maximum FAR imposed on the
property if developed under the TO:RC designation, provided that the transportation
system serving the development has adequate planned capacity to accommodate
additional site-generated traffic, consistent with the County’s adopted level of service
standard.

Retaining the TO:R12-18 designation would result in a maximum of four residential units
if the property was redeveloped, while a change to TO:RC would result in a minimum of
almost 2,300 square feet of retail commercial uses (residential units are optional in the
TO:RC District). Given the minimum commercial footprint and required parking, the
applicant can develop four attached housing units above the ground floor. The NC
district also allows dwelling units as part of a mixed-use development. However
residential densities of mixed-use NC developments are limited to 15 units per acre
(CDC Section 311-3.6 C.). This means a maximum of 3 dwelling units (0.21 acres x 15
= 3.15 = 3 units) would be allowed on the site if it was designated NC

In Washington County's Final Periodic Review Order for the Urban Area, it was
calculated that in 1989 there was an opportunity to construct new housing on the
remaining residential land in the urban unincorporated area, given 1989 designations, at
an overall density of 8.6 units per acre (110,842 potential units divided by 12,848 vacant
acres). Urban plan amendments since 1989 have only resulted in a small number of
acres of residential land lost to non-residential plan designations. Legislative and quasi-
judicial plan amendments since 1989 have resulted in an overall gain of 390 dwelling
units.

If approved, the plan amendment would have a negligible impact on the current overall
average for new housing in the urban unincorporated area and essentially no impact if
the plan amendment is approved and essentially no impact if the plan amendment is
approved and the applicant constructs four dwelling units above the commercial use, as
proposed.

(These findings also apply to Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing.)
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6. Policy 22, (Urban Area Housing) Housing Choice and Availability, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE THE HOUSING
INDUSTRY TO MAKE A VARIETY OF HOUSING TYPES AVAILABLE, IN
SUFFICIENT QUANTITIES, TO THE HOUSING CONSUMER.

Finding: The subject of this policy is the potential ratio of attached and detached
dwelling units developed on vacant residential land in the urban unincorporated area. In
the Final Periodic Review Order for the Urban Area, it was calculated that in 1989 the
potential ratio was 47.3 percent single-family residences to 52.7 percent multi-family
residences (52,416 single-family units/58,426 multi-family units, a difference of 6,010
units).

Urban plan amendments since 1989 have not changed this ratio significantly. Multi-
family dwelling units are allowed in the TO:R12-18 District as well as in both the NC and
TO:RC Districts, when provided as part of mixed-use developments. If the subject
property were redeveloped under the TO:R12-18 designation, a minimum of 3 dwelling
units is required and a maximum of 4 dwelling units is allowed. The existing commercial
uses could be retained in a subsequent redevelopment in the TO:R12-18 provided, as
stated previously, that the existing commercial use was determined (through a separate
land use review process) to be an approved use pursuant to CDC Section 375-6.
However expansion of the commercial use would be limited to 20% of the existing gross
floor area per CDC Section 375-6, and this would not necessarily allow for economically
viable redevelopment of the site.

While not required in the TO:RC district, the applicant does propose to redevelop the
site with multiple housing units above the ground floor commercial use. Given roughly
2,300 square feet of commercial footprint required for the site in a TO:RC district and
required off-street parking, the subject site can accommodate four multi-family dwelling
units above the ground floor if redeveloped.

(These findings also apply to Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing.)
7. Policy 30, (Public Facilities and Services) Schools, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO COORDINATE WITH SCHOOL
DISTRICTS AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN PLANNING FUTURE
SCHOOL FACILITIES TO ENSURE PROPER LOCATION AND SAFE ACCESS FOR
STUDENTS.

Finding: According to the School District's Service Provider Letter dated March 8, 2006,
the District does not object to the proposed plan amendment. The District concluded
that the proposed amendment would potentially reduce the number of residential units
that could be developed on the site. Notwithstanding, multi-family dwelling units
generate fewer students than do detached dwelling units.
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10.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and
Services.)

Policy 31, (Public Facilities and Services) Fire and Police Protection, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO WORK CLOSELY WITH
APPROPRIATE SERVICE PROVIDERS TO ASSURE THAT ALL AREAS OF THE
COUNTY CONTINUE TO BE SERVED WITH AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF FIRE AND
POLICE PROTECTION.

Finding: The service provider letters from Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue and the
Washington County Sheriff's Department dated March 3, 2006 and March 1, 2006,
respectively, stated that these providers could adequately serve the property.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and
Services.)

Policy 32, Transportation, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO REGULATE THE EXISTING
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE FUTURE
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS OF THE COUNTY THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF
A TRANSPORTATION PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.

Finding: The application included a County TIS. (See Attachment C, which includes the
Transportation Staff Report for this plan amendment).

Policy 40, Regional Planning Implementation, states:

IT IS THE POLICY OF WASHINGTON COUNTY TO HELP FORMULATE AND
LOCALLY |IMPLEMENT METRO’S REGIONAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT
REQUIREMENTS IN A MANNER THAT BEST SERVES EXISTING AND FUTURE
RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES.

Finding: Plan Policy 40 was adopted through A-Engrossed Ordinance 561, which
became effective on November 30, 2000. A-Engrossed Ordinance 561 applied the 2040
Growth Concept Design Types to all of the unincorporated, urban areas of Washington
County. There are nine design types: Regional Center, Town Center, Town Center-Area
of Interest, Station Community, Neighborhoods, Main Street, Transit Corridor,
Employment or Industrial Areas. The Neighborhood design type applies to the property.

The Station Community design type is defined as areas “...adjacent to, or within easy
walking distance of light rail stations. Along with the Regional Centers and Town
Centers, Station Communities are home to the most intensive land uses. These areas
are designated for higher density, transit supportive uses. The primary uses include
retail and service businesses, offices, mixed-use projects, higher-density housing, and
rowhouses. Station communities will have wide sidewalks and “street-side” facilities to
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make these areas ‘pedestrian friendly. Station Communities will evolve into higher
intensity areas that are focal points of public transit.”

Both the higher density residential uses planned for the property and the proposed
transit oriented retail commercial uses requested for the property are appropriate and
allowed in the Station Community design type.

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.)

F. Washington County Transportation Plan and Transportation Planning Rule

Finding: The County’s TIS (Attachment C), incorporated by reference into this staff
report, contains discussions of whether the plan amendment complies with the
Transportation Plan as well as the Transportation Planning Rule. Based on the
applicant's written materials and the findings in this report, staff concludes that this
proposed plan amendment will not "significantly affect" a transportation facility as
defined in OAR 660-12-0060. Staff finds the plan amendment is consistent with the
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Planning Rule. (See Attachment C.)

(These findings also pertain to Statewide Planning Goals 11, Public Facilities and
Services and 12, Transportation.)

G. Cedar Hills-Cedar Mill Community Plan

Community Plan Overview, Applicable General Design Elements:

5. All new subdivisions, attached unit residential developments, and commercial
developments shall provide for pedestrian/bicycle pathways which allow public
access thorough or along the development and connect adjacent developments
and/or shopping areas, schools, public transit and park and recreation sites. The
pedestrian-bicycle system is especially important in providing a link between
existing and planned high density residential areas along Barnes Road with the
transit center at Highway 26-217. This system may include off right-of-way
segments.

Finding: The applicant will be required to construct half-street improvements, including
sidewalks, along both street frontages at such time as redevelopment occurs. The
functional classification of SW 90th Avenue and SW Leahy Road requires on-street
bicycle facilities when street improvements (e.g., half-street improvements) are made.
These improvements will result in safer pedestrian circulation along the street frontages
and in the area.

9. In the design of road improvements that are required of new developments to
meet the County’s growth management policies, pedestrian/bicycle pathways
identified in the County’s Transportation Plan shall be included.
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Finding: As stated previously, the applicant will be conditioned through the subsequent
development application to construct sidewalks along each of the street frontages as
part of the required half-street improvements. The half-street improvements will provide
improved pedestrian and bicycle circulation. On-street bicycle facilities will also be
required in conjunction with the half-street improvement.

10. Noise reduction measures shall be incorporated into all new developments
located adjacent to Arterials and Collectors. Noise reduction alternatives include
vegetative buffers, berms, walls and other design techniques such as insulation,
setbacks, and orientation of windows away from the road.

Finding: The applicant will be required to comply with this design element under either
plan designation. Appropriate noise mitigation measures along SW Leahy Road will be
determined through the subsequent development review process.

12. New development shall dedicate right-of-way for road extensions and
alignments as indicated in Washington County’s Transportation Plan or
Community Plans. New development shall also be subject to conditions set forth
in the County’s growth management policies during the development review
process.

Finding: The applicant will comply with this design element through the subsequent
development review process.

13. New access onto Arterials and Collectors shall be limited. Shared or
consolidated access shall be required prior to the issuance of a development
permit for land divisions or structures located adjacent to these facilities, unless
demonstrated to be infeasible.

Finding: No new access is proposed as part of the plan amendment. The existing
accesses to SW 90th Avenue and SW Leahy Road are non-conforming and do not
comply with the County’s Access Spacing Standards. The anticipated future
development — should the plan amendment be approved — will be conditioned to comply
with the access standards.

WESTHAVEN SUBAREA

The Community Plan recommends limited change to the present low-density land
use pattern in the Westhaven subarea. The only exceptions are (1) the designation
of a large parcel of land along SW Leahy (south of Leahy Terrace) as R-9, (2) the
designation of properties fronting on 90th Avenue south of Leahy and south of
Westhaven Drive east of 95th Avenue as TO:R12-18, and (3) the allowance of
accessory dwelling units for single family detached dwellings in the area.
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Design Elements:

1. Stands of trees and dense vegetation bordering the west side of the area shall
be retained, to the extent reasonably practicable and consistent with public safety
concerns, as a buffer between existing low density neighborhoods and new
attached unit residential areas included in the Peterkort property development, as
required by screening and buffering standards in the Community Development
Code.

2. SW Brookside shall be kept as a dead-end street due to topography.

3. No increase in the Neighborhood Commercial area at SW 90th and SW Leahy
shall be granted through the quasi-judicial Plan Amendment process.

Finding: The subject property is that of the ‘Neighborhood Commercial area’ addressed
by this design element. However, the subject property is no longer designated for
commercial uses. The property’s land use designation was changed from NC to
TO:R12-18 as part of the County’s station area planning. Notwithstanding, the proposed
change from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC would not result in an increase in the size of the
[former] NC area.

Washington County Community Development Code

1. Article lll, Land Use Districts:
Section 375, Transit Oriented Districts:
375-1 Intent and Purpose

The intent of the transit oriented districts is to direct and encourage development
that is transit supportive and pedestrian oriented in areas within approximately
one-half mile of light rail transit stations, within one-quarter mile of existing and
planned primary bus routes and in town centers and regional centers.

The purpose of the transit oriented districts is to limit development to that which
(1) has a sufficient density of employees, residents or users to be supportive of
the type of transit provided to the area; (2) generates a relatively high percentage
of trips serviceable by transit; (3) contains a complementary mix of land uses; (4)
is designed to encourage people to walk; ride a bicycle or use transit for a
significant percentage of their trips.

Finding: Both the current (TO:R12-18) and the proposed (TO:RC) transit oriented land
use districts are designed to facilitate transit supportive and pedestrian-oriented
development. Consequently either plan designation complies with the intent and
purpose of Section 375.
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375-6 Change or Expansion of Existing Uses or Structures

A. Uses prohibited in a transit oriented district that were lawfully in existence at
the time of application of the district are considered to be approved uses.
However, because such uses are not considered to be transit-supportive,
future expansions shall be limited in total to a maximum of twenty (20) percent
of the gross floor area present at the time of application of the transit oriented
district, upon findings that the proposed expansion complies with the
development standards in this Code, including this Section, to the extent
reasonably practicable. Where the use, design or configuration of an existing
development makes it not reasonably practicable to apply a particular
development standard or the applicant provides an alternative development
proposal which equally or better meets the purpose of the particular
development standard, the Review Authority shall waive the application of that
standard.

B. All other uses and structures that were lawfully in existence at the time of
application of the transit oriented district may be expanded upon findings that
the proposed expansion complies with the development standards in this
Section and Section 431, to the extent reasonably practicable. Where the use,
design or configuration of an existing development makes it not reasonably
practicable to apply a particular development standard or the applicant
provides an alternative development proposal which equally or better meets
the purpose of the particular development standard, the Review Authority
shall waive the application of that standard.

Notwithstanding the above, future expansions shall be limited in total to a
maximum of twenty (20) percent of the gross floor area present at the time of
application of the transit oriented district, unless a master plan is prepared by
the applicant and approved by the County which describes how additional
development on the site will achieve, through phases if necessary, full
compliance with all applicable standards and provisions of this Code and the
applicable community plan.

Finding: The existing commercial use, according to the applicant, has been in operation
since 1955. The existing use does not constitute a permitted use in the TO:R12-18
District. However, pursuant to CDC Section 375-6 the existing commercial use, if it were
lawfully in existence prior to November 28, 2997 would be considered an approved use.
As stated previously the County Court approved an expansion of the commercial use in
1960. However, there is no evidence that the approved expansion occurred.
Additionally, in 1984 Type | development review approval was granted to construct a
deck on the east side of the store; this never occurred. Prior to 1984 and after 1960, the
County processed, according to Land Development Services staff, an interior remodel of
the existing commercial use.
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Notwithstanding, since most prohibited uses were not considered to be transit
supportive, this code Section was written to limit all future expansions of such uses —
even though deemed to be an approved use — to a maximum of 20% of the gross floor
area. To date, none of the previous owners of the property (since the adoption of
Ordinance 484) has requested a determination of an approved status for the property to
verify that the long-standing commercial use would qualify under Section 375-6 as an
approved use. Nonetheless, Land Development Services staff have expressed no doubt
that the existing and long-standing commercial use is legally nonconforming, and as
such would constitute an approved use under Section 375-6. In the case of the existing
Little Store site, a 20% increase in the gross floor area would constitute an expansion of
approximately 180 square feet. This expansion has been deemed insufficient for
economically viable redevelopment of the site.
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Attachments

Attachment A — Vicinity and Comprehensive Plan Designation Map

Attachment B — November 1, 2006 Development Conditions Memo from Applicant's
Representative to Planning Commission

Attachment C — Washington County Traffic Impact Statement (TIS)

Attachment D — April 28, 2006 Traffic Analysis Memo from DKS Associates
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Attachment A —
Vicinity and Comprehensive Plan
Designation Map
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Attachment B -
November 1, 2006 Development Conditions
Memo from Applicant’s Representative to
Planning Commission
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plgnninrgjggoup LAND USE PLANNING - TRANSPORTATION PLANNING - PROJECT MANAGEME!

Date: November 1, 2006

Memorandum

To: Washington County Planning Commission
From: Frank Angelo, Principal
Re: Fairbairn/Little Store Plan Amendment (Casefile No. 06-398-PA)

This memo summarizes site conditions for the Little Store property owned by applicant Scott Fairbaim
and future dedication requirements that will apply to the property. It also compares different
development standards that may be applied to the site given its existing Comprehensive Plan designation
as Transit Onented Residential 12-18 unuts per acre (TO:R12-18) and potential designations as Transit
Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC) or Neighborhood Commercial (NO).

Existing Conditions

As illustrated in Attachment A, the existing dimensions of the Little Store lot are as follows.

Width: approx. 149 ft.

Depth: approx. 61 ft.

Area: approx. 9, 089 sq. ft. (sf)
or 0.21 acres

The existing building includes a convenience store on the ground floor and one apartment unit on the
second floor. Existing setbacks and the area of the building are as follows.

Existing front setback
(from SW Leahy):

approx. 17 ft.

Existing side setback
(from SW 90™):

approx. 45 ft.

Existing area:

approx. 900 sf

620 SW Main Street, Suite 201, Portland, OR 97205-3026 - tel 503.224.6974 - fax 503.227.3679 -« www.angeloplanning.com
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Required Right-of-Way Dedications

The following nght-of-way (ROW) dedications were specified as part of the development conditions
presented in the County’s Traffic Impact Statement (Attachment B). These dedications will be required
of any development or redevelopment on the site.

Total ROW
Required Existing ROW
(from ROW Dedication

centerline)
SW Leahy 371t 20 ft. 17 ft.
(Collector)
sw 90" 30 ft. 20 ft. 10 ft.
(Neighborhood Route)

As shown in Attachment C, this dedication will result in the following buildable lot dimensions and will
reduce the lot size by about 32%.

Width: approx. 139 ft.

Depth: approx. 44 ft.

Area: approx. 6,116 sq. ft. (sf)
or 0.14 acres
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Washington County Development Standards

The following table summarizes pertinent standards from the Washington County Development Code
that would apply to the property if it retained its current TO:R12-18 designation or was amended to
TORCor NC

TO:R12-18 TO:RC NC
Minimum lotarea 2,000 sf None 8,500 sf
Minimum average lot width 20 ft None 85 ft
Minimum average lot depth 60 ft None 85 ft
Minimum building height None None None

(beyond 1,300 ft from a station platform)

Maximum building height 40 ft 60 ft 35 ft

(height exceptions for architectural features;
possible height limits per Sect. 431-8)

Yard depth
Frontage minimum 10 ft None 20 ft

(except to accommodate utilities)

Frontage maximum 15 ft ot ' (Rear yard min.:

(shall apply to at least 50% of 1* floor of 20 ft)
building facing pedestrian street per Sect. ‘
431-3.8, or may be exceeded if needed
mitigation for transportation noise and
vibration demonstrated)

Interior minimum None None Side yard on corner
(except as necessary to comply with Sect. oty 2088

411 and 431 screening and buffering Side yard adjacent
standards and CABO building code to residential district:
standards) standard for

residential district
(TO:R12-18: None)

Interior maximum None None

Source: Article if, Section 375~ Transit Oriented Districts, Tables B and C and Section 311 — Neighborhood Commercial District (NC)
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If the designation of the Little Store property was changed to NG, the property would violate four of
seven development standards once ROW dedications were made.

Minimum lot area
Minimum average lot depth
Front yard setback

Rear yard setback

If the current TO:R12-18 designation of the Little Store property was retained, Section 375-6 of the
Development Code (Change or Expansions of Existing Uses or Structures in Transit Onented Districts)
allows for up to a 20% increase in gross floor area and the potential waiver of development standards.
However, a 20% increase in gross floor area would add approximately only 180 square feet to the existing
development, which does not encourage or lend itself to redevelopment. An increase of more than 20%
of the existing floor area would be prohibited because retail businesses and food markets are prohibited
uses 1n the district (Attachment D).

Attachment E depicts a conceptual redevelopment layout given required right-of-way dedications.
Redevelopment of the site in this manner would accommodate small-scale ground-floor retail use,
parking, and four residental units on the second floor. An elevation and sketch of potental
redevelopment is provided in Attachment F.
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List of Attachments

Attachment A: Existing Conditions

Attachment B: Washington County Traffic Impact Statement (TIS)

Attachment C: Right-of-Way Dedications and Lot Dimensions

Attachment D: Table A. Permitted and Prohibited Uses in Transit Oriented Districts
Attachment E: Conceptual Redevelopment Conditions

Attachment F: Conceptual Redevelopment — Streetfront Elevation Sketch
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Attachment C -
Washington County Traffic Impact Statement
(TIS)
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
Dept. of Land Use & Transportation
Land Development Services Division
155 N. 1% Avenue, #350-13,

Hilisboro, OR 97124

Ph. (503) 846-8761 Fax (503) 846-2908
http://www.co.washington.or.us

TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT

These findings are for a proposed plan amendment from TO:R12-18 to TO:RC for “The
Little Store”, with frontage on SW Leahy Road na SW 90™ Avenue, affecting parcel
1S102AD00800.

A Planning Division - The following comments are intended to address the overall
transportation system impacts of this plan amendment proposal. These comments
should not be used in conjunction with the actual, immediate, traffic impacts that may be
associated with a request for development approval of a specific use on this site.
Questions regarding these Planning Division comments should be directed to Gregg
Leion, Senior Planner, at 846-3969.

1 if approved, this proposal would re-designate tax lot 800, Map 1S12AD
(approximately 0.21 acre), from TO: R12-18 (Transit Oriented: Residential 12 to
18 Units/Acre) to TO: RC (Transit Oriented Retail Commercial).

2. The subject property currently supports a convenience store with 4-apartment
units located on the second story of the 900-square foot building.

3. The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, OAR 660-012-0060 requires an
analysis of the impact of a proposed plan amendment on the planned
transportation system. To address this requirement, the County requires a
comparative analysis of a reasonable ‘worst case’ development of the site under
the current and proposed land use designation. A ‘reasonable worst case’
development would be one with the greatest potential trip generation based on a
reasonable build-out of the site under the proposed plan designation. In
determining what would constitute a ‘reasonable worst case’ development on the
subject property under a Transit-Oriented Retail Commercial designation, the
provisions of CDC Section 375 will need to be considered. The applicant should
consider the FAR requirements of CDC Section 375 as well as the parking
requirements of CDC Section 413 in determining a reasonable intensity of use
under the proposed TO: RC plan designation.

Because of the small size of the subject parcel, development potential will be
limited under both the existing and proposed plan designations and a full traffic
analysis will therefore not be required. However, sufficient information must be
provided to address trip generation under the existing designation and under the
reasonable worst case development under the proposed TO: RC designation.

5. The Washington County Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area,
Policy 1.f states:

A quasi-judicial plan amendment to the Community Plan Maps,
including the implementing tax maps, shall be granted only if the
Review Authority determines that the proponent has demonstrated
that the proposed designation conforms to the locational criteria of
the Comprehensive Framework Plan, the Community Plan Overview
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and the sub-area description and design elements, complies with
the regional plan, and demonstrates that the potential service
impacts of the designation will not impact the built or planned
service delivery system in the community. This is a generalized
analysis that is no way precludes full application of the Growth
Management Policies to development permits as provided in the
Code.

As it pertains to transportation, this policy requires the County to analyze the
existing transportation system as well as the planned system. The applicant must
provide sufficient information regarding reasonable worst case development on
the subject property under the existing and planned system.

6. In addition to Policy 1.f., the applicant is required to address all relevant policies
in the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan, adopted on October 29,
2002. Transportation planning staff finds that the following Transportation Plan
policies are particularly relevant to this request, and should be addressed in the
plan amendment application:

Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan Policies:
1.0 Travel Needs Policy
2.0 System Safety Policy
4.0 System Funding Policy
5.0 System Implementation and Plan Management Policy
6.0 Roadway System Policy
8.0 Roadway Safety Policy
10.0  Functional Classification Policy
12.0 Transit Policy
14.0 Pedestrian Policy
15.0 Bicycle Policy
19.0 Transportation Planning Coordination and Public Involvement Policy

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE PLAN AMENDMENT REQUIREMENTS
660-012-0060 Pian and Land Use Regulation Amendments

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive pian, 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,
etc.) of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a
transportation facility if it would:

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

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
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(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 acceptable performance standard identified in the
TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(© 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.

(2) Where a local government determines that there would be a significant effect,
compliance with section (1) shall be accomplished through one or a combination of the
following:

(@) Adopting measures that demonstrate allowed land uses are consistent with the
planned function, capacity, and performance standards of the transportation

facility.

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provide transportation facilities,
improvements or services adequate to support the proposed land uses
consistent with the requirements of this division; such amendments shall include
a funding plan or mechanism consistent with section (4) or include an
amendment to the transportation finance plan so that the facility, improvement,
or service will be provided by the end of the planning period

(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce
demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

(d) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity or performance
standards of the transportation facility.

(e) Providing other measures as a condition of development or through a
development agreement or similar funding method, including transportation
system management measures, demand management or minor transportation
improvements. Local governments shall as part of the amendment specify when
measures or improvements provided pursuant to this subsection will be provided.

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this rule, a local government may approve an
amendment that would significantly affect an existing transportation facility without
assuring that the allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity and
performance standards of the facility where:

(a) The facility is already performing below the minimum acceptable performance
standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan on the date the
amendment application is submitted;

(b) in the absence of the amendment, planned transportation facilities,
improvements and services as set forth in section (4) of this rule would not be
adequate to achieve consistency with the identified function, capacity or
performance standard for that facility by the end of the planning period identified
in the adopted TSP;
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(c) Development resulting from the amendment will, at a minimum, mitigate the
impacts of the amendment in a manner that avoids further degradation to the
performance of the facility by the time of the development through one or a
combination of transportation improvements or measures;

(d) The amendment does not involve property located in an interchange area as
defined in paragraph (4)(d)(C); and

(e) For affected state highways, ODOT provides a written statement that the
proposed funding and timing for the identified mitigation improvements or
measures are, at a minimum, sufficient to avoid further degradation to the
performance of the affected state highway. However, if a local government
provides the appropriate ODOT regional office with written notice of a proposed
amendment in a manner that provides ODOT reasonable opportunity to submit a
written statement into the record of the local government proceeding, and ODOT
does not provide a written statement, then the local government may proceed
with applying subsections (a) through (d) of this section.

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

(a) In determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing or
planned transportation facility under subsection (1)(c) of this rule, local
governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities and services and on
the planned transportation facilities, improvements and services set forth in
subsections (b) and (c) below.

(b) Outside of interstate interchange areas, the following are considered planned
facilities, improvements and services:

(A) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are funded for
construction or implementation in the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program or a locally or regionally adopted transportation
improvement program or capital improvement plan or program of a
transportation service provider.

(B) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are authorized in
a local transportation system plan and for which a funding plan or
mechanism is in place or approved. These include, but are not limited to,
transportation facilities, improvements or services for which:
transportation systems development charge revenues are being
collected; a local improvement district or reimbursement district has been
established or will be established prior to development; a development
agreement has been adopted; or conditions of approval to fund the
improvement have been adopted.

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a metropolitan
planning organization (MPO) area that are part of the area's federally-
approved, financially constrained regional transportation system plan.

(D) Improvements to state highways that are included as planned
improvements in a regional or local transportation system plan or
comprehensive plan when ODOT provides a written statement that the
improvements are reasonably likely to be provided by the end of the
planning period.
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(E) Improvements to regional and local roads, streets or other transportation
facilities or services that are included as planned improvements in a
regional or local transportation system plan or comprehensive plan when
the local government(s) or transportation service provider(s) responsible
for the facility, improvement or service provides a written statement that
the facility, improvement or service is reasonably likely to be provided by
the end of the planning period.

(c) Within interstate interchange areas, the improvements included in (b)(A)-(C) are
considered planned facilities, improvements and services, except where:

(A) ODOT provides a written statement that the proposed funding and timing
of mitigation measures are sufficient to avoid a significant adverse impact
on the Interstate Highway system, then local governments may also rely
on the improvements identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E) of this
section; or

(B) There is an adopted interchange area management plan, then local
governments may also rely on the improvements identified in that plan
and which are also identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E) of this section.

(d) As used in this section and section (3):

(A) Planned interchange means new interchanges and relocation of existing
interchanges that are authorized in an adopted transportation system
plan or comprehensive plan;

(B) Interstate highway means Interstates 5, 82, 84, 105, 205 and 405; and
© Interstate interchange area means:

0] Property within one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange
on an Interstate Highway as measured from the center point of
the interchange; or

(i) The interchange area as defined in the Interchange Area
Management Plan adopted as an amendment to the Oregon
Highway Plan.

(e) For purposes of this section, a written statement provided pursuant to
paragraphs (b)(D), (b)(E) or (c)(A) provided by ODOT, a local government or
transportation facility provider, as appropriate, shall be conclusive in determining
whether a transportation facility, improvement or service is a planned
transportation facility, improvement or service. In the absence of a written
statement, a local government can only rely upon planned transportation
facilities, improvements and services identified in paragraphs (b)(A)-(C) to
determine whether there is a significant effect that requires application of the
remedies in section (2).

The presence of a transportation facility or improvement shall not be a basis for an
exception to allow residential, commercial, institutional or industrial development on rural
lands under this division or OAR 660-004-0022 and 660-004-0028.

In determining whether proposed land uses would affect or be consistent with planned
transportation facilities as provided in 0060(1) and (2), local governments shall give full
credit for potential reduction in vehicle trips for uses located in mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly centers, and neighborhoods as provided in (a)-(d) below;
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(a) Absent adopted local standards or detailed information about the vehicle trip
reduction benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development, local
governments shall assume that uses located within a mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly center, or neighborhood, will generate 10% fewer daily and peak hour
trips than are specified in available published estimates, such as those provided
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual that do
not specifically account for the effects of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly
development. The 10% reduction allowed for by this section shall be available
only if uses which rely solely on auto trips, such as gas stations, car washes,
storage facilities, and motels are prohibited,;

(b) Local governments shall use detailed or local information about the trip reduction
benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development where such information
is available and presented to the local government. Local governments may,
based on such information, allow reductions greater than the 10% reduction
required in (a);

() Where a local government assumes or estimates lower vehicle trip generation as
provided in (a) or (b) above, it shall assure through conditions of approval, site
plans, or approval standards that subsequent development approvals support
the development of a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or neighborhood and
provide for on-site bike and pedestrian connectivity and access to transit as
provided for in 0045(3) and (4). The provision of on-site bike and pedestrian
connectivity and access to transit may be accomplished through application of
acknowledged ordinance provisions which comply with 0045(3) and (4) or
through conditions of approval or findings adopted with the plan amendment that
assure compliance with these rule requirements at the time of development
approval; and

(d) The purpose of this section is to provide an incentive for the designation and
implementation of pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use centers and neighborhoods by
lowering the regulatory barriers to plan amendments which accomplish this type
of development. The actual trip reduction benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly development will vary from case to case and may be somewhat higher or
lower than presumed pursuant to (a) above. The Commission concludes that this
assumption is warranted given general information about the expected effects of
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development and its intent to encourage changes
to plans and development patterns. Nothing in this section is intended to affect
the application of provisions in local plans or ordinances which provide for the
calculation or assessment of systems development charges or in preparing
conformity determinations required under the federal Clean Air Act.

Amendments to acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations which
meet all of the criteria listed in (a)-(c) below shall include an amendment to the
comprehensive plan, transportation system plan the adoption of a local street plan,
access management plan, future street plan or other binding local transportation plan to
provide for on-site alignment of streets or accessways with existing and planned arterial,
collector, and local streets surrounding the site as necessary to implement the
requirements in Section 0020(2)(b) and Section 0045(3) of this division:

(a) The plan or land use regulation amendment results in designation of two or more
acres of land for commercial use;

(b) The local government has not adopted a TSP or local street plan which complies
with Section 0020(2)(b) or, in the Portland Metropolitan Area, has not complied
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with Metro's requirement for street connectivity as contained in Title 6, Section 3
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, and

(c) The proposed amendment would significantly affect a transportation facility as
provided in 0060(1).

(8) A "mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or neighborhood" for the purposes of this rule,
means:

(a) Any one of the following:
(A) An existing central business district or downtown;

B) An area designated as a central city, regional center, town center or main
street in the Portland Metro 2040 Regional Growth Concept;

(C)  An area designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as a transit
oriented development or a pedestrian district; or

(D) An area designated as a special transportation area as provided for in the
Oregon Highway Plan.

(b) An area other than those listed in (a) which includes or is planned to include the
following characteristics:

(A) A concentration of a variety of land uses in a well-defined area, including

the following:
(i) Medium to high density residential development (12 or more units
per acre);

(i) Offices or office buildings;
(iii) Retail stores and services,
(iv) Restaurants; and

(v) Public open space or private open space which is available for
public use, such as a park or plaza.

(B) Generally include civic or cultural uses,
(C) A core commercial area where multi-story buildings are permitted,;
(D) Buildings and building entrances oriented to streets;

(E) Street connections and crossings that make the center safe and
conveniently accessible from adjacent areas,

(F) A network of streets and, where appropriate, accessways and major
driveways that make it attractive and highly convenient for people to walk
between uses within the center or neighborhood, including streets and
major driveways within the center with wide sidewalks and other features,
including pedestrian-oriented street crossings, street trees, pedestrian-
scale lighting and on-street parking;

(G)  One or more transit stops (in urban areas with fixed route transit service);
and

(H) Limit or do not allow low-intensity or land extensive uses, such as most
industrial uses, automobile sales and services, and drive-through
services.
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Land Development Services - The following are development conditions that may be
required by The Department of Land Use and Transportation. These requirements,
supported by findings of fact, will be the basis for recommendations to the Review
Authority or Hearings Officer regarding your Land Use Application.

Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide 37 feet from centerline of SW Leahy Road
adjacent to the site, including adequate corner radius.

Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide 30 feet from centerline of SW 90th
Avenue adjacent to the site, including adequate corner radius.

Establish a non-access restriction along the site's frontage of SW Leahy Road,
except at any access approved through the development review process.

SW Leahy Road is a collector, with a minimum access spacing standard of 100 feet.
The current access to SW Leahy Road is unrestricted along the site’s frontage. The
existing access does not meet this standard. The access needs to be relocated to
the east side of the site.

SW 90" Avenue is a Neighborhood Route, with a minimum access spacing standard
of 50 feet. The existing access to SW 90" Avenue does not meet this standard.

Lots with less than seventy (70) feet of frontage shall not be permitted a separate
direct access to a Neighborhood Route. Where a common access is available it shall
be used, provided that such use will not result in serious operational or safety
problems. If a 25% increase in vehicle trips will occur, a Type || Hardship Relief
Variance to the access spacing standard must be requested and approved.

Sight distance (300 feet required in both directions) along the sites frontage of SW
Leahy Road is restricted by a large fir tree.

Sight distance (250 feet required in both directions) at the existing access of SW 90th
Avenue will be adequate upon vegetation removal.

Construct a half-street improvement to County standard along the site’s frontage of
SW Leahy Road. (A half-street improvement includes haif width pavement including
bike lane as well as curb, storm drainage, and sidewalk.)

Construct a half-street improvement to County standard along the site’s frontage of
SW 90th Avenue. (A half-street improvement includes half width pavement as well
as curb, storm drainage, and sidewalk.)

Eliminate parking within right-of-way and provide an on-site parking lot.

Obtain a Facility Permit from the Department of Land Use and Transportation for
construction of all required public improvements.

This existing development generates approximately 130 average daily vehicle trips
based on ITE Code 850.

Additional requirements such as off-site improvements pursuant to R & O 86-95 may
apply to specific development at the Development Review stage (and/or upon the
review of an Access Report).

A TRAFFIC STAFF REPORT MAY BE DONE AND THIS SITE MAY BE REVIEWED
FOR REQUIRED TRAFFIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS, WHICH MAY RESULT IN
ON- OR OFF-SITE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS BEING REQUIRED OF THIS
DEVELOPMENT.

02021443.DOC/tih 3/24/06
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Attachment D -
April 28, 2006 Traffic Analysis Memo from
DKS Associates
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DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 28, 2006

TO: Frank Angelo, Angelo Eaton & Associates

EXPIRES: 12/3i/06 |

FROM: Christopher S. Maciejewski, PE

SUBJECT: Little Store Rezone Trip Generation Analysis P# 06084-000-000

This memorandum describes the trip generation analysis conducted for the proposed rezone for the
Little Store, located in Washington County, Oregon. The project site, located at 8998 SW Leahy
Road, is currently residentially zoned as TO12-18. However, the current site use includes an
existing convenience food store (900 square feet) and 1 multi-family units (located above the
convenience store). The proposed rezone would change the designation to TO-RC, which would
permit retail development (e.g. a convenience store) up to an estimated 2,210 square feet'. Both
the existing and proposed retail uses (convenience store) were assumed to operate 15 hours per
day.

To determine the potential trip generation of the proposed rezone site, estimates were made for
daily and PM peak hour trips based on rates provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers®
(ITE) for similar land use types and information observed at similar sites. Table 1 lists the
estimated trips for the existing site use, residential buildout, and worst-case retail buildout.

The existing residential use was assumed to be similar to apartment units (ITE Code 220). The
existing convenience store was assumed to be similar to a 15-16 hour convenience store (ITE Code
852). While the ITE Trip Generation Manual does not provide daily trip rates for a 15-16 hour
convenience store; the manual does provide a daily trip rate for 24-hour convenience store (ITE
Code 851). Historical hourly profile information collected at a 24-hour convenience store was
utilized to determine that 75% of a 24-hour convenience store’s trips occurred during the highest
15-hour period®. Based on these assumptions, the existing site use was estimated to generate
approximately 201 daily vehicle trips and 12 PM peak hour vehicle trips.

The worst-case residential build-out of 4 multi-family units (.21 acres * 18 units/acre = 4 units) was
assumed to generate trips similar to apartment units (ITE Code 220). This residential buildout
would generate approximately 23 daily vehicle trips and 3 PM peak hour vehicle trips.

! Based on phone conversation with Frank Angelo, April 7, 2006.
% Trip Generation Manual, 7* Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003.
3 Data Source - DKS Associates historical files.

1400 S.W. 5% Avenue

Suite 500

Portland, OR 97201-5502

(503) 243-3500

(503} 243-1934 fax
www.dksassociates.com


http://www.dksassociates.com

Case File 06-398-PA
Exhibit F
Page 20 of 21

. ORANDUM
DKS Associates o 28, 2006

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS Page2of2

The worst-case retail build-out was estimated by the project team to be a 2,210 square foot, 15-
hour convenience store. This retail use was assumed to generate trips similar to the existing site
convenience store, as described previously. This retail buildout would generate approximately 655
daily vehicle trips (276 more daily trips than the existing site use) and 30 PM peak hour trips (18
more PM peak hour trips than the existing site use).

Table 1: Estimated Vehicle Trip Generation

Trip Generation . . . PM Peak

Scenario Luits Daily Trips Hour Trips
900 s.f. (Convenience Store) ol .

- -

Existing Use 1 Dwellings (Multi-family)

Buildout Residential ) . .

Zoning (TO12-18) 4 Dwellings (Multi-family) 23 3

Buildout Retail 2,210 s.f. (Convenience Store) 477** 30%*

Zoning (TO-RC)

*The existing use approximates neighborhood commercial zoning
**Includes a reduction for pass-by trips (61%)*

For purposes of comparing the existing site to the potential for future development on the
site, the difference between the existing retail use (not buildout of the existing zoning) and
the proposed TO-RC zoning is the most appropriate quantity. As listed, the rezone to TO-
RC has the potential to add 256 daily vehicle trips and 18 peak hour vehicle trips with a
worst-case analysis.

Please let us know if you have any questions.

* Trip Generation Handbook — Second Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, June 2004.
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Paul Schaefer

From: Shayna Rehberg [srehberg@angeloeaton.com]

Sent:  Thursday, November 30, 2006 11:57 AM

To: Paul Schaefer

Cc: Frank Angelo; Shayna Rehberg

Subject: Draft Fairbairn Plan Amendment Findings (Casefile No. 06-398-PA)

Hello, Paul-

Attached is our draft of the findings for the Fairbairn Plan Amendment (Casefile No. 06-398-PA). There are four
attachments referenced in the findings, and I've included the attachment divider/titte pages plus three of the four
attachments. (I do not have the County's TIS - Attachment C - in electronic format.)

The findings have highlighted placeholders for the date, both in the document title on the first page and in the header of
each page.

Please let me know if you have any questions at all, Paul.

Thanks-
Shayna

Shayna Rehberg, AICP, Planner

Angelo Planning Group

620 SW Main Street, Sufte 201

Portland, OR 97205-3026

Direct 503.227.3678

Fax 503.227.3679

www.angeloplanning.com

11/30/2006
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SUMMARY OF DECISION

At its meeting on November 1, 2006, the Washington County Planning Commission
(Commission) met to hear a request for a plan amendment to the Comprehensive
Framework Plan to change the plan map designation from Transit Oriented Residential 12-
18 units per acre (TO:R12-18) to Transit Oriented Retail Commercial (TO:RC) for property
described as Assessor Map Number 1S1 2AD / Tax Lot 800.

The Commission tentatively approved the requested Plan Amendment and directed that the
applicant prepare findings in support of the request. On November 30, 2006 the applicant
submitted draft findings for staff's review. After reviewing the findings, staff made some
corrective changes. The revised findings were forwarded to the Commission for
consideration and approval at the January 3, 2007 regular meeting.

The Commission approved the requested plan amendment based on certain evidence and
supportive findings in the staff report (Exhibit “B”), in the Application (Exhibit “C”), in the
applicant’s supplemental response (Exhibits “D” and “E”), and in the applicant’s findings
(Exhibit “F").

S:Plan Amendments\ Casefiles\06398\SumDec06398.doc



