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CITY OF HILLSBORO 
 

 
HILLSBORO CITY COUNCIL 

 
Preliminary Agenda 

Tuesday, December 2, 2008 
       
6 PM            Work Session 
Hillsboro Civic Center Conference Rooms 113B&C           150 E. Main Street 
 
7 PM                           Regular Session 
Hillsboro Civic Center Auditorium                                                                               150 E. Main Street 
 

 
 Assistive Listening Devices (ALD) are available for persons with impaired hearing and can be scheduled 
for this meeting.   
 
The City will also endeavor to provide the following services, without cost, if requested at least 48 hours 
prior to the meeting: 
 

• Qualified sign language interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments. 
• Qualified bilingual interpreters. 

 
To obtain services, please call 503-681-6100 
 

*************************************************** 
When addressing the Council, please use the witness table (center front of the room).  All testimony is 
electronically recorded.  Public participation is encouraged.  If you wish to speak, please raise your hand 
or walk to the witness table as the Mayor calls the item, or, on any item not on the agenda, as the Mayor 
calls for “Communications and Non-Agenda Items.”  If you are speaking on an item not on the regular 
agenda, please fill out the card on the table in the back of the room and give to the City Recorder.  You 
are not required to give your address when speaking to the City Council, only your name. 
 
Ordinances and Resolutions marked with an asterisk will not be read in full unless requested by a 
member of the City Council.  Copies were distributed to Council and posted for at least seven calendar 
days, and are available on the north side of the auditorium. 
 

*************************************************** 
* SEE ATTACHED AGENDA * 
Posted – November 26, 2008 

 
 
 
 
 

Hillsboro City Council Meetings are broadcast live by Tualatin Valley Community Television 
(TVCTV) Government Access Programming.  To obtain the monthly programming 
schedule, contact TVCTV at 503-629-8534 or call the City of Hillsboro at 503-681-6219. 

 

Please silence all electronic devices.  Thank you. 
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WORK SESSION – 6 PM – CONFERENCE ROOM C113B 
 

A. City Strategic Planning Project Update – presented by Administration Project 
Manager Chris Hartye, and MIG, Inc. consultants Carolyn Verheyen, Laurie 
Matthews and Aaron Abrams 

 
REGULAR SESSION – 7 PM – AUDITORIUM 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Mayor Tom Hughes 
 
CALL TO ORDER - Roll Call 
 
1. CONSENT AGENDA: (The items on the Consent Agenda are normally considered in a 

single motion.  Any item may be removed for separate consideration upon request by 
any member of the Council.) 

 
A. Accept a dedication deed of additional public right-of-way at the southern end of 

SW 268th Avenue from the Port of Portland to provide for access, public street 
and public utilities on a recently constructed cul-de-sac, and authorize the Mayor 
and City Recorder to execute the documents. (Transportation Committee 
recommendation) 

 
B. Approve an intergovernmental agreement and expenditure of approximately 

$4,250,000 in arterial Traffic Impact Fees to partner with Washington County in 
completing a segment of NW Cornelius Pass Road, and authorize the Mayor and 
City Recorder to execute the documents. (Subject to City Attorney approval) 
(Transportation Committee recommendation) 

 
C. Approve a cooperative maintenance agreement with TriMet for the Westside light 

rail project and bus improvements, and authorize the City Manager to execute 
the documents. (Finance Committee recommendation) 

 
D. Consider a resolution adopting City Council rules. (This item was discussed in 

work session on November 18, 2008.)  Resolution No. *_____ is available. 
 

E. Endorsement of annual application for a DMV Business Certificate for Hillsboro 
Auto Wrecking, 2845 NW Glencoe Road.  (Staff recommends approval) 

 
F. Schedule a public hearing on island annexation in the City of Hillsboro for 

December 16, 2008, 7 PM, Civic Center Auditorium. 
 

G. Schedule a special meeting, if needed, for continuance of the December 16   
public hearing on island annexation for Thursday, December 18, 2008, 7 PM, 
Civic Center Auditorium. 

 
2. PRESENTATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS: 
 

A. Hillsboro School District presentation on West Union Elementary by fourth grader 
Lily Currin. 

 
B. Proclamation: Human Rights Day – December 10, 2008. Presented to the 

Human Rights Council of Washington County. 
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C. Liberty High School inauguration trip fundraising and announcement by Social 

Studies teacher Brian Buckner and Liberty High School students. 
 

D. Recognition of Risk Management employees Tanya Woodson and Michael 
Sorensen for receiving the 2008 American Society of Safety Engineers/Center on 
Research of Occupational and Environmental Toxicology Award of Distinction for 
the first Oregon Safety Professional Worksite Award.  

 
E. Presentation of Employee Service Awards: 

 
20 years 
Karl Borg   Water Department  
Richard Fletcher  Police Department 
Henry Reimann  Police Department 
 

F. Appointment: 
 
  Metropolitan Area Communications Commission (MACC) 
   Tim Goodman, Primary Representative 
   Erik Jensen, Alternate 
 
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 

A. CP MISC 2-04 (MOD 3): Consider an ordinance amending the Hillsboro 
Municipal Code as amended, Chapter 15.20 signs, regarding larger scale wall 
signs in the Commercial / Industrial and Industrial Park and Research Park Sign 
Districts. Ordinance No. *_____ is available. 

 
B. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing: Consider an appeal of the 

Planning Commission decision denying a requested modification to the southeast 
portion of the Concept Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a 
phased residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size zoned 
SCR-V Station Community Residential – Village, with multiple Comprehensive 
Plan Designations of RL Low Density Residential, RM Medium Density 
Residential, OS Open Space and FP Flood Plain. 

 
4. UNFINISHED  BUSINESS: 
 

A. None. 
 
5. NEW BUSINESS:  

A. Consider Transportation Committee recommendation to approve a resolution 
supporting cost-effective, innovative ways to manage public parks in Hillsboro. 
Resolution No. *____ is available. 

 
B. Consider Parks and Recreation Commission recommendation to approve a 

purchase and sales agreement for $750,000 for the acquisition of property along 
Dairy Creek, and authorize the Mayor and City Recorder to execute the 
documents. (The City’s local share is $300,000) 
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C. Consider Parks and Recreation Commission recommendation to award a 
professional services contract to WRG Design, Inc. for $35,720 for design 
services for the Bicentennial Park Renovation Project.  

 
D. HCP 6-08:  Density, Design and Open Space One Year Amendments (DDOS) 

Consider Planning Commission recommendation to adopt an ordinance 
amending Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793 as amended, in multiple 
sections, regarding one year updates to previously approved density, design, and 
open space (DDOS) amendments.  Ordinance No. *____ is available. 

 
E. ZOA 3-08: Density, Design and Open Space One Year Amendments to Zoning 

Ordinance Volume 1 (DDOS) Consider Planning Commission recommendation 
to adopt an ordinance approving amendments to Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as 
amended, in multiple sections of Volume 1, regarding one year updates to 
previously approved density, design, and open space (DDOS) amendments. 
Ordinance No. *____ is available. 

 
F. ZOA 3-08: Density, Design and Open Space One Year Amendments to Zoning 

Ordinance Volume 2 (DDOS) Consider Planning Commission recommendation 
to adopt an ordinance approving amendments to Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as 
amended, in multiple sections of Volume 2, regarding one year updates to 
previously approved density, design, and open space (DDOS) amendments. 
Ordinance No. *____ is available. 

 
G. SOA 2-08: Density, Design and Open Space One Year Amendments (DDOS) 

Consider Planning Commission recommendation to adopt an ordinance 
approving amendments to Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 as amended, in 
multiple sections, regarding one year updates to previously approved density, 
design, and open space (DDOS) amendments. Ordinance No. *____ is 
available. 

 
H. Consider approval of Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee (HLAC) 2008-09 

Work Plan. (This item was discussed in work session on October 21, 2008.) 
 

I. Consider Hillsboro Arts and Culture Council and Parks and Recreation 
Commission recommendations to adopt the Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan. 
(This item was discussed in work session on November 4, 2008.) 

 
J. Consider endorsement of liquor license applications: (These requests have been 

reviewed by the Police Department and no objections have been filed.)   
 

Limited On-Premises Sales – Allows the sale of malt beverages, wine and cider 
for consumption on the licensed premises, and the sale of kegs of malt 
beverages for off premises consumption. 

 
Full On-Premises Sales – Allows the sale and service of distilled spirits, malt 
beverages and wine for consumption on the licensed premises. 
 
1. Premier Services Group, 873 NE 34th Ave., Original Application – Full on-

premises sales 
2. Shonna’s, 1823A SE TV Hwy, Change in Privilege – Limited on-premises 

sales 
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3. Taste of Asia, 264 E Main St., Change in Privilege – Full on-premises sales 
 
K. Consider convening in Executive Session under ORS 192.660(2)(i) to review and 

evaluate the job performance of the City Manager (to be convened following the 
regular session in Conference Room C121). 

 
L. Consider action related to Executive Session, if needed. 
 

6. COMMUNICATION AND NON-AGENDA ITEMS:  (Persons wishing to speak on matters 
not on the agenda may be recognized at this time.   Please fill out the card on the table 
in the back of the room and give to the City Recorder.  You are not required to give your 
address when speaking to the City Council, only your name.  Presentations are limited to 
three minutes, with a maximum total of 15 minutes for this agenda item.  More time, if 
needed, may be provided upon completion of the regular agenda.) 

 
7. ADVICE/INFORMATION ITEMS:  

  
A. November 4, 2008 Certified Election Results: 
 

Mayor – At Large Position 
 Jerry Willey  20,909 
 Write-in          717 
 Over Votes                      0 
 Under Votes     13,074 
 
Council – Ward 1, Position B 
 Nenice Andrews 19,095 
 Write-in          321 
 Over Votes                      4 
 Under Votes     15,285 
 
Council – Ward 2, Position B 
 Olga Acuna  18,778 

Write-in          355 
 Over Votes                      3 
 Under Votes     15,569 
 
Council – Ward 3, Position B 
 Michael Castillo 12,470 
 Kimberly Culbertson   8,469 

Write-in          145 
 Over Votes                    80 
 Under Votes     13,541 
 
Ballot Measure 34-151- Hillsboro Parks and Recreation General Obligation Bond 
 Yes   13,396 
 No   18,163 
 Over Votes         12 
 Under Votes    3,134 

  
B. Hillsboro Holly Days Tree-lighting, December 6, 5 PM, Civic Center Plaza. 
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C. Joint City Council/Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce Board work session, 
December 11, 2008, 8 AM, Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce, 5193 NE Elam 
Young Parkway, Suite A. 

 
D. Special City Council meeting for the final decision on the appeal of the Orenco 

Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan Modification application, December 
15, 2008, 7 PM, Civic Center Auditorium. 

 
D. Christmas Holiday – December 25. City offices closed.  
 
E. New Years Day Holiday – January 1. City offices closed.  
 

 ANNUAL COMMUNITY EVENTS: 
 
F. Hillsboro Farmers’ Market Winter Market, every Saturday, November 1 through 

December 13, 9 AM to 2 PM, downtown Hillsboro. 
 
8. WORK SESSION ITEM (Item A will be discussed in work session preceding  

regular session in Conference Room C113B at 6 PM; Item B will be discussed 
following regular session in Conference Room C113B). 
 
A. City Strategic Planning Project Update – presented by Administration Project 

Manager Chris Hartye, and MIG, Inc. consultants Carolyn Verheyen, Laurie 
Matthews and Aaron Abrams 

 
B. Island Annexation Project Update – presented by Planning Supervisor Alwin 

Turiel and Barney and Worth consultant Clark Worth 
 



-- -----··--·-------------

CIN OF HILLSBORO 

m 
December 2, 2008 

TO: Transportation Committee 

FROM: Michael Filicky, City Sutveyor 

RE: Consider authorizing Mayor and City Recorder to accept a Deed for Right-of-Way Purposes from the 
Port of Portland. The dedication is located at the southern end of SW 2681

h Avenue, approximately 440 feet 
south from the intersection with NW Evergreen Road. 

As a condition of Vacation Ordinance #5319, the Port of Portland is required to provide for access, public 
street and public utilities on a recently constructed cul-de-sac at the south end of NW 2681

h Avenue. One 
portion of the easement is across Port of Portland property, while the other is across a portion of SW 268th 
Avenue, which will become Port property once the vacation is perfected. The Deed for Right -of-Way 
Purposes is to be recorded immediately after the Vacation Ordinance. 

Transportation Committee recommends acceptance and execution the Deed for Right-of-Way Purposes. 
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AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO: 
City of Hillsboro 
Public Works Director 
155 East Main Street 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

TAX STATEMENTS SHALL BE SENT TO: 
NO CHANGE 

~Do'8--cll LJ 

DEED FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY PURPOSES 

KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENTS, that THE PORT OF PORTLAND, a 
port district of the State of Oregon, hereinafter called the Grantor, in consideration of granting a 
road vacation for portions of the roadway at NW 268th and NW Airport Rd., which is the whole 
consideration, does hereby grant to the CITY OF HILLSBORO, a municipal corporation of the 
State of Oregon, Grantee, for the use of the public as a public way forever, an easement for 
right-of-way and utility purposes over that certain real property situated in the City of Hillsboro, 
County ofWashington and State of Oregon, shown on the attached Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "A-
1" and being more particularly described in the attached Exhibit "B." 

This dedication is granted subject to all liens, e!lsements and encumbrances of record as 
of the date hereof. 

Grantor specifically reserves for itself, the tenants and users of the Hillsboro Airport, and 
for the public, a right of flight for the passage of aircraft in the airspace above the surface of the 
property, together with the right to cause in said airspace such noise, vibration, fumes, debris, 
and other interferences as may be inherent in the present and future operation of aircraft. 

Grantor makes no warranty, guaranty or representation concerning the physical condition 
of the easement described in the attached Exhibit "B," nor its suitability for any of Grantee's 
intended purposes. Grantor shall not be responsible for any loss, damage or costs which may be 
incurred by Grantee by reason of any condition of any of said areas. Grantee shall maintain, 
repair and replace any improvements constructed in the dedicated right-of-way areas, in 
accordance with its regular overall road maintenance program. Grantor shall have absolutely no 
obligations for maintenance of any of the areas described herein. 

To the extent allowed under Oregon law, Grantee agrees to indemnify, hold harmless and 
defend Grantor, its commissioners, directors, officers, and employees from and against and to 
reimburse Grantor for all claims, actions, damages, injuries, costs, loss, or expenses incidental to 
the investigation and defense thereof, arising out of (i) the acts or omissions of, or use or 
occupancy of the right-of-way areas, by Grantee, its agents, contractors, or employees and (ii) 
the construction, repair, maintenance, or use of any improvements constructed by or on behalf of 
Grantee in the right-of-way areas. 

1 -DEED FOR RIGHT OF WAY PURPOSES 
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., ., 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, . THE PERSON 
TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF 
ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, 
CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF 
THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE 
LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS 
INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD 
CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO 
VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY. 
ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR ~15.010, TO VERIFY 
THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON 
LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930, 
AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF 
ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, 
CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS. 

To Have and to Hold, the above described real property unto the City of Hillsboro for the 
public forever for the uses and purposes hereinabove mentioned. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor above named, by and through its Executive 
Director has caused this instrument to be duly signed hereto. 

Dated this ~/st day of Oct:J~ , 2008. 

GRANTOR 
THE PORT OF PORTLAND 

s;;S7~-SJU__ 
Executive Director 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) 

County ofMultnomah) 

This instrument was acknowledged before me this ~I st day of Ock~ 
by 5\fVf~ H, SHR. E I &fR.. -.alExecutive Director of the Port of Portland. 

1\ 
~~~~~~~W~Tt 

' 2008, 

Notary Public for Oregon ~ft oq :2 I 
My commtsstOn exptres: . o< :{) I 

' J ' ~ ' 

2- DEED FOR RIGHT OF WAY PURPOSES 
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This conveyance is approved as to form and content and accepted by the City of Hillsboro, a 

municipal corporation of the State of Oregon. 

By: --------------------

Acknowledgment of Grantee 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) 

COUNTY OF WASHINGTON ) 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on-------------' 2008, by 
of the City of Hillsboro, a 

municipal corporation of the State of Oregon. 

Notary Public for Oregon 
My commission expires: ______ _ 

3 -DEED FOR RIGHT OF WAY PURPOSES 
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POB OF ROAD VACATION 
0+00.00 
POB OF COUNTY ROAD 1463 VICINilY MAP 

SCALE N.I.S: 

ACCESS AND UTIUTY EASEMENT LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

A PORTION OF COUNTY ROAD NUMBER 1463, StnJATED IN THE SOUTHEAST 
ONE-QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE ZWEST, WIUAMETTE 
MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON. SAID PORTION OF COUNlY ROAD LYING 
20 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE CENTERLINE, WHICH IS DESCAIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT 1HE POINT OF BEGINNING FOR COU.NTY ROAD NO. 1463 (ROAD 
STATION 0+00} AS SHOWN ON T\iE PLAT OF COUNTY ROAD NO. :!266, SAID POINt' 
BEARS NOR1H 89" 03' 46" EAST, 1134.56 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 1HE 
JOHNS. GRIFFIN D.LC. NO. 56; '!HENCE, ALONG THE CENTERUNE OF SAID COUNTY 
ROAD NO. 1463, SOUTH 01" 16' 32" EAST, 172.00 FEET TO THE TERMINUS OF SAID 
CENTERLINE. 

1HE SIDE UNES OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED CENTERUNE ARE TO BE EXTENDED OR 
SHORTENED TO BEGIN ON THE NORlHERN END OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 1463 AND 
TERMINATE AT A POINT PERPENDICUlAR TO 1HE TERMINUS OF SAID CENTERUNE. 

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 6880 SQUARE FEET (0.156 ACRES} MORE 
OR LESS. 

NOTE: 
BASIS OF BEARINGS ARE TAKEN FROM THE PLAT OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 2266. 
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POBOFROADVACATION 
0+00.00 
POB OF COUNTY ROAD 1483 VICINITY MAP 

SCALE N.I:S: 

S88"432B'W 
20.00' 

SCALE r -fJ:J 

ACCESS AND UTIU1Y EASEMENT LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST ONE-QUARTER OF 
SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, Wlu.AMETTE MERIDIAN, 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON, BEING FURTHER DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF BEGINNING FOR COUNTY ROAD NO. 1483 
(ROAD STATION 0+00) AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF COUNTY ROAD NO . 
2266, SAID POINT BEARS NORTH B9" 03' 46' EAST, 1134.56 FEET FROM THE 
NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE JOHNS. GRIFAN D.LC. NO. 56; THENCE, 
ALONG THE CENTERUNE OF SAID COUNTY ROAD NO. 1483, SOUTH 01"16' 
32" EAST, 172.00 FEET; THENCE, LEAVING SAID CENTERUNE, SOUTH 
88"43'28' WEST, 20.00 FEET, TO THE TRUE POINT OF IIEGIMNIHG; THENCE, 
SOUTH 88" 43' 28' WEST, 21.75 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 88" 02'12" WEST, 
20.10 FEET TO A POINT OF CURVATURE; THENCE 119.85 FEET ALONG THE 
ARC OF A 67.50-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, CONCAVE TO THE 
NORTHEAST, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 101.44'04' (THE LONG 
CHORD BEARS NORTH 17"1C110'WEST, 104.72 FEET) TO A POINT OF 
COMPOUND CURVATURE; THENCE 51.94 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 
92.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST, 
THROUGH A CENTRALANGLE OF 32"20'58" (THE LONG CHORD BEARS 
NORTH 49"52'21' EAST, 51.26 FEET) TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENCY; 
THENCE, NORTH 88" 43' 28' EAST, 28.96 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01• 16' 32" 
EAST A DISTANCE OF 140.80 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING 
CONTAINING 9254 SQUARE FEET (0.212 ACRES) MORE OR LESS. 

NOTE: 
.BASIS OF BEARINGS ARE TAKEN FROM THE PLAT OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 2266. 



EXHIBITB 

EASEMENT AREA LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS 

ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT #1 TO CITY OF HILLSBORO 

A PORTION OF COUNTY ROAD NUMBER 1463, SITUATED IN THE SOUTHEAST ONE­
QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE 
MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON COUNTY~ OREGON. SAID PORTION OF COUNTY ROAD 
LYING 20 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE CENTERLINE, WHICH IS DESCRIBED AS 

.FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE POINT OF BEGINNING FOR COUNTY ROAD NO. 1463 (ROAD 
STATION 0+00) AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 2266, SAID POINT 
BEARS NORTH 89° 03' 46" EAST, 1134.56 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 
THE JOHN S. GRIFFIN D.L.C. NO. 56; THENCE, ALONG THE CENTERLINE OF SAID 
COUNTY ROAD NO. 1463, SOUTH 01° 16' 32" EAST, 172.00 FEET TO THE TERMINUS 
OF SAID CENTERLINE. 

THE SIDE LINES OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED CENTERLINE ARE TO BE EXTENDED 
OR SHORTENED TO BEGIN ON THE NORTHERN END OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 1463 
AND TERMINATE AT A POINT PERPENDICULAR TO THE TERMJNpS OF SAID 
CENTERLINE. 

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 6880 SQUARE FEET (0.158 ACRES) 
MORE OR LESS. . 

ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT #2 TO CITY OF HILLSBORO 

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST ONE-QUARTER OF SECTION 
20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON 
COUNTY, OREGON, BEING FURTHER DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF BEGINNING FOR COUNTY ROAD NO. 1463 (ROAD 
STATION 0+00) AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 2266, SAID POINT 
BEARS NORTH 89° 03' 46" EAST, 1134.56 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 
THE JOHN S. GRIFFIN D.L.C. NO. 56; THENCE, ALONG THE CENTERLINE OF SAID 
COUNTY ROAD NO. 1463, SOUTH 01° 16' 32" EAST, 172.00 FEET; THENCE, LEAVING 
SAID CENTERLINE, SOUTH 88°43'28" WEST, 20.00 FEET, TO THE TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; THENCE, SOUTH 88° 43' 28" WEST, 21.75 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 68° 02' 
12" WEST, 20.10 FEET TO A POINT OF CURVATURE; THENCE 119.85 FEET ALONG 
THE ARC OF A 67.50-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, CONCAVE TO THE 
NORTHEAST, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 101 °44'04" (THE LONG CHORD 
BEARS NORTH 17°10'10" WEST, 104.72 FEET) TO A POINT OF COMPOUND 
CURVATURE; THENCE 51.94 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 92.00-FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT, CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST, THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 32°20'58" (THE LONG CHORD BEARS NORTH 49°52'21" EAST, 51.26 FEET) 
TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENCY; THENCE, NORTH 88° 43' 28" EAST, 28.98 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 01° 16' 32" EAST A DISTANCE OF 140.80 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT 
OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 9254 SQUARE FEET (0.212 ACRES) MORE OR LESS. 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
STAFF REPORT 

November 26, 2008 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Don Odermott, PE 
Transportation Planning Engineer 

RE: Intergovernmental Agreement for Improvements 

It? 
Planning Department 

150 E. Main Street, 41
h Floor 

Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 
Phone: 503/681-6400 FAX: 503/681-6431 

NW Cornelius Pass Road: Baseline Road to Light Rail 

BACKGROUND: 
The Transportation System Plans of the City of Hillsboro and Washington County specify NW 
Cornelius Pass Road for a future 5-lane arterial improvement between Baseline Road and NW 
Cornell Road. A significant number of individual projects have either been recently completed 
or are currently moving to construction. This has afforded the opportunity to consider 
partnering with Washington County utilizing a portion of the City's Traffic Impact Fee arterial 
funds to complete improvements to a significant segment of NW Cornelius Pass Road, 
specifically addressing the current capacity bottleneck which exists at the intersection of NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. 

Washington County has programmed funding from the MSTIP-3C program to reconstruct the 
NW Cornelius Pass Road bridge over Beaverton Creek (refer to attached 11 x 17 exhibit) at 
$6,000,000 with preliminary design work under way and construction anticipated to start in the 
Summer of 2010. Recently, two developments have been approved by the City of Hillsboro 
located along the western side of NW Cornelius Pass Road, between NW Quatama Road and 
Beaverton Creek. Washington County has secured finanacial contributions from both projects 
for their obligated improvements to widen NW Cornelius Pass Road adjacent their respective 
frontages. A third development, the Orenco Woods Subdivision, proposes to begin 
construction during the Summer of 2009 to widen the western portion of NW Cornelius Pass 
Road between NW Quatama Road and the Light Rail, and widen NW Quatama Road to 
provide 3-lane capacity at the existing traffic signal. Finally, north of the Light Rail, West Hills 
Development has completed a significant amount of eastern side road widening along NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, in addition to the NW Wilkins Street extension, which is nearing 
activation of its new traffic signal. 

City and County staff have met to discuss a proposal to jointly fund the remainder of road 
improvements necessary to address the bottleneck at NW Quatama Road. Intermittent travel 
delays at times can reach 6 to 8 minutes for traffic on NW Cornelius Pass Road passing 
through this intersection. The attached exhibit illustrates with hatching the areas proposed for 
improvement through this City-County-private funding. The project would complete the S-lane 
improvements to NW Cornelius Pass Road from NW Samantha Lane to approximately 400 feet 
north of NW Quatama, and would extend the second southbound lane of NW Cornelius Pass 
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Road south to complete the western frontage to Baseline Road. A gap in the northbound 
direction, retaining the existing single-lane northbound segment, is proposed adjacent the 
future retail site located south of NW Samantha Lane. Staff anticipates this segment being 
completed with future adjacent retail site development. The extension of the S-lane 
improvement 400 feet north of NW Quatama would significantly improve capacity at this 
intersection, while leaving for either a future phase of MSTIP funded road improvements or a 
similar partnership with adjacent private development, completion of the S-lane improvements 
extending north to NW Aloclek. 

The County has proposed to match the City of Hillsboro with equal $4,000,000 arterial TIF 
contributions to complete the above described improvements. Through the recent Orenco 
Woods development process, City staff has identified a future need for an additional 
southbound right turn lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW Quatama Road, tied not 
uniquely to the proposed commercial use, but rather to the future extension of NW Quatama 
Road to Baseline Road (per the City TSP). If the proposed commercial use is approved (it was 
recently denied at Planning Commission but is under appeal to the City Council), the required 
right of way would be dedicated by the project. In the event the denial is upheld, the City would 
need to purchase the right of way, in addition to funding the recommended right turn lane 
construction. It is anticipated this turn lane will increase the City's share by approximately 
$2SO,OOO. This improvement, which was identified after the Board of County Commissioners 
acted in support of this joint funding proposal, would be funded solely by the City of Hillsboro. 

Due to the timing of the Orenco Woods land use proceedings and its direct association with 
this proposal, City and County staff presented this joint funding expenditure, subject to City 
Council approval, to the Washington County Coordinatiing Committee and received unanimous 
support. A copy of the WCCC memorandum is attached. 

In summary, City staff has proposed a contribution of approximately $4,2SO,OOO from the City's 
arterial Traffic Impact Fee funds to partner with Washington County in completing the above 
described improvements. The Transportation Committee unanimously supported forwarding a 
recommendation of approval to the City Council at its meeting on November 2S, 2008. With 
City Council approval, City staff would prepare an Intergovernmental Agreement with 
Washington County to contract with the County for the completion of design, construction, and 
construction management services, and to obligate each agency to its share of the project's 
funding. The Agreement would be approved by the City Attorney as to form prior to forwarding 
to the Mayor and City Recorder for execution of the documents. 

REQUESTED ACTION: 

1. Approve an intergovernmental agreement and expenditure of approximately 
$4,2SO,OOO in arterial Traffic Impact Fees to partner with Washington County in 
completing a segment of NW Cornelius Pass Road, and authorize the Mayor and City 
Recorder to execute the documents (subject to City Attorney approval). 
(Transportation Committee recommendation) 

Attachments: 11 x 17 Map of Improvements 
WCCC Request Letter with Funding Summary 
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October 20, 2006 CITY OF HILLSBORO 

TO: Washington County Coordinating Committee 

FROM: Gary Stockhoff, Manager Capital Project Management 
Don Odermott, Transportation Planning Engineer, City of Hillsboro 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED EXPENDITURE OF TRAFFIC IMPACT FEES 

The City of Hillsboro and Washington County hereby request your review and approval 
of the following expenditure of Traffic Impact Fees· at the following location: ·· 

LOCATION 

City Cornelius Pass Rd (Baseline- Quatama) 

County Cornelius Pass Rd (Baseline - Quatama). 

Private Cornelius Pass Rd (Baseline - Quatama) 

County Cornelius Pass Rd (Beaverton Creek Bridge) 

Total Project Cost 

REQUESTED ESTIMATED 
TIF PROJECT COST 

$4,250,000 

$4,000,000 

$8,250,000 

$4,250,000 

$5,000,000 

$2,177,000 

$6,000,000 

$17,427,000 

This funding will be used to widen Cornelius Pass Road to 4 and 5 lane sections 
between Baseline Road and the Light Rail right-of-way, modify the existing traffic signal 
at the Cornelius Pass/Quatama intersection, and add sidewalks and bike lanes. MSTIP 
3C will fund the replacement of the bridge at Beaverton Creek. Additional improvement 
costs will be, or have been, contributed by the Orenco Woods Crossing, Beaver Creek 
Manor, and Carlysle Gardens developments. 

The estimated costs shown are for budget purposes and will be refined during the 
design process. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 503-846-7820 or Russ Knoebel at 503-
846-7861 

c: Greg Miller 
Russ Knoebel 

F:\My Documents\Tnd'fic Engineering\Road Improvement Projects\Comelius Pass- Aloclek to Baseline\Com-pass WCCC Joint TIF REQUEST .do< 

Department of Land Use & Transportation -Capital Project Management Division 
1400 SWWalnut Street, MS 18, Hillsboro, OR 97123-5625 

phone 503.846.7800 fax: 503.846.7810 

1.2.4 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
STAFF REPORT 

November 17, 2008 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Don Odermott, PE 
Transportation Planning Engineer 

RE: Cooperative Maintenance Agreement 
Between the City of Hillsboro and TriMet for 

Planning Department 

150 E. Main Street, 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 

Phone: 503/681-6400 FAX: 503/681-6431 

The Westside Light Rail Project and Bus Improvements 

BACKGROUND: 
On September 8, 1998, Westside Light Rail service opened extending Light Rail service to 
the City of Hillsboro from downtown Portland. On December 31, 1999, the City of 
Hillsboro closed its Light Rail Project Office and subsequently reallocated remaining staff 
to other departments and assigned tasks. Prior to that date, TriMet had reassigned its 
remaining staff to the Yellow Line project, extending Light Rail on Interstate Avenue. 
There were three outstanding tasks which remained uncompleted due to the staff 
reductions at TriMet, which eliminated the staff resources tasked with preparing the 
graphics necessary to support the following tasks: 

1. Cooperative Maintenance Agreement 
2. Blanket Easement Agreement 
3. Provision of Unsecured Required Easements 

In the early summer of 2008, City staff reached agreement with TriMet staff to utilize a 
portion of Station Community development funds held by the City to retain the services of 
a consultant to prepare the required graphics necessary to support the previously drafted 
Agreements, and to update the list of Unsecured Required Easements. The City retained 
Gil Rodriguez, previously retired from the City of Hillsboro, who had served as the lead 
inspector for the City on the Light Rail project due to his unique detailed knowledge of the 
complex project. 

Drawings are completed for the Cooperative Maintenance Agreement, and are nearing 
completion for those required to support the Blanket Easement Agreement. Staff has 
updated the list of Unsecured Required Easements and has conveyed the list and 
illustrative drawings to TriMet for their use in the securing the outstanding required 
easements. Staff anticipates taking the Blanket Easement Agreement to the Finance 
Committee and City Council in December for final approval. 
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Don Odermott, the City's former Light Rail Project Engineer, in conjunction with Roy 
Gibson, the City Engineer and Public Works Director, and with the support of Mr. 
Rodriguez guided the preparation of the supporting graphics which depict the roles and 
responsibilities associated with maintenance of the 6.2 mile Light Rail infrastructure and 
associated improvements put into service in 1998. The previously drafted narrative 
agreement was reviewed and minor modifications incorporated to reflect conditions 1 0 
years after its initial drafting, including a new review by the City Attorney. The narrative 
articulates the specific roles and responsibilities, and cost obligations, of the agencies, 
and the drawings illustrate the location of those responsibilities and are intended as a 
supportive tool for maintenance personnel from both agencies. 

This Agreement is also being considered for approval by the TriMet Board of Directors. It 
is anticipated that future amendments may be necessary in the future as adjacent 
roadway, utility, and transit improvements occur. Those amendments will be incorporated 
into the narrative and drawings, and approval requested by both the Hillsboro City Council 
and the TriMet Board of Directors. 

On November 121
h, the Finance Committee voted unanimously to forward a 

recommendation for approval of this request to the Hillsboro City Council. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 
Staff requests that the following be considered for approval by the City Council: 

1. Consider approval of the Cooperative Maintenance Agreement Between the 
City of Hillsboro and TriMet for the Westside Light Rail Project and Bus 
Improvements, and authorize the City Manager to execute the documents. 



TriMet Contract No. GH040377TL 
City of Hillsboro Contract No. 135 

COOPERATIVE MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF HILLSBORO AND TRIMET FOR 

THE WESTSIDE LIGHT RAIL PROJECT AND BUS IMPROVEMENTS 

THIS COOPERATIVE MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT is entered into by and between the Tri­
County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon, a public transit district acting by and 
through its Board of Directors (hereinafter referred to as "TriMet'') and the City of Hillsboro, a 
city government acting by and through its Council (hereinafter referred to as "the City"). 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Westside Light Rail Project (hereinafter "Project") is being constructed by 
TriMet to enhance the transportation system in the Westside Corridor from downtown Portland 
to downtown Hillsboro in accordance with the requirements of the Full Funding Grant 
Agreement executed by TriMet and the Federal Transit Administration (hereinafter "FTA"); and 

WHEREAS, TriMet and the City executed a Design Services Agreement dated March 15, 1995 
and Modification Number 1 to that Agreement dated June 26, 1996 (hereinafter "DSA"), to 
provide for construction of the Project and related improvements for a portion of the Project 
located within the boundaries of the City; and 

WHEREAS, to satisfy the continuing control requirements of FTA as set forth in 49 U.S.C. 
1602(a)(2)(ii), the City Council on August 2, 1994 adopted the model Continuing Control 
Agreement for the Westside Light Rail Project between the City and TriMet, granting TriMet 
authorization for a public right-of-way crossing as needed for construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Project; and 

WHEREAS, to maximize ridership on the light rail system and provide enhanced transit 
services to the citizens of the Region, TriMet has included certain bus improvements as part of 
the Westside Project. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties hereto desire to further define the maintenance 
responsibilities for portions of the Project constructed or installed west of the eastern right-of­
way line of 185th Avenue, and for associated bus facilities. Except as specifically addressed 
herein, this Agreement does not apply to roadways under the jurisdiction of Washington 
County; including 185th Avenue, 205th Avenue south of the LRT grade-crossing, Brookwood 
Parkway, Cornelius Pass Road, or 1st and 10th Avenues in downtown Hillsboro. 

ARTICLE I - DEFINITIONS 

For purposes of this Agreement, the following terms shall mean: 

A. Betterments: Work performed by TriMet or its Contractors at the request and expense of 
the City which are not required for the safe and effective operation of the Light Rail Transit 
system. 

B. Bus Improvements: Bus facilities, including pavement, shelters, signs, furniture, and trash 
receptacles at bus facilities where LRT/bus transfer takes place. 

C. Emergency: Refers to any event or condition that: 

1. Jeopardizes the health, safety, or welfare of the public or any employee of TriMet, the 
City or any other public agency; 
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2. May cause light rail operations, light rail vehicles or transit passengers to interfere with 
or jeopardize the official duties being carried out by fire fighters, law enforcement 
officials, emergency medical technicians or other public safety agency; 

3. Poses an imminent threat to: 

a. damage light rail; 
b. damage any public or private property, infrastructure, roadway or utilities proximate 

to light rail; or 
c. an activity associated with the division of responsibilities set forth in Article II, below, 

which may impact continued operation of light rail, any proximate infrastructure, 
roadway or utilities, the Project or Project feature, or which may require repair or 
replacement of light rail, infrastructure, utility or roadway improvements, facilities, 
systems, features, or installations; or 

4. Impedes the safe and effective operation of light rail, utilities, roadway or Project 
improvements, facilities, systems, features, or installations located adjacent to, above, 
or beneath the Project. 

D. Establishment Period: Refers to the Two (2) Year period between the time landscaping 
plantings were accepted by TriMet as being substantially complete and the end of the 
contractor warranty period. 

E. Inspection: Refers to visual examination and testing of materials and conditions to insure 
the longevity, safe operation, and functional integrity of light rail, public or private utilities, 
roadways, infrastructure or other elements or features constructed by the Project. 

F. Irrigation Maintenance: Includes: filter service; repair or replacement of damaged or 
defective sprinkler heads, pipes, valves, controllers, drip lines or emitters, and other 
components; seasonal drainage of the irrigation system; clearance of vegetation; and 
programming of watering cycles. 

G. Landscape Maintenance: Refers to those measures essential to maintaining the aesthetic 
appearance of a landscaped area and the health of the trees, grasses and plants therein; 
including, but not limited to: mowing; weed removal and control; trimming and pruning; 
insect and disease control; replacing dead, diseased and damaged trees and plants; 
replacing annual plants and flowers at the end of their cycle; fertilizing trees and shrubs; 
refreshing bark dusted areas; and debris removal. 

H. Landscaping: All areas planted as part of light rail or the Project. 

I. Light Rail: Refers to the Project, including, but not limited to, improvements, facilities, 
systems, project features, equipment, installations, public and private utilities and conduits, 
walls, fences, roadways, streets, sidewalks, lighting systems, crossings, landscaping, 
artwork, and other elements constructed or installed in support of, or due to the construction 
of, the Project. 

J. Light Rail Transit ("LRT"): Refers to a specific mode of transportation whereby public transit 
service is provided by a steel-wheel-on-steel-rail-based system. For purposes of this 
Agreement, the term is general in nature; referring to the generic LRT system, and shall not 
be construed to mean any specific portion, element, or feature of the Westside LRT 
construction project which may be subject to more specific provisions of this Cooperative 
Maintenance Agreement or be used to unduly limit the scope or circumvent the specific 
provisions of this Agreement. 
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K. Maintenance: Refers to any activity or repair necessary to maintain light rail and Project 
elements and features in good operating condition, including any activity associated with the 
division of responsibilities set forth below in Article II or in Exhibit 1 of this document as 
related to ordinary upkeep, litter removal, repair of physical damage due to any cause, and 
preserving the aesthetic appearance of light rail elements and Project features as designed 
and installed by the Project. Except where the parties to this Agreement may otherwise 
choose by mutual agreement to remove and not replace some Project features, 
maintenance shall also include replacement or reconstruction of light rail and Project 
elements and/or features if repairs are unlikely to restore an element or feature to its 
original design or specification. In extraordinary circumstances, maintenance shall also 
include measures to effect the intent of the original design or specifications of the Project 
where public health or safety, or avoidance of extraordinarily high or excessive maintenance 
costs associated with the installation is at issue; including, but not limited to: installation of 
missed components, reconstruction and/or redesign of prematurely failing elements or 
features, and modifications to installed elements or features which, after extended use, 
prove to be inadequate or unsafe for the intended function. 

L. Open Track: Refers to that portion of the Project between the area just east of 1 01
h Avenue 

to the east right-of-way line of 1851
h Avenue. This section is distinguished by tie-and-ballast 

trackway and soundwalls. Also known as Line Section 9 ("LS-9"). For purposes of this 
Agreement the Open Track section also includes that portion of the Project known as Line 
Section 8 ("LS-8") west of the eastern right-of-way line of 1851

h Avenue within the City Limits 
and jurisdiction of the City. 

M. Paved Track: Refers to that portion of the Project between the LRT terminus at Adams 
Avenue to the Open Track section just east of 1 01

h Avenue. This section is distinguished by 
a trackway embedded in stamped colored concrete, street sections parallel to the trackway, 
trackway header curbs mountable by vehicular traffic, traffic signal controlled intersections, 
ornamental joint-use catenary & streetlight poles, special urban design and landscape 
treatments, and significant LRT station structures. 

N. Project: Refers to the light rail transit improvements known as the Westside Light Rail 
Project and bus transit improvements constructed or installed as a part of or incidental to 
the Project. Does not include bus enhancements outside the Project ROW. 

0. Project Features: Refers to: 

1. trackway, trackway crossings and crossing signal equipment; 

2. trackway noise and vibration mitigation and cathodic isolation (a.k.a., "stray current 
protection") and detection systems; 

3. traction electrification, catenary system; electrical bonding and grounding systems; 

4. LRT and traffic signal system facilities, conduits and ductbanks; 

5. private utility ductbanks and conduits; 

6. bridges and their components; 

7. box and pipe culverts; 

8. ditches, underdrains, wall drains, landscape drains, and bridge downspouts and drains; 

9. walls, ballast curbs, header curbs, fences, soundwall emergency access doors, and 
other structures; 

10. buildings, LRT station platforms, adjacent bus stops and their furnishings; 
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11 . artwork; 

12. drainage systems, water quality facilities, and wetland enhancements, improvements, 
and stabilization and protection measures; 

13. erosion control facilities and measures; 

14. public utility systems and facilities; 

15. landscaping and landscaping irrigation systems; 

16. park-and-ride Jots; 

17. streets, roads, emergency and maintenance accessways and roads, walkways, 
sidewalks, traffic and pedestrian signage and pavement markings; 

18. lighting systems; 

19. conduit for security camera and platform emergency telephone systems; and 

20. other light rail elements. 

P. Project or Light Rail Right-of-Way ("ROW"): Property acquired for the construction, 
installation and/or operation of light rail, utilities, and public streets and roadways; including, 
but not limited to, light rail systems, buildings, facilities, and light rail vehicles. At Open 
Track LRT grade crossings of public roads and streets, and within the public right-of-way of 
Washington Street the term is meant to be descriptive of the area occupied by the LRT 
trackway and Project features, but does not imply ownership by TriMet. 

Typically, light rail ROW in the Open Track area is defined by retaining walls, sound walls, 
curbing, ornamental planting areas, and fences or sidewalks parallel to, above, and below 
the light rail or Project trackway. At Open Track grade crossings, light rail ROW extends 
nine (9) feet from the centerline of each trackway and includes street pavement between 
tracks. Wlthin the Paved Track area, the light rail ROW consists of the area between the 
outside edge of the each header curb, and includes the following elements within said area: 
crossovers, vaults, ducts special trackwork, drainage facilities and street pavement between 
the header curbs. For purposes of this Agreement, light rail ROW also includes the 
following facilities associated with light rail operations: catenary poles, train signal cabinets, 
park-and-ride Jots, bus transfer stations and related roadways, driveways, sidewalks and 
property adjacent to park-and-ride lots and bus transfer stations, and easements and land 
purchased or used by TriMet for Project purposes. 

Q. Wetland Areas: Areas planted with wetland and riparian plant species ("enhanced wetland 
areas"), as specified in Army Corps of Engineers Permit No. 93-00231 and Oregon Division 
of State Lands Permit No. 9352, as part of the Project. Also includes unenhanced wetland 
areas within the Project ROW west of 2061

h Avenue, under bridges and adjacent to culverts 
constructed by the Project, and within and adjacent to Turner Creek at the site of the Main 
Street Bridge construction and staging areas. 

ARTICLE II - DIVISION OF MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. General Maintenance Provisions and Agreements 

1. Where repairs or actions are called for under the terms of this Agreement, TriMet and 
the City agree the responsible party shall undertake to make such repairs or take such 
action as follows: 

a. activities to effect emergency repairs shall commence immediately upon notification 
and repairs shall be completed forthwith; 
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b. any repair necessary to prevent possible injury to the general public shall commence 
as soon as practicable after notification and shall be completed or the hazardous 
condition abated forthwith; 

c. removal of graffiti shall be completed in accordance with this Agreement; and 

d. general and preventative maintenance shall be carried out on a schedule designed 
to: 

(1) ensure compliance with any contractor and/or manufacturer warranty; 

(2) maintain the effectiveness and efficiency of the various operating systems; 

(3) continue to meet the design specifications of installed elements and features; 

(4) provide an attractive outward appearance to transit patrons and the general 
public; and 

(5) meet the standards, specifications, descriptions and definitions of maintenance 
as contained in this Agreement. 

2. Where this Agreement calls for the transfer of maintenance responsibility from one party 
to another, the transferring party shall notify the receiving party 45 days prior to the 
proposed date of transfer to allow for a smooth transition of responsibilities, for an 
inspection of the element, system or feature to be transferred, and for sufficient time for 
the transferring agency to effect any repairs, maintenance or reconstruction necessary 
to ensure that the element, system or feature is transferred in a well maintained and 
good condition and has been constructed or installed according to specifications. 

3. TriMet is responsible for obtaining any maintenance easement (including maintenance 
provisions within slope easements) from adjacent property owners which may be 
required to carry out the responsibilities and activities called for in this Agreement and 
identified in Exhibits 1 and/or 2 of this Agreement. 

4. TriMet shall notify all of its contractors employed to carry out responsibilities or activities 
described herein that they are to obtain and maintain all necessary licenses, permits, 
inspections, business licenses, insurance and bonds required by the local jurisdiction(s) 
in which the work is to be done. 

5. Except in the case of LRT Systems elements exempt from the Uniform Building and 
Specialty Codes or otherwise exempted by the City Engineer and/or Building Code 
Official, where replacement, or reconstruction of any project element or feature is 
required, the work shall meet the terms and conditions of any applicable Building and/or 
Engineering permits. 

6. Upon execution of this Agreement and at least annually thereafter the Project Managers 
for the City and TriMet shall identify particular individuals within specific departments 
who will be responsible for being the primary contact for one or more aspects of the 
maintenance program detailed in this document. 

7. The Project Managers and respective staffs shall meet at least annually to review 
maintenance operations, discuss problem areas and share suggestions to improve the 
program. In order to accommodate any maintenance program changes resulting from 
the annual review in the budgets of the respective Parties for the next Fiscal Year, the 
review shall be called by the City's Project Manager not sooner than November 1st nor 
later than December 151

h of each year. 
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8. Notwithstanding the annual review called for in paragraph 7, above, if a deficiency exists 
in the implementation of any maintenance procedure or responsibility set forth in this 
Agreement which cannot be corrected by the respective line staff members identified in 
paragraph 6, above, the aggrieved party shall be responsible for calling a meeting of 
Project Managers to resolve the issue. 

B. TriMet's Maintenance Responsibilities Within and Adjacent To Project ROW: 

1. Notwithstanding any other terms and conditions of this Agreement, until the City issues 
written acceptance of streets, sidewalks, intersections, traffic control systems, signage 
and pavement markings, cathodic detection and protection systems, walls, utility and 
ductbank systems, streetlights, landscaping, irrigation systems, water quality facilities, 
wetland mitigation sites, drainage improvements, erosion control facilities, "betterments" 
constructed by the Project at the request of the City, or any other system or Project 
feature constructed or installed by the Project with the intention they be conveyed to the 
City, such systems and features shall be maintained and repaired by TriMet. Until the 
City has issued such written acceptance, TriMet shall also retain the legal liability 
associated with the public use of such facilities. Further, the terms and conditions of this 
Agreement contained below shall apply only to those portions of the Project for which a 
written notice of acceptance has been issued by the City or for which, by the terms of 
this Agreement, TriMet has maintenance responsibility. Execution of this Agreement 
does not constitute the required written acceptance by the City. 

2. In general, TriMet's maintenance responsibilities extend to all light rail elements and 
Project features and to any damage repair of those elements and features unless 
specifically called out elsewhere in this Agreement and/or Exhibit 1 and/or as illustrated 
in Exhibit 21

, which Exhibits are attached hereto and made a part of this Agreement. 

3. Omission from Exhibit 1 or Exhibit 2 of a Project feature or light rail element meeting the 
general characteristics of subsection 2, above, or as detailed below does not negate a 
party's responsibility to maintain such feature or light rail element consistent with the 
provisions of this Agreement provided assignment of the responsibility to that party is 
consistent with the general division of maintenance responsibility contained in this 
Agreement and the adopted Exhibits. 

4. Lighting installed by the Project shall be maintained by the responsible party as 
designed by the Project and in accordance with Exhibits 1 and 2. 

5. Graffiti, graffiti-like etchings, and other outward signs of offensive or gang-related 
vandalism on or within any light rail or Project element or feature shall be removed and 
repaired so as to match and blend with the adjacent original material or treatment within 
72 hours of notice to TriMet by the City. Broken or cracked glass or panels shall be 
repaired or replaced in-kind as soon as practicable. Damaged artwork shall be repaired 
or replaced as soon as practicable; however, problematic artwork may be removed if 
mutually agreed between TriMet and the City. 

C. Maintenance of Bridges. Walls. and Structures: 

1. TriMet shall maintain the light rail bridge located at Turner Creek/Main Street. TriMet's 
bridge maintenance responsibilities shall include, but not be limited to: inspections, 

1 Exhibit 2 maps and drawings are for illustrative purposes only and shall not be construed as binding if in conflict 
with this Agreement or Exhibit 1. 
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monitoring for and repair of stray current effects caused by its light rail operations; 
structural repairs; any repairs due to accidents, fires, floods, earthquakes or age; 
adjustments to footings/expansion gaps; fence and railing repairs; slope stability and 
erosion control facilities and measures; bridge drainage facilities; removal of graffiti 
found on any part of the bridge and periodic reapplication of anti-graffiti coating so as to 
maintain its effectiveness; and repair or replacement of attached signs. TriMet shall 
also be responsible for maintaining bridge protection and vehicular warning systems 
(guard rails, reflectors, etc.). The City shall maintain the electrical infrastructure in 
accordance with Article II.C.4 below. 

2. TriMet shall maintain sound walls, footings, pilasters, special pilaster/wall fasteners, and 
any land between the soundwall and adjoining private property (a.k.a. "wall yard") at 
these locations: between SE 1 ih Avenue and E. Main Street, between the Main Street 
bridge and NE 28th Avenue, between NE 28th Avenue and NE Brookwood Parkway, just 
east of Hawthorn Hollow bridge, just east of NW 229th Avenue, and between Bronson 
Creek and SW 185th Avenue. TriMet also shall maintain retaining walls constructed by 
the Project, including but not limited to those at Rock Creek tributary, Bronson Creek 
and Beaverton Creek tributary. TriMet's sound wall and retaining wall maintenance 
responsibilities shall include monitoring for and repair of stray current effects caused by 
its light rail operations; any repairs due to accidents, fires, floods, earthquakes, 
windstorms or age; adjustments to footings/expansion gaps, pilaster/wall fastening 
system other structural repairs; and graffiti removal and periodic reapplication of anti­
graffiti coating to maintain its effectiveness. For sound walls, TriMet's anti-graffiti 
program shall be limited to the trackway side of the wall; except where such wall is 
located within or accessible from abutting public or Project ROW, in which case the City 
shall notify and TriMet shall be responsible for maintaining both sides of the wall as 
indicated in Exhibits 1 & 2. In any other case, the private property owner shall be 
responsible for graffiti removal on the side of the sound wall facing the private property. 

3. TriMet shall maintain all box, ditches and pipe culverts conveying creek crossings which 
are constructed or installed within Project ROW. 

4. The City shall be responsible for maintaining the electrical service and connections to 
the top of the arch of the Main Street bridge. The City shall also be responsible for 
installing, maintaining and dismounting any special event or holiday lighting, or flag 
placed atop the arch, and shall be responsible for damage or failure directly caused by 
such installations. City shall be responsible for maintaining equipment pads used in 
maintenance of the arch-mounted lighting. Such installations and maintenance shall be 
coordinated with the TriMet Light Rail Manager of Maintenance of Way (or designee). 

5. Except as provided herein, any inspections of bridges or any other light rail structures or 
facilities by City inspectors shall be coordinated with the TriMet Light Rail Manager of 
Maintenance of Way (or designee). 

D. Maintenance of Drainage and Water Quality Facilities. and Erosion Control Measures: 

1. TriMet shall inspect and maintain all: trackway corridor drainage inlets, underdrains, 
downspouts, bridgedeck drains, outfalls, facilities and ditches; footing drainage for 
trackway retaining walls and culverts at Rock Creek tributary, Bronson Creek, and 
Beaverton Creek tributary; and soundwall footing, yard and area drains. The drainage 
systems shall be maintained so to easily convey flow and prevent erosion and soil 
destabilization. The drain holes cored in soundwall panels and soundwall under-drains 
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shall be maintained from the track-side by TriMet so as to prevent pending within the 
wall yard or on the private side of the soundwall and to convey flow on the trackside of 
the wall into the appropriate drainage system. TriMet shall not be responsible for 
clearing soundwall drainage systems blocked by the actions of the private property 
owner, such as but not limited to, lawn debris piled against the wall or grade changes on 
the private property. TriMet shall also inspect and maintain water quality and detention 
facilities at or serving the Fair Complex park-and-ride lot, Orenco park-and-ride lot, 
Quatama park-and-ride lot, and Willow Creek park-and-ride lot. 

2. TriMet shall maintain all bridge-deck downspouts and bridge erosion control channels 
within Project ROW so as to prevent runoff from TriMet's bridges and trackway ditches 
from eroding creek banks and from causing silt and debris to be deposited in the creek. 

3. TriMet shall maintain the gabions and outfall of the storm sewer at the north edge of the 
Willow Creek park-and-ride, shall be responsible for establishing and maintaining a flow 
channel west to the Beaverton Creek tributary, shall prevent the outfall and flow from 
eroding adjacent private property, and shall be responsible for any claims from adjacent 
property owners for damage caused by flows from such outfall. 

4. TriMet acknowledges special erosion control and maintenance requirements resulting 
from construction of the Project, especially on cuts, fills, slopes and banks created or 
impacted by Project construction; shall maintain erosion control plantings and other 
measures throughout the Open Track section of the Project; and shall take all 
necessary maintenance measures so as to prevent erosion and soil destabilization in 
such areas; as identified in Exhibits 1 and 2. 

E. Maintenance of Landscaping: 

1. TriMet shall inspect and maintain all landscaping and irrigation within the Project ROW; 
including, but not limited to lawn, trees, plantings, and erosion control grass and 
plantings: within and adjacent to all station areas and park-and-ride lots; along street 
frontages within or adjacent to Project ROW at the Fair Complex, Orenco, Quatama, 
and Willow Creek Stations and Park-and-Ride Lots; along the walkway connecting the 
Willow Creek Station to SW Baseline Road, along the trackway face of sound wall 
segments between SW 1 01

h and NW 1851
h Avenues; at creek crossing construction sites 

at Turner, Dawson, Orenco (Hawthorn Hollow), Rock, and Bronson Creeks, and the 
tributaries to Rock and Beaverton Creeks; at the Medicinal Herbal Garden at the Tuality 
Station; along the trackway between 1 01h and 1 ih Avenues; and at the Bronson Creek 
wetland mitigation site and other wetland sites specified below. 

2. During the establishment period TriMet shall maintain landscaping planted along 
Washington Street between Adams and 121

h Avenues and along streets intersecting 
Washington Street from Adams to 1 ih Avenues. During this period the City shall be 
responsible for identifying and accepting any trees or landscaping material replaced due 
to damage, disease or death of such plantings. 

3. Following the establishment period, maintenance responsibility for landscape plantings 
in planting strips along City streets as described in subsection 2, above, shall revert to 
the adjacent property owner. Where the adjacent property owner is TriMet, or where 
such plantings are adjacent to a station, TriMet shall retain maintenance responsibility. 
However, the City may choose to maintain such landscaping except where TriMet is the 
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adjacent property owner, in which case TriMet shall continue to maintain the 
landscaping. 

F. Maintenance of Wetland and Riparian Areas: 

TriMet shall maintain wetland and riparian areas in accordance with approved state and 
federal permit provisions and as directed by those agencies. Upon expiration of those 
permits, TriMet shall continue to maintain these areas unless the agency formally 
transfers that responsibility to the adjacent property owner or to another public agency. 

G. Maintenance of Irrigation Systems: 

1. Through the establishment period TriMet shall maintain all irrigation systems installed 
within the Open Track area; including, but not limited to, those within station platform 
areas, kiss-and-ride and bus access driveways, park-and-ride lots, bus transfer stations, 
within the Bronson Creek wetland mitigation site, at all plantings along the trackway side 
of the sound and retaining walls, and within the landscape areas to be perpetually 
maintained by TriMet as described in Article II(E)(1) above. 

2. TriMet shall maintain all irrigation systems in the Paved Track area, as described in 
Article II(E)(2) above, during the establishment period. After completion of the 
establishment period and upon joint inspection by the City and TriMet and an agreed 
upon finding that the irrigation system is in good condition and proper working order, 
and except for irrigation areas described in Article II, E.1 above, the following conditions 
shall apply: 

a. Other than irrigation within and adjacent to the station areas, the City shall be 
responsible for maintaining the irrigation systems within the Paved Track area. 

b. Where separation of water charges is not practical, TriMet shall continue to be 
financially responsible for water service to the irrigation system maintained by the 
City. However, TriMet may discontinue the water service if the irrigation system 
fails, irreparably wastes water, or if requested to do so by the City. 

c. The City shall, at no cost to TriMet, continue to be financially responsible for 
electrical service to irrigation system controllers in those locations where such 
controllers are connected to City-owned traffic controllers, streetlights or other 
facilities so long as the irrigation system is used and useful to the agency 
responsible for the landscape maintenance in the Paved Track area of the Project. 
TriMet shall, at no cost to the City, continue to be financially responsible for electrical 
service to irrigation system controllers in those locations where such controllers are 
connected to TriMet facilities so long as the irrigation system is used and useful to 
the agency responsible for the landscape maintenance in the Paved Track area of 
the Project. 

d. If the inspection called for in this subsection indicates that the irrigation system is not 
in good condition or proper working order, TriMet shall continue to maintain the 
irrigation system or portion thereof, including payment of the applicable water 
charges, or portion thereof, until such time repairs are made and the City agrees the 
system is in acceptable condition and proper working order .. At which time, the City 
shall assume responsibility for irrigation system maintenance and water service 
charges. 
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H. Maintenance of Roads and Walkways: 

1. TriMet shall be responsible for maintenance of Project ROW, including, but not limited 
to, all bus improvements, driveways, access roads, platforms, walkways, and other 
internal pavement surfaces that serve the following areas: Hatfield Government Center 
Station (including the kiss-and-ride driveway); Hillsboro Central Station (including bus 
access driveways); Fair Complex Station (including the kiss-and-ride driveway, park­
and-ride lot, private street portion of 341

h Avenue), walkways adjacent to Hawthorn Farm 
Station; Orenco Station (including the park-and-ride lot); Quatama Station (including the 
park-and-ride lot); and Willow Creek Station (including the kiss-and-ride/bus access 
driveway and park-and-ride lot). In addition, at the Orenco Station, TriMet, or the private 
property owner, shall maintain the kiss and ride loop road, adjacent sidewalks and 
streetlighting system until such time that the roadways, sidewalks and streetlighting 
system are reconstructed to meet then current City standards and specifications, and 
are dedicated to and accepted by the City. 

2. As shown in Exhibits 1 and 2, TriMet shall be responsible for maintenance, including 
trash pick-up and removal, and custodial cleaning, at park-and-ride lots, and within 
station platform and LRT Station bus stop areas, including the adjacent sidewalks and 
areas between, and including, warning strips flanking the trackway along Washington 
Street. 

3. TriMet shall be responsible for treating ice and snow at the station platforms and 
immediately adjacent sidewalks, park-and-ride lots, bus and kiss-and-ride driveways and 
immediately adjacent sidewalks; and bus stops. 

4. Within the paved track portion of the Project, TriMet shall be responsible for all 
maintenance of pavement between and including header curbs and adjacent expansion 
joints, the trackway, the trackway structural slab, ducts and vaults as more particularly 
identified in Exhibits 1 and 2. Within the open track portion of the Project, TriMet shall 
be responsible for those elements as specified in the crossing order by the ODOT Rail 
Section for each individual crossing. 

5. Where a repair or cut in a PCC street or intersection, sidewalk, trackway in-fill area or 
header curb, is made, the Party responsible for the work shall, unless otherwise 
approved by the City Engineer, replace whole panels (portions between original 
expansion, sawcut or tooled joints) of any affected section so as to match the adjacent 
scoring, stamping and color. TriMet agrees to memorialize the mix formulas and to 
purchase and maintain the appropriate sets of concrete stamps matching those used in 
the original construction and to use said formula and stamps when making any repair or 
replacement therein so as to match the color, pattern and texture of the original 
trackway in-fill red concrete and the black concrete located in intersection segments .. 

6. TriMet shall annually, or more frequently if needed, clean the colored concrete portion of 
the trackway within the Paved Track area of the Project. 

7. TriMet and the City shall jointly manage use of the fire emergency crossing at NW 2291
h 

Avenue (Orenco). TriMet shall maintain the crossing panels and gate in the adjacent 
fence until such time the crossing fence and gate may be removed and replaced with a 
train-actuated pedestrian and bicycle crossing gate. If the pedestrian/bike gate is 
installed, the adjacent fence from 231 51 Avenue to 2281

h Avenue may be replaced with a 
4-foot high fence of the same design and construction used in the Hawthorn Farm and 
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Orenco station area. The timing and cost associated with these changes are subject to 
a separate agreement between TriMet and the City. 

I. Systems Facilities Maintenance: 

1. Light Rail Systems: 

a. TriMet shall maintain systems facilities, which include, but are not limited to: the 
light rail trackway; light rail vehicle control signals and signal detection systems; 
traction electrification systems, substations; power and joint-use poles, foundations 
and anchors; communication and fare collection systems; train-to-wayside 
communication cabinets, LRT signal heads, pictorial train warning signs on 
Washington Street; and all associated systems conduit, duct banks, address and 
control boxes, crossing gates, and warning lights. TriMet shall also maintain any 
trespass, warning, or other posted signs that pertain to light rail transit operation. 
TriMet shall maintain an adequate supply of spare poles. The City shall maintain an 
adequate supply of joint use pole cladding for installation by TriMet in the event of 
irreparable damage to the pole cladding. 

b. TriMet agrees to maintain catenary, joint-use and streetlight-only pole anchor bases, 
bolts and nuts as identified in Exhibits 1 & 2, and accepts liability for any failure of 
such poles and pole assemblies. 

c. TriMet shall be responsible for maintaining the stray current isolation and monitoring 
systems applicable to its light rail operations. Future testing for stray current and of 
the cathodic protection/isolation and monitoring systems shall be conducted at least 
annually during the wet season of the year. Such tests shall be conducted by a 
professional testing firm contracted by TriMet to identify in advance any stray current 
and/or cathodic protection problems which may potentially arise in the system. Test 
results and their interpretation shall be shared and discussed with the City and its 
consultants. In the Paved Track area and in any area adjacent to a parallel 
underground utility or within one hundred feet (1 00') along the line of a perpendicular 
crossing underground utility, any significant deviation from the installation standard 
of one hundred (1 00) ohms (8} of resistance per one-thousand feet (1 ,000') of 
double track shall call for further investigation as to the source and effect of 
identified stray current. Using results and recommendations of the professional 
testing consultant, TriMet shall take appropriate remedial action to return system 
performance to acceptable levels of operation, protection and monitoring capability. 
TriMet shall bear all costs for such testing and repairs to the cathodic protection 
system. In the event repairs to the City's utility system are necessary due to the 
effects of stray current from LRT operations and/or in the event that additional 
cathodic protection measures are necessary to prevent damage to the City's system 
which are above and beyond those protective measures TriMet installed as part of 
the Westside LRT Project, TriMet agrees to pay for such repairs and necessary 
measures and also agrees that any transit service accommodation resulting from 
such repairs or installations shall not be eligible for cost reimbursement under the 
terms of Section II.M, below. The City shall be given notice of and may participate in 
TriMet's testing program. The City may also conduct, at its own expense, a stray 
current testing program, including the use of monitoring and testing stations installed 
by TriMet. If the City finds stray current in excess of the standard above, or a failure 
or deficiency in the testing/monitoring stations or related connections and 
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equipment, TriMet shall initiate its own professional investigation and shall take 
corrective action as warranted. 

d. Any future trackway repairs in the Paved Track portion of the Project shall ensure 
the integrity of the noise and vibration "rail boot" system. The mitigation 
effectiveness of the system shall be tested along with any testing called for in 
subsection 11(1)(1 )(c) and after any repair(s) to the embed rail or related system 
which may affect the effectiveness of the rail boot. In those instances TriMet shall 
provide the City with certification that the system continues to meet the noise and 
vibration mitigation criteria established in the Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hillsboro Extension. 

2. Non Light Rail Systems: 

a. Except as noted herein or within the Exhibits, maintenance of non light rail systems 
located within the Project ROW, which systems may be under, over, or parallel to 
the Project ROW, shall be the responsibility of the system owner. As provided in 
Section II(K), access to Systems in the Project ROW shall be coordinated with the 
TriMet Light Rail Manager of Maintenance of Way who shall issue a track access 
permit for routine or scheduled maintenance work. The requirement for a track 
access permit does not extend to work being conducted within or from the vehicular 
travel lanes adjacent to the trackway in Washington Street provided such work 
activity is outside the mountable curb of the trackway. However, the work crew 
leader shall notify the LRT Operations Control Center of such work. In addition, 
when issuing permits for such work by private contractors and public utilities 
companies, the City shall require those undertaking such work to do likewise. TriMet 
shall provide training for appropriate City personnel as to applicable safety and 
protocol procedures for working within or near the trackway. 

b. The City shall be responsible for maintaining, repairing and cleaning streetlight poles 
and luminaries along Washington Street, Edgeway Street and other public streets 
adjacent to the Project ROW. The City shall also be responsible for maintaining 
outlets for and installation and operation of street lighting and festival lighting atop 
joint-use and streetlight poles and within treewells along Washington Street; 
including any lights and decorations as well as any related brackets, attachments 
and fasteners. TriMet shall be responsible for maintaining joint use poles within 
Project ROW; the streetlight electrical power wiring and conduit system within joint­
use poles, and the conduit and wiring within joint-use poles serving the festival 
lighting outlets; for all Oregon Department Of Transportation ("ODOT") Rail Safety 
Division mandated crossing illumination poles and luminaries; all lighting within 
station, platform, park-and-ride lot, and kiss-and-ride areas; and for the poles and 
luminaries for the streetlighting system within the TriMet private street portions of 
341

h Avenue and those adjacent to the TriMet private street kiss-and-ride loop at 
Orenco Station. 

c. TriMet shall contract with the City to maintain all traffic signal equipment along 
Washington Street and set signal phasing as established or approved by the City 
until such time as MUTCD signal warrants would otherwise require installation of a 
signal at a particular intersection without regard to LRT activity. When MUTCD 
warrants are met at a given intersection, maintenance responsibility for signal 
equipment at that intersection shall shift to the City. During each annual meeting 
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referenced in Article II,A.7 above, the Project Managers shall discuss the MUTCD 
warrant status. 

d. TriMet shall be responsible for any costs associated with the addition, deletion or 
modification to traffic control devices directly resulting from operations of light rail 
vehicles on public rights-of-way in the paved track area of the Project; including but 
not limited to: signage, pavement markings, signal and signal interconnect 
equipment, vehicle and train detection equipment, fire preemption signals and 
equipment. The process for making any such change may be contained in one or 
more separate Intergovernmental Agreement(s) which may include the City, TriMet 
and other public agencies. 

e. Municipal utilities (storm and sanitary sewer lines, water lines and valves, manholes 
and storm water drainage ditches) within or adjacent to the trackway which are 
accessible only from the trackway or constructed so as to require equipment to 
cross the trackway where an at-grade crossing has not been installed shall be 
maintained as follows: 

(1) TriMet shall provide hi-rail and other equipment and/or materials, and shall make 
all necessary arrangements so as to allow City maintenance personnel and City­
owned equipment to access all such municipal utilities within the trackway in 
order to conduct regular inspection, maintenance, routine flushing and 
emergency cleanout and repair thereof. If modifications to City-owned 
equipment or additional equipment is necessary in order to maintain municipal 
utilities from the trackway, TriMet shall reimburse the City for such additional 
expenses provided that the City gives TriMet reasonable advance notice of such 
expenses. TriMet and the City may mutually agree that it would be more cost 
effective to contract part or all of such work to a third party that operates 
specialized equipment for these purposes; in which case, the City shall manage 
the work of such contractor and TriMet shall reimburse the City for the cost of 
such service. 

(2) TriMet shall maintain a notification system and have such equipment, personnel 
and/or contractor available on a 24-hour basis and shall respond to these sites in 
emergency callout situations within two (2) hours of notification. City staff will be 
available to assist TriMet crews and shall be allowed access to the Project ROW 
during emergency callout situations. TriMet shall be solely responsible for any 
and all claim settlements resulting from failure to respond to an emergency 
situation after receiving timely notification. 

f. TriMet recognizes that if it sells, rents or leases capacity in any of its 
telecommunication systems or facilities within the City, or uses such systems for 
purposes other than the actual operation or security of the transit system, TriMet and 
any operator of TriMet's telecommunication system or facility may be subject to 
franchise requirements of the City for telecommunications providers as required by 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

J. Bicycle Locker Maintenance: 

TriMet shall be responsible for maintenance of bicycle lockers, which includes visual 
inspection, removal of graffiti, painting and application of anti-graffiti coatings as necessary 
to maintain appearance and effectiveness, and repair and replacement of lockers as 
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necessary. TriMet, or its designated vendor, is also responsible for administering the 
Bicycle Locker Program within the City. 

K. Access to TriMet and City Property: 

Except as provided in this Section and in the event of an emergency as defined herein and 
further clarified in Section II(L}, access to the Project ROW, including City structures and 
property, shall be coordinated with TriMet's Light Rail Manager of Maintenance of Way to 
help ensure the safety of personnel and operation of light rail trains whenever routine or 
scheduled City maintenance or inspection activities may cause City personnel or others to 
be working within the area between the header curbs (raised portion of the roadway) of the 
Paved Track area, or when such maintenance activities may cause traffic to be diverted 
around maintenance equipment onto the raised portion of the roadway, or when working in 
the Open Track portion of the Project within nine feet (9') of the centerline of the nearest 
trackway to the work in question. 

L. Emergency Procedures: 

1. In the event of an emergency, as determined by either the City or the TriMet Light Rail 
Manager of Maintenance of Way, the party shall notify the appropriate representative as 
noted below in this section and shall coordinate a concerted solution to the emergency 
situation based on the emergency. 

2. Any emergency which has escalated to a level that is being handled by an Incident 
Commander or by the emergency Operations Center Commander, shall be coordinated 
with those respective commanders who shall in turn coordinate with Light Rail 
Operations Control Center. TriMet shall have the responsibility of providing any 
trackway flagging that is deemed necessary in the event that light rail operations are 
interrupted due to the emergency and the City or respective Commanders shall have 
responsibility for providing any necessary traffic or roadway barricades, flags, or cones. 

3. Where an accident or operational emergency exists in a City water or sewer system or 
private utility system that poses an immediate threat to life, health, property or the 
structural integrity of the LRT trackway or adjacent roadways, and where the repair of 
such emergency situation requires repairs under or within the Light Rail ROW as 
defined above in Article I.D, above, the City shall coordinate access and work with the 
Rail Operations Control Center at the number listed below or at such number as TriMet 
shall provide in writing to the City. The City is authorized to proceed with the emergency 
repairs to a point which temporarily abates the emergency situation and the parties shall 
develop a plan and schedule for final repairs. 

4. In the event of an emergency as described above, the appropriate emergency contacts 
are: 

For the City: 

• Fire, Police or Medical emergency: 911 
• If calling from outside Washington County to report a fire, police or medical 

emergency within Washington County: (503) 629-0111 

Municipal Utility or Roadway Emergency: 

• During normal City weekday business hours (8:00AM.- 5:00 PM.): Public Works 
Department: (503) 615-6509 

• After weekday hours, weekends or holidays: Central Dispatch: (503) 629-0111 
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For TriMet: 

Emergency Notification: 

• Ruby Junction LRT Operations Control Center: (503) 661-4274 

• On-call rail Supervisor's Pager: (503) 301-2567 

Non-emergency: 

• Manager, Maintenance of Way: (503) 661-8118 or 

• Assistant Manager, Maintenance of Way: (503) 661-8106 

M. Financial Reimbursement for Extraordinary Conditions: 

1. Each Party agrees to make every reasonable effort to accommodate the other in the 
accomplishment of maintenance activities contemplated by this Agreement. In 
extraordinary, non-emergency situations, reimbursement may be negotiated by the City 
and the TriMet Light Rail Manager of Maintenance of Way to offset any extraordinary 
costs or premiums incurred by a party due to the activities or default of the other party. 

2. Any notice required or permitted under this Agreement related to normal or routine 
maintenance activities shall be in writing and deemed effective if deposited in the United 
States mail as certified or registered mail, deposited with a commercial courier service 
for next-day delivery, hand delivered, or transmitted by facsimile with a successful 
confirmation. Notice to the other Party of emergency repairs or other emergencies as 
herein defined shall be made via telephone or radio communication at the time of the 
emergency incident and shall be confirmed in writing after the emergency situation is 
abated. 

N. Project Managers: 

The Project Managers for routine correspondence and notices with regard to the obligations 
set forth in this Agreement shall be: 

• If to TriMet: 

Manager, Maintenance of Way 
Ruby Junction Rail Operations Center 
2222 NW Eleven-Mile Avenue 
Gresham, OR 97030 
(503) 661-8118 

• If to the City: 

Director of Public Works 
150 E. Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
(503) 681-6147 

ARTICLE Ill- GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. Liability: 

To the extent allowed by law within the limits of the Oregon Tort Claims Act, if applicable, 
TriMet shall indemnify and hold the City and its elected officials, employees, volunteers, 
contractors and agents harmless from any and all liability, claim, loss, cost, or expense 
arising out of negligent actions or inaction by TriMet which relate to this Agreement and 
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indemnify and defend the City from any construction liens or claims filed by TriMet's 
contractors or subcontractors related to the subject work. To the extent allowed by law 
within the limits of the Oregon Tort Claims Act, if applicable, the City shall indemnify and 
hold TriMet, its directors, officers, employees, and contractors harmless from any and all 
liability, claim, loss, cost, or expense arising out of negligent actions or inaction by the City 
under this Agreement and indemnify and defend TriMet from any construction liens that 
may be filed by the City's contractors or subcontractors related to the subject work. 

B. Duration of Agreement: 

This Agreement shall be in full force and effect upon signatures of both Parties to this 
Agreement, until terminated by the mutual agreement of the Parties. 

C. Remedies: 

In the event a Party fails to perform the obligations described in this Agreement during an 
emergency situation, as defined and described herein, after receiving emergency notice 
thereof, the Party declaring the emergency may immediately undertake to perform the 
duties of the defaulting Party in order to protect the health, safety and welfare of the public, 
and/or prevent or limit catastrophic damage to public or private property. The Parties agree 
that the defaulting party in this circumstance shall compensate the other for any and all 
costs of effecting the work in their stead. The cost recovery portion of this provision shall 
not apply where the Party declaring the emergency commenced the work solely for their 
own convenience before expiration of any deadline or time period specified in this 
Agreement. 

D. Laws of Oregon: 

This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Oregon as required by ORS 
Chapter 279, all relevant provisions of which shall be included in public contracts. 

E. Audit and Inspection of Records: 

The City and TriMet shall maintain cost records relating to any reimbursable work by either 
Party under this Agreement. The City and TriMet shall maintain adequate records and shall 
permit authorized representatives of each Party hereto, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, the Comptroller General of the United States, or the Oregon Secretary of 
State Municipal Audit Division to inspect and audit all work, books, accounts, and other data 
relating to this Agreement. 

F. Adherence to Law: 

The City and TriMet shall adhere to all applicable laws governing their operations, property 
ownership, and their respective relationships with employees, including, but not limited to, 
laws, rules, regulations, and policies concerning workers' compensation and minimum and 
prevailing wage requirements. Nothing in this Agreement shall require or obligate the City 
to pay wage rates or other compensation above that called for in City contracts, 
employment agreements or under State law. 

G. Successors and Assigns: 

Except as provided in this Section, the interests, rights, and benefits conferred by this 
Agreement, and the obligations assumed thereunder, shall inure to the benefit of and bind 
the successors and assigns of the Parties hereto. With the written permission of the City 
but without further amendment to this Agreement, TriMet may enter into agreements with 
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other parties to assign responsibility for maintenance and/or repair of certain facilities 
specified in this Agreement as being the responsibility of TriMet where such private parties 
propose to share facilities constructed by the Project; including, but not limited to: the 
Quatama Station water quality facility; the Orenco Kiss-and-Ride loop roadway, sidewalks 
and streetlighting system; the Orenco Station water quality facility; and other similar 
systems or facilities. Such private agreements shall require maintenance and repairs be 
done according to City standards and specifications, including the frequency and quality of 
routine and periodic maintenance. 

H. Modification of Agreement: 

No waiver, consent, modification, change, or amendment to the terms of this Agreement 
shall bind either Party unless in writing and signed by both Parties. Any waiver, consent, 
modification, change, or amendment shall be effective for specific purposes described and 
set forth in writing and signed by authorized representatives of each Party. 

I. Notice: 

Except as provided in Sections II(L) and II(N), all notices provided for hereunder shall be in 
writing and sufficient if deposited in U.S. mail as certified mail, return receipt requested, 
addressed to the Parties set forth below: 

If to TriMet: 

General Manager 
TriMet 
4012 SE 171

h Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

J. Severability: 

If to the City: 

City Manager 
City of Hillsboro 
150 E. Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

If any terms or provisions of this Agreement or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance shall, to any extent, be determined by a court to be invalid or unenforceable, 
the remainder of this Agreement and the application of those terms and provisions shall not 
be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest extent permitted by law. 

K. No Partnership: 

Nothing in this Agreement, nor any acts of the Parties hereto, shall be deemed or construed 
by the Parties hereto, or any third person, to create the relationship of principal and agent, 
or of partnership, or of joint venture, or any association between any of the Parties to this 
Agreement. 

L. Named Third Parties: 

Washington County, Tualatin Valley Water District, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation and PacTrust are not parties and are not third party beneficiaries to this 
Agreement. References to those organizations are informational only and are subject to 
separate agreements to which they, individually or collectively, are a party. However, where 
this Agreement calls for the City and/or TriMet to enter into an agreement with one or more 
of those organizations, the City and/or TriMet shall undertake good faith efforts to execute 
and implements such agreements. In the event agreements between or among such 
parties cannot be reached which are consistent with the intent called for in this document, 
TriMet and the City agree to amend the appropriate portions of this Agreement in order to 
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City of Hillsboro I TriMet Cooperative Maintenance Agreement 

achieve the same or similar purpose(s) and intention as called for by those specific 
provisions. 

Dated: -----------------
FOR TRIMET: 

Fred Hansen 
General Manager 

Approved as to Legal Sufficiency 

for TriMet 

Tamara Lesh 
Deputy General Counsel 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Dated: ------------------­
FOR THE CITY OF HILLSBORO: 

Sarah Jo Chaplen, 
City Manager 

Exhibit 1 - Maintenance Matrix 

Exhibit 2 - Cooperative Maintenance Agreement Drawing Sheets 
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Exhibit 1 
Tri-Met and City of Hillsboro Cooperative Maintenance Agreement (CMA) 

Reference Matrix for Maintenance Responsibilities 
City of Hillsboro - Paved Track and Line Section 9 

Preface: All facilities directly associated with the operation of Light Rail Transit will be maintained by Tri-Met: 
Station platforms (shelters, furniture, information pylons, ticket vending machines (TVM's), park­
and-ride lots, drop-off facilities; associated driveways, pedestrian facilities and curbs, sidewalks 
and landscaping along adjacent public street frontage 
Traction power substations 
Signals and communications equipment buildings 
Tracks, ties, ballast, ballast walls and ballast mats 
Catenary poles 
Crossing signals, gates and regulatory crossing lighting 
Ditches and culverts within Tri-Met right-of-way 

Exhibit I orientation is to the eastbound track. "rt" =right track/side of trackway. "It"= left track/side 
of trackway. 

Acronyms: 

I. 

TM=TriMet 
COH =City of Hillsboro 
APO =Adjacent Property Owner 
Owner = Private Utility Owner 
WACO= Washington County 

Right of Way Features 

Stations 
A. Hatfield Government Center 

1. Transit Shelters 
2. Vendor I Operator restroom building 
3. Systems building 
4. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station frontage) 
b. Platform 
c. Curbs (Adams Ave.) 
d. Gutters (Adams Ave.) 
e. Adams A venue driveway and drop-off area 

5. Benches 
6. Ticket vending equipment 
7. Transit related signs and graphics 
8. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal 
9. Artwork 
10. Landscaping and irrigation (within station) 
11. Landscaping I irrigation (Wash. St. median) 
12. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) 
13. Bike racks 
14. Station and platform lighting 

B. Government Center Park-and-Ride Garage 
(See Washington County/Tri-Met IGA for Land Transfers 
and Joint-Use of Parking Structure; Tri-Met Contract No. 
96-0844I/M5009) 

c. Hillsboro CentralISE 3rd Avenue Transit Center 

General Cleaning Ice & 
Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 

TM TM TM 
TM TM TM 
TM TM TM 

TM TM TM 
TM TM TM 
TM TM TM 
TM TM TM 
TM TM TM 
TM TM 
TM TM 
TM TM 
TM TM 
TM TM 
TM TM 

COH COH 
TM TM 
TM TM 
TM TM 
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General Cleaning Ice& Admin. 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
1. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Vendor I Operations I Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station frontage) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Curbs (adjacent to WB track) TM TM TM 
d. Gutters (adjacent to WB track) TM TM TM 
e. Bus driveways TM TM TM 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation (track median, 3'd /4th TM TM 

Ave. planters and station area) 
10. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM TM TM 
11. Bike racks TM TM 
12. Station and platform lighting TM TM 

D. Tuali.ty HosJ2ital/ SE 7th A venue 
1. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station frontage) APO APO APO 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Curbs (adjacent to WB track) TM TM TM 
d. Gutters (adjacent to WB track) TM TM TM 

3. Benches TM TM 
4. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
5. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
6. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
7. Artwork TM TM 
8. Landscaping and irrigation, including adjacent TM TM 

planting strip along north side of Washington Street 
between ih and 8th Avenues 

9. Platform lighting TM TM 

E. Washington Street/ SE 12th Avenue 
1. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station and trackway frontage) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Street COH COH COH 
d. Street COH COH COH 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork and art wall TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation TM TM 
10. Bike racks TM TM 
11. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM 
12. Station lighting TM TM 

F. Fair Com12lex I Hillsboro Aimort 
1. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Operations I Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 
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General Cleaning Ice& Admin. 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
a. Sidewalk (along station frontage at 37th Ave.) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Street curbs 37th Ave.) COH COH COH 
d. Street gutters (37th Ave.) COH COH COH 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation TM TM 
10. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM TM TM 
11. Bike racks TM TM 
12. Water quality facilities TM TM 
13. Park-and-ride lot (all elements South of34th Ave. TM TM TM 

public right-of-way) 
14. Pedestrian path to 28th Avenue COH COH COH 
15. Pedestrian path, lighting, fencing, sidewalk and TM TM TM 

bollards from platform to 3ih Avenue 
16. Street Surface (34th from Cornell Road to property COH COH COH 

line ofFairplex Park & Ride) 

G. Hawthorn Farm 
I. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Operations I Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station and trackway frontage) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Street curbs COH COH COH 
d. Street gutters COH COH COH 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation TM TM 
10. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM TM TM 
11. Bike racks TM TM 
12. Station lighting TM TM 

H. Oren co I NW 231 st Ave. 
I. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Vend or I Operations I Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station and trackway frontage) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Street curbs COH COH COH 
d. Street gutters COH COH COH 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation TM TM 
10. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM TM TM 
11. Bike racks TM TM 
12. Cable and bollard fence (It and rt) TM TM 
13. Water quality facilities TM TM 
14. Park-and-ride lot (all elements) TM TM 
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General Cleaning Ice& Admin. 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
15. Kiss and Ride driveway loop, sidewalks and street TM!APO TMIAPO TMIAPO 

lighting (see CMA, Article II, H.l) 
16. Sidewalk, landscape, irrigation, fencing 231 '1 to TM TM TM 

platform 
17. Soft sidewalk, rock walls, landscape, irrigation TM TM 

north of platform 
18. Station and platform lighting TM TM 

I. Quatama I NW 205th Ave. 
1. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Vendor I Operations I Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station and trackway frontage) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Street curbs and gutters (205th ) WASCO COH WASCO 

COH COH 
d. Street curbs and gutters (Quatama) COH TM TM 
e. Bus driveways TM 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation TM TM 
10. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM TM TM 
11. Bike racks TM TM 
12. Water quality facility COH COH NIA 
13. Park-and ride lot (all elements) TM TM 
14. Sidewalk, retaining walls, fencing from platform to 

2051
h Ave. ROW (It) 

TM TM TM 

15. Station and platform lighting TM TM 
16. Access road North of track I West of 2061

h TM TM TM 
J. Willow Creek I SW !85th Ave. 

1. Transit Shelters TM TM TM 
2. Vendor I Operations I Systems building TM TM TM 
3. Station surfaces: 

a. Sidewalk (along station frontage) TM TM TM 
b. Platform TM TM TM 
c. Street curbs COH COH COH 
d. Street gutters COH COH COH 
e. Bus driveways TM TM TM 

4. Benches TM TM 
5. Ticket vending equipment TM TM 
6. Transit related signs and graphics TM TM 
7. Trash receptacles, trash pick-up and removal TM TM 
8. Artwork TM TM 
9. Landscaping and irrigation TM TM 
10. Bike lockers (see CMA, Article II, J) TM TM TM 
11. Bike racks TM TM 
12. Water quality facilities TM TM 
13. Park-and ride lot (all elements) TM TM TM 
14. Drop-off driveway TM TM TM 
15. Lighting for station, platform and walkways to TM TM 

Baseline 
16. Walkways to Baseline Rd and 1851

h Ave., including TM TM 
fencing and walls 

II. Structures 
A. Bridges (see CMA, Article II, C.l) 
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General Cleaning Ice& Admin. 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
1. Main Street @SE 18th Ave. TM TM TM 
2. Brookwood Road overcrossing 

a. Deck and abutments (See TriMet I WA Co. WACO WACO WACO 
Maintenance Agreement) 

b. Catenary hangers, brackets, etc. TM TM TM 
3. Dawson Creek TM TM TM 
4. Hawthorn Hollow TM TM TM 
5. Rock Creek TM TM TM 

B. Sound Walls (see CMA, Article II, C.2) 
1. between SE lOth Ave. and E. Main St. (rt and It) TM TM 
2. between Main Street bridge and NE 28th Ave. (rt [2 TM TM 

segments] and It) 
3. between NE 28th Ave. and NE Brookwood Road (rt [2 TM TM 

segments]) 
4. east of Hawthorn Hollow bridge (It) TM TM 
5. east ofNW 229th Ave (It) TM TM 
6. between Bronson Creek and SW 185th Ave. (rt [2 TM TM 

segments]) 
C. Retaining Walls (see CMA, Article II, C.2) 

1. at Rock Creek tributary (It) TM TM 
2. at Bronson Creek (It) TM TM 

D. Drainage 
1. Turner Creek box culvert COH COH 
2. Culvert and intake structure at Rock Creek tributary TM TM 
3. Culvert at Bronson Creek TM TM 
4. Culvert at Beaverton Creek tributary TM TM 

III. Trackway 
A. Track structure 

I. Routine surface sweeping TM TM TM 
2. Track or track groove cleaning TM 
3. Ballast Curbs TM TM TM 
4. Ballast Mat TM TM TM 
5. Ballast Rock I Ties TM TM TM 
6. Trackway embankment and slope stability TM 
7. Trackway fencing I fence around system TM 

B. Trackway inlets, paved track laterals to public storm TM TM 
outside LRT ROW, trackway ditches, track underdrain 
piping, trackway non-public inlets and storm piping, erosion 
control 
C. Track hardware 

1. Trackage TM TM 
2. Turnouts TM TM 
3. Track switches TM TM 
4. Switch machines TM TM 

D. LRT traction electrification, signals and connnunication 
systems equipment, duct bank and manholes 
1. Electrification facilities 

a. Hardware 
(1). Underground wires and cables TM 
(2). Conduit systems of combined duct bank TM 
(3). Manholes, pull-boxes, hand-holes, etc. TM 
(4). Overhead wires and cables TM 
(5). Catenary brackets and hardware TM 
(6). Feeder cables TM 

b. Poles (electrification-only) TM TM 
c. Substations TM TM 
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General Cleaning Ice& 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
2. LRT signals and communications equipment 

a. Signals and communications equipment TM 
b. Buildings TM TM 
c. Equipment cabinets TM TM 

3. Manholes, duct banks, pull boxes and cables TM 
4. Stray current isolation system TM TM 

E. Non-LRT utilities located within LRT ROW, accessible Owner1 Owner1 

from inside or outside LRT ROW 
F. Municipal utilities accessible only from LRT ROW (see COHITM2 COH/TM2 

CMA, Article II, I.2.e) 
G. Pavement, header curbs (i.e., warning strips) and TM TM TM 

pavement markings (buttons and reflectors) within LRT 
ROW (typically within nine [9] feet of track centers) (see 
Item IV.E and CMA, Article II, H.4, 5 and 6) 

H. Trash pick-up and removal, brush I grass maintenance TM TM 
(fire nuisance abatement) within LRT ROW 

IV. Washington Street (between and including header curbs 
[warning strips] flanking the tracks) 
A. Traffic signal equipment along Washington Street (see 

CMA, Article II, I.2.c) 
1. Prior to MUTCD warrants for traffic signals being met ™3 TM3 

2. After MUTCD warrants for traffic signals are met COH COH 
B. Train detection equipment (for the purpose of traffic TM TM 

signal preemption, including train detection cable to the 
point of connection to the signal control box), and all 
other LRT operations-related signals, signage, pavement 
markings, traffic signal modifications, fire preemption 
signals and all associated power costs (see CMA, Article 
II,l.2.d) 

C. LRT systems facilities (see Item III.D) TM TM 
D. Non-LRT utilities located within LRT ROW, accessible Owner1 Owner1 

from outside LRT ROW (see Item III.E) 
E. Track switches and switch machines TM TM 
F. Pavement between and including header curbs (i.e., TM TM TM 

warning strips, reflectors, buttons, stripe, red concrete 
annual cleaning and sealing) (see CMA, Article II, H.4, 5 
and 6) 

G. Stray current isolation (see CMA, Article II, I.l.c) TM TM 
H. Track noise and vibration isolation systems; e.g., rail TM 

boot, ballast mats (see CMA, Article II, I.l.d) 
I. Sidewalks, curbs, gutters and street pavement outside LRT Owner Owner Owner 

ROW 
J. Landscaping and irrigation system (see Item IX) 
K. Joint-use poles along Washington Street (see CMA, 

Article II, I.l.a and I.2.b) 
1. Structural pole, foundation and anchor system TM 
2. Luminaires (street lighting) COH COH 
3. Pole cladding (for all joint-use poles) COH/TM4 COH/TM4 

1 Access to non-LRT utilities within LRT ROW shall be coordinated with the Tri-Met Light Rail Manager 
ofMaintenance of Way. 
2 Tri-Met will arrange access to municipal utilities accessible only from LRT ROW for City maintenance 
personnel and City-owned equipment and/or reimburse the City for "extra" costs incurred to gain such 
access. 
3 Until MUTCD signal warrants are met at a signalized intersection along the Washington Street segment of 
LRT ROW, Tri-Met shall contract with the City to maintain traffic signal equipment and set signal phasing. 
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General Cleaning Ice & 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
4. Festival lighting outlets, installation and operation, COH 

power costs 
L. Streetlight-only poles and luminaires along Washington COH COH 

Street, Salix Terrace and other public streets adjacent to 
the Project ROW (see CMA, Article II, 1.2.b) (Also see 
Item I.H.15 re: Oren co Station drop-off loop road 
lighting) 

v. Grade Crossings (see CMA, Article II, H) 
A. 12th Avenue 

1. Crossing gates and signals TM TM 
2. Conduit I cable wire to PTR sign TM TM 
3. PTRsign COH COH 
4. Crossing panels TM TM 
5. Crossing illumination poles and luminaires (see CMA, TM TM 

Article II, 1.2.b ), including power costs 
6. Pavement within 9 feet of track centers and between TM TM 

tracks (to 2' outside rails) 
7. Sidewalks and curbs within Tri-Met frontage TM TM 
8. Ped Channelization concrete, fencing TM TM 
9. Crossing related signal striping COH COH 
10. Other 12th Ave. street lights COH COH 
11. Guardrail COH COH 

B. NE 28th Avenue 
1. Crossing gates, signals and audible warning devices TM TM 
2. Crossing panels TM TM 
3. Crossing illumination poles and luminaires (see CMA, TM TM 

Article II, 1.2.b), including power costs 
4. Pavement within 9 feet of track centers and between TM TM 

tracks (to 2' outside rails) 
5. Sidewalks and curbs within Tri-Met frontage TM TM 
6. Cyclone fencing for ped channelization TM TM 
7. Crossing related signage and striping COH COH 
8. Street lighting (except at crossing) COH COH 

C. NE Elam Young Parkway (west) 
1. Crossing gates and signals TM TM 
2. Crossing panels TM TM 
3. Crossing illumination poles and luminaires (see CMA, TM TM 

Article II, 1.2. b) 
4. Pavement within 9 feet of track centers and between TM TM 

tracks 
5. Sidewalks and curbs within Tri-Met frontage TM TM 
6. Signage and striping COH COH 
7. Street lighting (except at crossing) COH COH 

D. NE Elam Young Parkway (east) 
1. Crossing gates and signals TM TM 
2. Crossing panels TM TM 
3. Crossing illumination poles and luminaires (see CMA, TM TM 

Article II, 1.2.b) 
4. Pavement within 9 feet of track centers and between TM TM 

tracks 
5. Sidewalks and curbs within Tri-Met frontage TM TM 
6. Medians COH COH 
7. Signage and striping COH COH 
8. Street lighting (except at crossing) COH COH 

4 In the event of irreparable damage to joint-use pole cladding, Tri-Met shall obtain replacement cladding 
from the City and install on the pole. 
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General Cleaning Ice & Admin. 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
E. NW 231 st Avenue 

1. Crossing gates and signals ™ TM 
2. Crossing panels ™ TM 
3. Crossing illumination poles and luminaires (see CMA, ™ TM 

Article II, 1.2.b) 
4. Pavement within 9 feet of track centers and between ™ TM 

tracks 
5. Sidewalks and curbs within Tri-Met frontage ™ TM 
6. Medians COH COH 
7. Signage and striping COH COH 
8. Street lighting (except at crossing) COH COH 

F. NW 229th Avenue (fire emergency crossing) (see CMA TM/COH 

Article II, H. 7) 
1. Fence gate or crossing gates and signals ™ TM 
2. Crossing panels ™ TM 

VI. Lighting within stations, platforms, park-and-ride lots, kiss- ™ TM 
and-ride areas, the Tri-Met "private street" portion of34th 
Avenue, and lighting poles and luminaires adjacent to the Tri-
Met "private street" kiss-and-ride loop at Orenco Station (see 
CMA, Article II, 1.2.b) 

VII. Landscaping and irrigation within Project ROW (see CMA, ™ TM 
Article II, E.l and G.l ), as follows: 
A. Within and adjacent to all station areas and park-and-ride ™ TM 

lots 
B. Along street frontages within or adjacent to Project ROW ™ TM 

at the Orenco, Quatama and Willow Creek Stations and 
Park-and-Ride Lots 

C. Along the walkway connecting Willow Creek Station to ™ TM 
SW Baseline Road 

D. Along the trackside of sound walls: 
1. between SE lOth Ave. and E. Main St. (rt and It) ™ TM 
2. between Main Street bridge and NE 28th Ave. (rt [2 ™ TM 

segments] and It) 
3. between NE 28th Ave and NE Brookwood Road (rt [2 ™ TM 

segments]) 
4. east of Hawthorn Hollow bridge (lt) ™ TM 
5. east ofNW 229th Ave. (It) ™ TM 
6. between Bronson Creek and SW !85th Ave. (rt [2 ™ TM 

segments]) 
E. Medicinal herb garden along north edge ofTuality Station ™ TM 
F. Landscaped areas east and west side of lOth Avenue, COH COH 

north and south of trackway (i.e., bosquets) 
G. Along trackway between lOth and 12th Avenues (It) ™ TM 
H. Along trackway-median I oth to 12th (rt) COH COH 

J. Visual mitigation trees (no removal of live trees) ™ TM 

VIII. Landscaping and irrigation along Washington Street 
between Adams and 12th Avenues and along streets 
intersecting Washington Street from Adams to 121

h Avenues 
(see CMA, Article II, E.2 and 3 and G.2) 
A. During establishment period (through September 30, TM TM 

2002) 
B. Following establishment period (after September 30, COH COH 
2002) 
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General Cleaning Ice& 
Right of Way Features Maintenance Snow 

& Repair Control 
IX. Bronson Creek wetland mitigation site (see CMA, Article II, 

F) 
A. Maintenance through Sept. 30, 2002 TM TM 
B. Maintenance after Sept. 30, 2002 TM5 TM6 

5 TriMet may formally transfer long-term maintenance responsibility to the adjacent property owner or to 
another public agency. 
6 TriMet may formally transfer long-term maintenance responsibility to the adjacent property owner or to 
another public agency. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Amber Ames, City Recorder 

DATE: December 2, 2008 

SUBJECT: City Council Rules 

Attached is resolution adopting rules for the Hillsboro City Council. Draft rules were 
provided to the City Council at its retreat on October 11, 2008. Following discussion at 
the retreat, City Attorney Pam Beery revised the document and presented it at the 
November 18 City Council work session. Subsequent revisions were made and the final 
resolution is attached. 

ID 



RESOLUTION NO. _____ _ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF HILLSBORO 
ADOPTING CITY COUNCIL RULES 

WHEREAS, City Charter Sections 11, 12 and 13 require the City Council to adopt rules 
to govern its meetings by resolution; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held work sessions to thoroughly study and consider 
comprehensive rules to govern its meetings, the conduct of Council members and the interaction 
of Council members with City staff, commissions and committees; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council concludes that the new Council rules will provide clear 
and simple procedures for the orderly consideration of Council business and the efficient 
development and adoption of City policies; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is in the public interest to adopt the Council 
Rules. Now, therefore 

THE CITY OF HILLSBORO RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The Council Rules attached as Exhibit A to this Resolution are 
incorporated herein and are adopted as the City Council Rules of the City ofHillsboro. 

Section 2. This Resolution is effective immediately upon adoption by the City 
Council. 

Introduced and adopted by the Council this __ day of ____ 2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 
City Recorder 
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A. AUTHORITY 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 
CITY COUNCIL RULES 

City Charter Sections 11, 12 and 14 refer to meetings, quorum and records for Council 
meetings and require the Council to adopt a resolution relating to those subjects. The 
Council wishes to comply with the Charter and to adopt a resolution that governs the conduct 
of its meetings. The Council will review this resolution at least annually. Amendments will 
be made as necessary. The Council will have clear and simple procedures for considering 
agenda matters. 

B. DEFINITIONS As used in this resolution, the following mean: 

• City Commissions: All City commissions, boards, committees, task forces 
and advisory bodies. 

• Council and Council members: The Mayor, the Council President and the 
Councilors. 

• Councilors: The Council President and the Councilors. 

• Mayor: The Mayor, or in the absence of the Mayor, the Council President or 
other Presiding Officer. 

C. COUNCIL MEETINGS 

1. Regular Meetings to conduct Council business will be held the first Tuesday of 
each month and additionally as needed. Meetings will be held at the Civic Center 
unless another location is approved by the Council. 

2. Work sessions to develop city policy will be held each month, or more frequently 
as the need arises. Work sessions may be held in conjunction with Council 
business meetings. Work session agendas will be developed by the City Manager 
in consultation with the City Council. 

3. Special meetings may be called by the Mayor, Council President in the absence of 
the Mayor or by a majority of the Council. 

4. Executive sessions will be held in compliance with the Oregon Public Meetings 
Law. 

5. Minutes will be taken as provided by the Oregon Public Records Law. 

6. Telephonic/electronic meetings may be held in compliance with the Oregon 
Public Meetings Law. Council members may participate and vote in Council 
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meetings via telephone, electronically or by other means consistent with the 
Oregon Public Meetings Law. 

7. Attendance at meetings is expected of Council members who should use their best 
efforts to attend all Council meetings. 

D. AGENDA 

Excused absences from Council meetings include: 
• Death in the family 
• Illness 
• Family emergency 
• Scheduled vacation; however Councilors are encouraged when 

possible to schedule vacations during scheduled Council recesses. 
• On City business 
• Other absences as excused by the Mayor. 

1. The agenda headings for Council business meetings are generally as follows: 

• PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
• CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL 
• CONSENT AGENDA 
• PRESENTATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS 
• PUBLIC HEARINGS 
• UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
• NEW BUSINESS 
• COMMUNICATION AND NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
• CITY MANAGER REPORT 
• ADJOURNMENT 

2. The City Manager will prepare and schedule agenda items. Council members may 
request that items be placed on an agenda. Council members may make agenda 
suggestions at any Council meeting or by communication with the City Manager. 
Council members will make best efforts to reach consensus on agenda items and 
should obtain staff input before requesting an agenda item. Agendas will generally be 
set to allow meetings to end no later than 10:00 p.m. If the Council is still in session 
at 9:30p.m., then the Council will decide whether to continue with the agenda or 
move items to a future agenda. 

3. Items appropriate for the consent agenda are items that are deemed to be non­
controversial and not likely to require separate discussion. The consent agenda is 
generally approved with one motion. Any Council member may ask that any item be 
removed from the consent agenda. Upon such request, the item in question will be 
moved to the new business section of the agenda. 

E. COUNCIL DISCUSSIONS AND DECORUM 
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1. Council members will conduct themselves so as to bring credit upon the city 
government by ensuring non-discriminatory delivery of public services, keeping 
informed about matters coming before the Council and abiding by Council decisions, 
whether or not the member voted on the prevailing side. 

2. Councilors will assist the Mayor in preserving order and decorum during Council 
meetings and may not, by conversation or other action, delay or interrupt the 
proceedings or refuse to obey rulings of the Mayor or Council rules. When 
addressing staff or members of the public, Councilors will confine themselves to 
questions or issues under discussion and not engage in personal attacks or impugn the 
motives of any speaker. 

3. The following ground rules will be observed to maintain order and decorum during 
Council discussions: 

a. Council members will gather necessary information and ask questions of City 
staff before meetings. 

b. Council members will have an opportunity to speak once on any pending 
motion or agenda item, and will speak for themselves and not for other Council 
members. 

c. Council members will not speak on behalf of the Council, unless they have 
been authorized by the Council to do so. 

d. During public meetings, Council members will not attempt to edit or revise 
prepared ordinances. Amendments to proposed ordinances may be appropriate, but 
input from the City Manager or the City Attorney will be sought to accomplish the 
Council members' objectives. 

e. Council members will be open, direct and candid in the Council forum. 
Members should be brief and succinct in stating their views and focus on only one 
issue or topic at a time. 

f. Council members will focus on city issues and avoid becoming involved in 
"extra-territorial" issues. 

g. The Mayor will recognize Councilors wishing to speak in the order of their 
requests. The Mayor will provide a Council member with an opportunity to speak 
before recognizing another Council member. Council members will not interrupt 
another Council member who has the floor. 

h. Council members will not disguise statements as questions or use repetition 
as a way to convince others. 

i. Council members will keep discussions moving and call for a "process 
check" if the Council becomes bogged down in discussions. 
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J. Council members will set and adhere to time limits on discussions. 

k. Council members will refrain from criticizing or attacking each other, City 
staff or other persons. 

1. If a Council member wishes to discuss a major policy issue, it will be 
scheduled on a future agenda and not raised during a current agenda. 

4. Public Comment. 

a. Citizen and community group testimony forms will be available at each 
regular business meeting. At the time on the agenda designated for public comment 
and during any public hearing, any member of the public desiring to address the 
Council must first request to be recognized by the Mayor and then state his or her 
name for the record. The Council may set time limits for comments. The Council 
may request that groups with similar comments choose a spokesperson to present 
joint remarks. 

b. During public hearings, all public comment must relate to the matter under 
discussion and addressed to the Mayor and Council. 

c. In general, Council members will not respond to comments made during the 
public comment agenda time, except to ask clarifying questions. Any public requests 
for Council action will be referred to staff for review before being placed on a future 
agenda. 

F. MOTIONS 

1. General. 

a. Council member motions will be clearly and concisely stated. The Mayor 
will state the name of the Councilor who made the motion and the Councilor who 
made the second. 

b. The motion maker, Mayor or City Recorder should repeat the motion prior to 
voting. 

c. Most motions die if they do not receive a second. Motions for nominations, 
withdrawal of a motion, agenda order, roll call votes and a point of order do not 
require a second. Any motion on which a second is not made but on which 
discussion begins is automatically seconded by the Council member beginning the 
discussion. 

d. Discussion of a motion is open to all Council members who wish to address 
the motion. A Councilor must be recognized by the Mayor before speaking. 
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e. The Mayor will ask for a voice vote for all final decisions. All Council 
members are expected to vote on each motion unless they are disqualified for some 
reason. A Council member who does not vote must state the basis for any conflict of 
interest or other disqualification. The City Recorder will maintain a record of the 
votes. Any Council member may request a roll call vote on any motion. Pursuant to 
the City Charter, the Mayor votes to break a tie, and also votes in the case of 
appointment of the City Manager, the City Attorney, and the Municipal Judge. 

f. At the conclusion of any vote, the Mayor will announce the results. Council 
members who wish to explain the reasons for their votes should do so briefly and 
succinctly. 

2. Withdrawal. A motion may be withdrawn by the motion maker at any time without 
the consent of the Council. 

3. Tie. A motion that receives a tie vote fails. The Mayor votes to break a tie, as 
provided by the Charter. 

4. Table. A motion to table is not debatable and precludes all amendments or further 
debate. If the motion prevails, the item may be taken from the table only by adding it 
to a future agenda for continued discussion. 

5. Postpone. A motion to postpone to a certain date is debatable and amendable. A 
motion to postpone indefinitely is a motion to reject without a direct vote and is 
debatable and not amendable. 

6. Call for Question. A motion to call for the question ends debate on the item and is 
not debatable. Before a Council member calls for the question, each Council member 
wishing to speak on the item should have one opportunity to speak. A second is 
required for this motion. When the question is called, the Mayor will inquire whether 
any Council member objects. If there is an objection, the matter will be put to a vote, 
and it fails without a two-thirds vote. Debate may continue if the motion fails. 

7. Amendment. A motion to amend may be made to a previous motion that has been 
seconded but not voted on. Amendments will be voted on first, then the main motion 
as amended (or not amended). Motions to adjourn, agenda order, table, point of 
order, take from table and reconsider may not be amended. 

8. Reconsideration. When a motion has been decided, any Council member who voted 
with the majority may move for reconsideration. A motion for reconsideration may 
only be made at the meeting at which the motion on the ordinance, resolution, order 
or other decision was approved. 

G. COUNCIL MEMBER CONDUCT 
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1. Representing City. If a Council member appears before another governmental 
agency or organization to give a statement on an issue, the Council member must 
state: 

a. Whether the statement reflects personal opinion or is the official position of 
the City; and 

b. Whether the statement is supported by a majority of the Council. 

If the Council member is representing the City, the Council member must support 
and advocate for the official city position on the issue rather than a personal 
viewpoint. 

2. Censure. 

a. The Council may make and enforce its own rules and ensure compliance with 
city and state laws applicable to governing bodies. If a Council member substantially 
violates these rules or state law, the Council may take action to protect Council 
integrity and discipline the Council member with a public reprimand. 

b. Before taking any action to publicly reprimand or censure a Council member, 
the Council must plainly state its concerns in writing or in an open public meeting, 
and the Council member must have a reasonable opportunity to respond. 

c. The Council may thereafter investigate the actions of any Council member 
and meet in executive session to discuss any finding that reasonable grounds exist 
that a substantial violation has occurred. Under ORS 192.660(1 )(b), the Council 
member under investigation may request an open hearing. 

H. CONFIDENTIALITY 

1. Council members will keep all written materials provided to them on matters of 
confidentiality under law in complete confidence to insure the City's position is not 
compromised. No mention of the information read or heard should be made to 
anyone other than other Council members, the City Manager or City Attorney. 

2. If the Council meets in executive session, members should attempt to provide 
direction or consensus to staff on proposed terms and conditions for negotiations. All 
contact with other parties must be left to the designated staff or representative(s) 
handling the negotiations or litigation. Council members may not have any contact or 
discussion with any other party or its representative nor communicate any executive 
session discussion. 

3. All public statements, information or press releases relating to a confidential matter 
will be handled by designated staff or a designated Council member. 
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4. Unless required by law, no Council member may make public the discussions or 
information obtained in executive session. The Council may censure a member who 
discloses a confidential matter or otherwise violates these rules. 

I. COMMUNICATION WITH STAFF 

1. Council will respect the separation between policy making (Council function) and 
administration (City Manager function) by: 

a. Working with the staff as a team with a spirit of mutual respect and support. 

b. Except in a Council meeting, not attempting to influence a City employee or 
the City Manager concerning personnel matters, purchasing issues, the award of 
contracts or the selection of consultants, the processing of development applications 
or granting of City licenses and permits. However, the sharing of ideas on these 
matters is appropriate. 

c. Limiting individual contacts with City staff to the City Manager, Executive 
Management, or other designated staff so as not to influence staff decisions or 
recommendations, interfere with their work performance, undermine the City 
Manager authority or prevent the full Council from having the benefit of any 
information received. If communication is made with other staff not on the 
management team, the Council member should notify the management team of the 
communication on a timely basis. To this end, Council members shall not request 
City staff to perform significant work without the prior approval of the City Manager, 
so that workloads and work plans are not adversely impacted. 

d. Respecting roles and responsibilities of staff when and if expressing criticism 
in a public meeting or through public electronic mail messages. 

2. All written informational material requested by Council members will be submitted 
by staff to the entire Council with a notation stating who requested the information. 
In situations where staff provides a copy of an existing document previously provided 
to the Council, staff will advise the entire Council rather than providing the material 
to each Council member. 

3. The Mayor will refer any comments or questions regarding City personnel or 
administration to the City Manager. The Mayor may redirect other questions to a 
Council member or the City Manager, as appropriate. Council members may also 
address questions directly to the City Manager, who may either answer the inquiry or 
ask a staff member to do so. 

J. MINUTES 

1. Minutes will be prepared with sufficient detail to meet their intended use. Verbatim 
minutes are not required. The minutes of meetings of the Council will comply with 
provisions of ORS 192.650 by containing the following information at a minimum: 

• The name of Council members and staff present; 
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• All motions, proposals, resolutions, orders, ordinances and measures proposed 
and their disposition; 

• The result of all votes, including ayes and nays and the names of the Council 
members who voted; 

• The substance of the discussion on any matter; and 
• Reference to any document discussed at the meeting. 

2. The Council may amend the minutes to more accurately reflect what transpired at the 
meeting. Upon receipt of the minutes in the Council agenda packet, Council members 
should read and submit any changes, additions or corrections to the City Recorder so 
that a corrected copy may be issued prior to the meeting for approval. Under no 
circumstances may the minutes be changed following approval by the Council, unless 
the Council authorizes such change. 

3. The City Recorder or designee will make an audio recording of all meetings except 
for executive sessions. The City Recorder will maintain custody of all recordings, but 
a Council member may obtain a copy of any recording. A Council member may 
obtain a meeting transcript or partial transcript if it can be produced with nominal 
staff time. If a transcript would require a significant amount of staff time, the City 
Recorder may only produce the transcript with Council approval. The City Recorder 
is authorized to produce transcripts as required by law. 

K. ADJOURNMENT 

1. Upon motion and majority vote of the Council members present, any meeting of the 
Council may be continued or adjourned from day to day or for more than one day. 
No adjournment may be for a period longer than until the next regular meeting. 

2. Upon the request of a Council member, a short recess may be taken during a Council 
meeting. 

3. A motion to adjourn will be in order at any time except as follows: 
• When made as an interruption of a member while speaking; or 
• While a vote is being taken. 

L. BIAS AND DISQUALIFICATION 

1. Any proponent, opponent or other party interested in a quasi-judicial matter to be heard 
by the Council may challenge the qualification of any Council member to participate in 
such hearing and decision. Any challenge must state any fact(s) relied upon by the 
party relating to a Council member's bias, pre-judgment, personal interest or other 
factor from which the party has concluded the Council member should not participate 
and may not make an impartial decision. Such challenges must be made prior to the 
commencement of the public hearing. The Mayor will give the challenged member an 
opportunity to respond. A motion to accept or deny the challenge will be accepted and 
voted upon by the Council. Such challenges and the Council's decision will be 
incorporated into the record of the hearing. 
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2. In quasi-judicial matters, each Council member must disclose participation in a prior 
decision or action on the matter that is before the Council. Common examples include 
when a Planning Commission member is elected or appointed to the City Council or 
when a Council member testifies at a Planning Commission meeting. The Council 
member must state whether the member can participate in the hearing with no regard 
for the prior decision made. If the Council member is unable to be impartial, the 
member has a duty not to participate in proceedings and to leave the Council table. 

3. If the Council believes the member is actually biased, it may disqualify the member by 
majority vote from participating in a decision on the matter. A Council member who 
has been disqualified from participating in a decision may participate in the proceeding 
as a private citizen. 

4. Generally, conflicts of interest arise in situations where a Council member, as a public 
official deliberating in a quasi-judicial proceeding, has an actual or potential financial 
interest in the matter before the Council. Under state law, an actual conflict of interest 
is defined as one that would be to the private financial benefit of the Council member a 
relative or a business with which the Council member or a relative is associated. A 
potential conflict of interest is one that could be to the private financial benefit of the 
Council member, a relative or a business with which the Council member or a relative 
is associated. A relative means the spouse, children, siblings or parents of the public 
official or public official's spouse. A Council member must publicly announce 
potential and actual conflicts of interest and, in the case of an actual conflict of interest, 
must refrain from participating in debate on the issue or from voting on the issue. 

M. EX PARTE CONTACTS AND DISQUALIFICATION 

1. For quasi-judicial hearings, Council members should refrain from having ex parte 
contacts relating to any issue of the hearing. Ex parte contacts are those contacts by a 
party on a fact in issue under circumstances that do not involve all parties to the 
proceeding. Ex parte contacts may be either oral statements when other interested 
parties are not present, or written information that other interested parties do not 
receive. 

2. If a Council member has ex parte contact prior to a hearing, the member must reveal 
the contact at the meeting and before the hearing. The Council member must describe 
the substance of the contact and the Mayor will announce the right of interested 
persons to rebut the substance of the communication. The Council member also will 
state whether such contact affects their impartiality or ability to vote in the matter. 
The Council member must state whether he or she will participate or abstain. 

3. For quasi-judicial hearings, a Council member who was absent during the 
presentation of evidence may not participate in any deliberations or decision 
regarding the matter, unless the Council member reviews all the evidence and 
testimony received. 
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N. OREGON GOVERNMENT ETHICS COMMISSION REQUIREMENTS AND 
REPORTING 

1. Council members must review and observe the requirements of the State Ethics Law 
(ORS 244.010 to ORS 244.390) dealing with use of public office for private financial 
gam. 

2. Council members must give public notice of any conflict of interest or potential 
conflict of interest and the notice will be reported in the meeting minutes. In addition 
to matters of financial interest, Council members will maintain the highest standards 
of ethical conduct and assure fair and equal treatment of all persons, claims and 
transactions coming before the Council. 

3. In accordance with state law, it is each Council member's responsibility to file all 
required statements of economic interest with the Oregon Government Ethics 
Commission. 

0. LEGAL ADVICE 

Requests to the City Attorney for advice requiring legal research may not be made by a 
Council member without the concurrence of the Council. Before requesting research or other 
action by the City Attorney, the Council members are encouraged to consider consulting with 
the City Manager to determine if the request or action can be accomplished more cost­
effectively. Outside a Council meeting, a Council member should make requests of the City 
Attorney through the City Manager. Exceptions to this are issues related to the performance 
of the City Manager and unique or sensitive personal, yet City business-related, requests. 
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P. ROBERT'S RULES 

Robert's Rules of Order Revised will be used as the guideline for conduct of Council 
meetings, except where these Rules specifically apply. 

Q. COMMISSIONS, BOARDS, COMMITTEES, ORGANIZATIONS & MEDIA 

1. Citizen Appointment and Removal. 

a. The Mayor will appoint the City commissions, boards and committees, 
including ad hoc committees, with the consent of the Council by majority vote at a 
Council meeting. The Mayor may request assistance from Councilors in making 
recommendations. 

b. Council members will encourage broad participation on City commissions, 
boards and committees by generally limiting the number ofterms a citizen may serve. 

c. A citizen should not serve on more than two City commissions, boards or 
committees simultaneously, in order to encourage the broadest possible citizen 
involvement. Any citizen serving on two City commissions, boards or committees 
may not be chairperson of both simultaneously. This limitation does not apply to 
service on the City Budget Committee. 

d. With the consent of the Council, the Mayor may remove a citizen from a City 
committee prior to the expiration of the term of office. 

2. Council Member Participation. 

a. Council members will encourage citizen participation in City commissions, 
boards and committees. 

b. Council members may and are encouraged to attend meetings but shall ( 1) be 
mindful of their role as individual Council members and not representing the full 
Council unless specifically authorized to do so, and (2) facilitate full discussion and 
participation by the regular members of the body. Council members should limit their 
attendance at and participation in meetings at which quasi-judicial public hearings are 
conducted on matters that are appealable to Council, so as to avoid challenges for 
bias as set forth in Section L of these rules. 

3. Organizations and Media. 

a. If the Mayor or a Council member represents the City before another 
governmental agency, a community organization or the media, the Council member 
should first state the Council majority position. Personal opinions and comments 
should be expressed only if the Council member makes clear that he or she does not 
express the Council position. 
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b. Council members should obtain the appropriate permission before 
representing another Council member's view or position with the media. 

R. CITY MANAGER EVALUATION 

1. Criteria. The standards, criteria and policy directives used in the evaluation of the 
City Manager will be adopted at a regular Council meeting in accordance with state 
law. 

2. Process. 

a. Evaluation sessions will be scheduled in accordance with the City Manager's 
decision on whether to hold the evaluation in open or executive session. 

b. By November 1, the City Manager will prepare a written assessment 
identifying major accomplishments. This assessment will be distributed along with 
an employee evaluation form to the Council. 

c. By November 15, Council members will review the elements in the 
evaluation forms in response to the City Manager assessment. 

d. At the second meeting in November the Mayor and Council will meet in 
executive session to discuss their assessment ofthe City Manager's performance and 
to decide what message will be delivered to the City Manager. This is also the time 
to draft the criteria and goals for the upcoming year to discuss with the City Manager 

e. At this or a subsequent meeting, the Council will then meet with the City 
Manager in an evaluation session. Council summary comments and individual 
Council member comments will be made. The City Manager will have an 
opportunity to respond to all comments. The effect of the evaluation on the City 
Manager's employment contract will be discussed. Sufficient time will be allotted 
for the evaluation discussion with the City Manager. 

f. Compensation may not be discussed in executive session. The Council may 
convene with the City Manager in open session to review any final performance 
evaluation and discuss compensation. Any final summary of the evaluation process 
shall be prepared by the City Attorney and the Mayor. 

3. Contract. The City Attorney and Mayor or other designated member of the City 
Council will prepare any employment contract amendments to the City Manager's 
contract. Contracts normally will be approved as a consent agenda item at the next 
regular Council meeting. The evaluation process should be concluded by the end of 
December each calendar year, although the formal consideration of any contract 
amendment may occur in the following year. 

S. COUNCIL EXPENSES 
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1. Reimbursement. The Council will follow the same rules and procedures for 
reimbursement as City employees, as established by City policy. Councilor 
expenditures for other than routine expenses (e.g., conference registration, travel, 
etc.) require advance Mayor approval according to the purchasing rules which apply 
city-wide. Unless requested otherwise, the City Recorder will coordinate travel 
accommodations for Councilors. 

2. Budget. The Council will review and discuss its proposed annual budget as 
coordinated by the Mayor and Council President and as presented by City staff during 
a public meeting. 

3. Mayor and Council member compensation. The Mayor and Council may be 
compensated for their efforts on behalf of the City in addition to the expense 
reimbursement described above. Any such compensation shall be reviewed and 
approved through the City's annual budget process. 
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OTY CF HLLSBCRO 

m 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Amber Ames, City Recorder 

DATE: December 2, 2008 

SUBJECT: DMV Application for Business Certificate 

A DMV application for Business Certificate has been received from Hillsboro Auto 
Wrecking, 2845 NW Glencoe Road, for annual renewal. Staff has reviewed the 
application and recommends approval. 



PROCLAMATION 

WHEREAS, the General Assembly of the United Nations endorsed the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, with no dissenting vote 60 years ago, on 
December 1Oth, 1948, under the able leadership of Eleanor Roosevelt; and 

WHEREAS, the Universal Declaration asserts the dignity of the human 
person; non-discrimination based on race, color, sex, age, language, religion, 
political opinion, nationality, social origin, birth, or other status such as medical 
condition, sexual orientation, or disability; civil and political rights such as freedoms 
of thought, speech, belief, and the press; economic, social, and cultural rights such 
as rights to employment, food, shelter, and health care; the solidarity of the human 
race; the notion that every right has a corresponding duty; and the interdependence 
and indivisibility of all human rights; and 

WHEREAS, the Universal Declaration is referred to as the authoritative 
definition of human rights standards and increasingly referred to as customary 
international law, which all countries must abide; and 

WHEREAS, the Universal Declaration gave birth to a long train of other 
declarations and covenants further defining human rights standards, such as the 
Rights of the Child, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination, and the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against 
Women, which have the status of treaty and are to be considered "Law of the Land" 
in accordance with the Supremacy Clause, of the U.S. Constitution, Article Vl(2); 
and 

WHEREAS, the Universal Declaration avows legal mandates to fulfill human 
rights and needs; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that I, Mayor Tom Hughes do 
hereby proclaim December 10, 2008, as 

HUMAN RIGHTS DAY 

in the city of Hillsboro and encourage all citizens to participate in Human Rights Day. 

,£,-..-~ L__. 
TomHughes,M or 
December 2, 2008 

• 503/681-6100 • FAX 503/681-6232 



Liberty High School 
21945 NW Wagon Way 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124-8572 
Phone: (503) 844-1250 · 
Fax: (503) 848-5851 
www.hsd.k 12.or.us/schools/liberty 
Email: bucknerbrQlhsd.k 12.or.us 
December, 2008 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

During the third week of January, students from Liberty High School will have a great 
opportunity to learn firsthand about the workings of the government and the responsibilities they 
hold as citizens of the United States when they travel to Washington, D.C. for the Inauguration of 
our next President. We will be leaving January 16 and returning January 21". 

The tour company we are using this year is World Strides. World Strides is one of the nation's 
most recognized High School Organizations. They provide exciting and unique government study 
programs. World Strides has a curriculum designed to introduce students to the history, politics, 
and culture of our nation through a hands-on learning environment. We will be visiting many 
exciting museums (such as the Smithsonian and the Holocaust), historic sites, and memorials 
while in Washington DC. From small-group seminars and workshops to meetings with 
congressional members to study visits of museums and monuments, World Strides offers students 
an unparalleled, non-pmtisan learning experience. Both students and teachers alike will return 
from Washinf,'\on, D.C. with renewed excitement and increased knowledge. 

The program cost for each student including professional instruction, travel expenses, meals, and 
lodging is $1938.00. For some students to meet this cost, it is necessary to seek financial help. 
We are dedicated to making this valuable educational program available to all students, regardless 
of financial abiliry and hope you will help us in this effmt by contributing. Donations are tax­
deductible if made out to Liberty High School with the name of the pmticipant written on the 
memo line. Please send your thoughtful gift to our school address above. After the check is 
processed, you will receive a thank you card with the tax lD number for your deduction. Your 
donation will be an investment in our community's future, helping students to become more 
informed and responsible citizens as well as giving teachers the tools necessary to provide 
students with the best education available. 

Please call me for any further information concerning this incredible trip. Your contribution will 
be greatly appreciated by our students. I can be reached at Liberty High School, 503-844-1250 
during the day; or my email is: bucknerb@hsd.k l2.or.us 

Thank you for your interest. 

~·fl.L 
Brian Buckner 
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SAMPLE ITINERARY 

Each Inauguration 2009 itinerary is individually designed by your group's leader and your WorldStrides Inauguration representative to 
accommodate your group's interests. The following reflects what is generally experienced on an lnaugurati?DJlrogram. 

Saturdav, Januarv 17 Sunday, Januarv 18 MondaY, Januarv 19 Tuesday, Januarv 20 Wednesday, Januarv 21 
Group arrives in Breakfast Breakfast Breakfast Breakfast 
Washington, D.C. and is 
met by a World Strides Capitol Hill Mount Vernon Group arrives at Hotel check-out 
representative • U.S, Capitol Building George Washington's Smithsonian Mall area 

(appointment home on the Potomac on the National Mall for Vietnam Veterans 
Arlington National required) -where River Presidential Inauguration Memorials 
Cemetery Congress meets to festivities. Monument to honor over 
Burial grounds for decide law Alexandria 58,000 men and women 
American military • Supreme Court- our One of America's oldest Lunch on own killed or missing in Vietnam 
personnel nation's highest and most historic cities 
• Changing of the court Inaugural Events Einstein Statue 

Guard • Library of Congress - Lunch on own • Oath of Office - A tribute to one of the most 

• Tomb of the world's largest Swearing in of the recognized scientists in the 
Unknowns library WWII Memorial President and Vice world. Great for group 

• Kennedy Gravesites Honors the 16 million President ofthe photos. 

• Space Shuttle White House who served and the United States 
Challenger Memorial (picture stop) 400,000 who died in he • Presidential Smithsonian Institution 

Home of the U.S. U.S. Armed Forces Inaugural Address The world's largest 
Dinner President duringWWII • Inaugural Parade- museum complex ·. 

National Air and Space Pennsylvania • 
Hotel check-in Lunch on own Ford's Theatre Avenue Museum 

Where President Lincoln • Natural History 
lwo Jima Memorial was shot Washington Monument Museum 
A tribute to all U.S. (photo stop) 
Marines who have died Petersen House The world's tallest stone Lunch on own 
since 1775 while serving Where President Lincoln monument 
our country later died Smithsonian Institution 

Dinner • Museum of American 
National Archives Dinner History 
Home of the original Return to hotel • Hirshhorn Museum 
Constitution, Bill of NightTour of D.C. • National Gallery of Art 
Rights, and • Lincoln Memorial 
Declaration of • Jefferson Memorial Dinner 
Independence • Kennedy Center 

• Korean Memorial Group departs 
Return to hotel Washington, D.C. for home 

Return to hotel 
Dinner Note: Sightseeing on 

arrival and departure days 
Student Inaugural may be extended or 
Dance and Social abbreviated based upon 
Exclusive student flight availability. Specific 
inaugural celebration sites may be added, 
with a live band, removed, or substituted as 
dancing, and needed. Your Account 

Note: Travel time from relreshments. Manager will work with you 
different parts of the to select activities to fill 
country may modify this Return to hotel available time. 
itineraiv. 
HI 09 514 DC 



CIN OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 26, 2008 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: 
FROM: 

City Council 
Planning Department 

RE: Proposed amendments to Municipal Code Section 15.20 Signs 

REQUEST 

Planning Department staff request that the City Council consider amendments to Hillsboro 
Municipal Code (HMC) Section 15.20. The proposed amendments are related to large scale wall 
signs. 

At their regular meeting on November 18, 2008, the Council considered a request from Planning 
Department staff to initiate amendments to HMC Section 15.20 Signs on three topics: ·the 
definition of "sign;" portable signs for charitable fund-raisers; and large scale wall signs. Since 
November 18th, several questions have arisen regarding implementation of the proposed 
charitable fund-raiser signs language, and to allow opportunity to resolve those questions, 
Planning staff requests that the Council postpone the public hearing on those amendments, and 
the amendment regarding the definition of sign, to the January 61

h, 2009 meeting. 

PROCEDURE FOR SIGN CODE AMENDMENTS 

Municipal Code Section 15.20.185 sets forth the procedures for amending the Sign Code as 
follows: 

A. Amendments to HMC Chapter 15.20 Signs may be initiated only by the City 
Council, which may consider such amendments on its own initiative or upon 
request. Proposed amendments shall be consistent with the purpose of this 
Chapter as specified in Section 15.20.010. The City Council may elect not to 
initiate a requested amendment if the Council finds such amendment to be 
inconsistent with the purpose or any other provision of this Chapter. 

B. Before taking action on a proposed amendment to this section, the City 
Council shall hold a public hearing thereon. Notice of the time, place, and 
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purpose of the hearing shall be published in a general circulation newspaper not 
more than 14 days, not less than 5 days, prior to the date of the hearing and by 
mailing written notice to interested parties of record. 

2 

Notice of the December 2nd public hearing was published in the November 26th issue of the 
Hillsboro Argus. Notice was mailed to interested parties a week before the hearing. 

EXISTING LANGUAGE AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

Present regulations limiting area of wall signs prevent effective signage for certain large scale 
industrial and commercial developments, due to farther distances from viewing public and street 
speeds. However, existing signage area limitations are related to city policy regarding billboards, 
which are restricted to certain areas of the city only. 

Proposed Change #1: HMC 15.20.015 (definition of billboard) -new language shown in bold 
italic typeface: 

Billboard-Except as provided in Section 15.20.070 A 2, a A sign on which any 
sign face exceeds two hundred square feet in area. 

Proposed Change #2: HMC 15.20.070 A 2 (Industrial Park and Research Park Sign District I 
Permitted Sign Types I Wall Signs)- proposed new language shown in bold italic typeface: 

a. Principal use. The total sign face area for building mounted wall signs shall not 
exceed eight (8) percent of the building elevation area on the primary frontage, with a 
maximum individual sign face area of 100 square feet. Where the use has multiple 
building frontages, the total signage on secondary building frontages shall not exceed 
six (6) percent of the building elevation area with a maximum individual sign face 
area of 100 square feet. However, if the building elevation area on a frontage exceeds 
5000 square feet, the maximum individual sign area may increase to 199 square feet, 
or larger as provided in subsection b. 

b. Wall signs located in the M-P zone larger than 199 square feet may be permitted if 
the proposed sign meets all of the following standards: 

1. The subject property is located at the corner of two arterial streets as classified 
on the City's Transportation Plan. 

2. The larger wall sign is installed on a building elevation area larger than 5000 
square feet, and there are no other buildings between the subject building and 
the arterial street toward which the sign faces. 

3. All portions of the larger wall sign and the building elevation are a minimum of 
300 feet from the street toward which the sign faces, and a minimum of 300 feet 
from a side property line. 
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4. Tlte posted speed limit on the street which tire sign faces is at least 40 miles per 
hour. 

5. The total sign area does not exceed eight percent (8%) oftlte building elevation, 
or 400 square feet, whichever is less. 

[existing subsection b would be renumbered as subsection c] 

The proposed language differs slightly from the language originally suggested by Planning staff 
on November 18th. The proposed standards have been tightened to reduce a possible 
proliferation oflarger wall signs throughout the City. At the December 2nd public hearing, 
Planning staff will provide a map illustrating properties in the two Sign Districts which could be 
affected by the proposed amendments to Section 15.20. 

A draft ordinance including the revised amendments is attached for the Councilors' 
consideration. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Planning staff respectfully requests that the City Council adopt the attached ordinance 
amending HMC Sections 15.20.015, 15.20.060, and 15.20.070 to allow larger wall signs 
under specific standards in the Commercial I Industrial and Industrial Park and Research 
Park Sign Districts. 

Respectfully submitted 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(lL_ co -fJv--
Deborah A. Raber AICP 
Planning Project Manager 

Attachments: Draft ordinance approving proposed Sign Code amendment 
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ORDINANCE NO. ----

CP MISC 2-04 (MOD 3): MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 15.20 SIGNS 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE HILLSBORO MUNICIPAL CODE AS AMENDED, 
CHAPTER 15.20 SIGNS, REGARDING LARGER SCALE WALL SIGNS IN THE 
INDUSTRIAL PARK AND RESEARCH PARK SIGN DISTRICTS. 

WHEREAS, Municipal Code Section 15.20.015 defines any sign larger than 200 square 
feet as a billboard, and Section 15.20.075 restricts the location ofbillboards to two districts along 
the Sunset Highway and the Tualatin Valley Highway, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council received a request to amend Section 15.20.015, together 
with Sections 15.20.060 and 15.20.070, to allow installation of wall signs larger than 200 square 
feet in the Industrial Park I Research Park Sign Districts if certain standards were met, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered this request at their regular meeting of 
November 18,2008 and voted to initiate the proposed amendment and schedule a public hearing 
for December 2, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held the public hearing on December 2, 2008, and 
considered the testimony submitted, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby adopts the Planning Department staff report dated 
November 25, 2008 and the attachments thereto as findings in support of its decision, and 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment to the Sign Code is narrowly tailored to serve 
significant governmental interests set forth in HMC 15.20.01 0; is justified without regard to the 
content of the message of any regulated sign; and makes no distinction in the regulation of signs 
based upon the content of the sign or the viewpoint of the sign owner. 

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Section 15.20.015 ofHillsboro Municipal Code Title 15 Buildings and 
Construction, Chapter 15.20 Signs, subsection "Billboards" is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

Billboard-Except as provided in Section 15.20.070 A 2, a sign on which any 
sign face exceeds two hundred square feet in area. 
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Section 2. Section 15.20.070 A 2 of Hillsboro Municipal Code Title 15 Buildings 
and Construction, Chapter 15.20 Signs, Industrial Park and Research Park Sign District Wall 
Signs is hereby amended to read as follows: 

A. Permitted sign types, number, and area. Signs within the industrial park and research park 
sign district are limited as follows and require the obtaining of permits under HMC 15.20.125: 

2. Wall signs 

a. Principal use. The total sign face area for building mounted wall signs shall not 
exceed eight (8) percent of the building elevation area on the primary frontage, with a 
maximum individual sign face area of 100 square feet. Where the use has multiple 
building frontages, the total signage on secondary building frontages shall not exceed 
six (6) percent of the building elevation area with a maximum individual sign face 
area of 100 square feet. However, if the building elevation area on a frontage exceeds 
5000 square feet, the maximum individual sign area may increase to 199 square feet, 
or larger as provided in subsection b. 

b. Wall signs located in the M-P zone larger than 199 square feet may be permitted if the 
proposed sign meets all of the following standards: 

1. The subject property is located at the comer of two arterial streets as classified on 
the City's Transportation Plan. 

2. The larger wall sign is installed on a building elevation area larger than 5000 
square feet, and there are no other buildings between the subject building and the 
arterial street toward which the sign faces. 

3. All portions of the larger wall sign and the building elevation are a minimum of 
300 feet from the street toward which the sign faces, and a minimum of 300 feet 
from a side property line. 

4. The posted speed limit on the street which the sign faces is at least 40 miles per 

hour. 

5. The total sign area does not exceed eight percent (8%) ofthe building elevation, 
or 400 square feet, whichever is less. 

Section 4. Except as therein amended, the Hillsboro Municipal Code as amended shall 
remain in full force and effect. 

Passed by the Council this 2nd day of December, 2008. 
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Approved by the Mayor this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: __________ _ 
City Recorder 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
December 2, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: Request for Postponement of Appeal of Concept Development Plan Modification­
Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

On December 2, 2008, the City Council is scheduled to hold a public hearing on an appeal of the 
Planning Commission's denial of a proposed modification to the southeast comer of the Oren co 
Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan (CDP). The appellant is Orenco Woods Crossing, 
LLC represented by Venture Properties, Inc. 

120DAYRULE 

Pursuant to state law, ORS 227.178, the City of Hillsboro has 120 days from the date an 
application is deemed complete to issue a final action and the applicant has the option to extend 
the issuance of a final action for up to 245 days. A letter from the applicant is attached 
requesting a postponement of the hearing to spring, 2009. The letter also includes a waiver of the 
120 day rule. 

Should the City Council postpone the appeal hearing, City staff will provide notice to property 
owners within 500 feet of the site when the new appeal hearing date is determined. Staff would 
request that the Councilors retain their appeal materials until completion of this process. 

TESTIMONY 

The following testimony has been received since the issuance of the November 24th staff 
report: 

I. Letter from Jim Standring, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing", received November 25, 2008. 

2. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing appeal, correction in 11-24-08 
staff report", received November 26, 2008. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Should the City Council decide to postpone the appeal hearing, City staff will provide notice to 
property owners within 500 feet of the site when the new appeal hearing date is determined. 
Staff would request that the Councilors retain their appeal materials until completion of this 
process. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNfNG DEPARTMENT 

~~-
Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attachments: 
Letter of Postponement with 120 Day Waiver 
Letter from Jim Standring, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing", received November 25,2008. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing appeal, correction in 11-24-08 staff report", received 
November 26, 2008. 



Creating 

Tomorrow's 

Communities 

Today 

December 2, 2008 

VentureProperties 
INCORPORATED 

Ruth Klein, City of Hillsboro Planning Office 
150 E. Main Street, Fourth Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 

Re: File No. COP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods Crossing 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The applicant I appellant, Venture Properties, Inc. requests a postponement of the appeal 
hearing until regularly scheduled City Council Meeting in the spring of 2009. This postponement will 
allow Venture Properties, Inc. and its development team additional time to more completely respond to 
the findings and decision issued by Planning Commission on November 14, 2008. 

Also, please note that with this letter and approval of the postponement, the applicant I 
appellant Venture Properties, Inc. agrees to extend the 120 day clock an additional 135 days to April 
30,2009. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Ritz 
President 

4230 Galewood Street, Suite 100 · Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 · 503.387.7600 • fax 503.387.7617 



A 
TOUCHSTONE 

November 17, 2008 

Hillsboro City Council 
!50 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123-4028 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing 

Dear Council Members: 

TOWN HOMES 

\ 
.·.!'I > 5 ?008 

We have an 84 unit town home project on NW Quatama Road very near the intersection 
ofNW Cornelius Pass and NW Quatama Road. 

We have consistently heard from our buyers and prospects about their desire to have a 
close by convenient neighborhood commercial center within an easy walk or bicycle ride. 

We strongly encourage you to approve the pending request by Venture Properties. 

Sincerely, 

(_ ~ 
_..r· 

/Jifu'~tan ring 

12670 SW 68th Ave. #400 Tigard OR 97223 ~ T 503.639.3104 "' F 503.598.9081 "' www.wuchswnetownhomes.com 



From: anne lubischer [mailto:annejiml@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 10:46 AM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Cc: Sheril Brown 
Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing appeal, correction in 11-24-08 staff report 

11-26-08 

To: Hillsboro City Council and Planning Department 

From: Jim Lubischer 

Re: Oren co Woods Crossing appeal, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

In Planning Staffs 11-24-08 staff report, page 2, it states, 'The owners ofthe affected property are 
Otenco Woods Crossing, LLC and Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc." The record shows that the 
property involved (43 or so acres) is owned solely by Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. The ownership 
information sheet submitted with the application, which may be found at Record page 1399, is 
incorrect. 

Elks Lodge No. 1862 sold the property, including the McDonald House and its associated lot, to 
Venture Properties on 9-24-07 (See Record pages 1109 -1119). It was subsequently transferred I sold 
to Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. On 10-11-07 (See Record pages 1493 - 150 I). 

I would ask that the City Council be specifically made aware of this when determining if any 
conflict of interest among the Council is entertained at the appeal hearing. Thanks. 

Jim Lubischer 

Sales History for the Orenco Woods Golf Course property. 

Seller Buyer Price Property 

02-16-07 Elks Lodge No. 1862 Elks Lodge No. 1862 $0.00 Division into two lots 

09-24-07 Elks Lodge No. 1862 Venture Properties, Inc. $15,390,000 43.19 acres+ 11.36 
acres (R 1109 -1119) 

10-08-07 Venture Properties, Inc. City of Hillsboro $2,107,500 11.399 acres in SW 
comer 

10-11-07 Venture Properties, Inc. Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. $1.00 4 3.234 acres 
(R 1493- 1501) 

U.S. Bank National Association ("beneficiary") and U.S. Bank Trust Company, National 
Association ("trustee") carry a Line of Credit involving this property with Venture Properties, Inc. 
(See Record pages 111-13 7) 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 24,2008 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Planning Department 

A complete copy of the 
records is available in the City 

Recorder's office. 

RE: Appeal of Denial of Orenco Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan Modification 
Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

REQUEST FOR APPEAL 

On November 24, 2008, the City of Hillsboro received an appeal of the Planning Commission's 
November 14th denial of a proposed modification to the southeast comer of the Orenco Wood 
Crossing Concept Development Plan (CDP). The appellant is Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. 

The approved Concept Development Plan for Orenco Woods Crossing includes: 147 detached 
single family residential lots, 105 attached single family residential lots, a five acres of public park 
land, natural resource and open space tracts, public and private infrastructure, public and private 
streets and alleys, preservation of the existing cultural resource (the McDonald House), and 
improvements along NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. 

The southeast comer of the Orenco Woods Crossing site is approximately 4.94 acres in area. The 
approved Concept Development Plan layout for the southeast comer of the site, that is proposed to 
revised, includes 26 detached single family residential lots and 40 attached single family residential 
lots. The proposed revision for this comer includes 64 residential condominium units, a maximum 
of 1.94 acres for neighborhood commercial uses and a maximum of 1.07 acres for other 
employment uses. 

The subject site being modified is generally located north ofNW Quatama Road, east ofNW 225th 
A venue, west of NW Cornelius Pass Road, and south of a portion of the Westside Light Rail line. 
The site is specifically identified as a portion of Tax Lot 3400 on Washington County Assessor's 
Tax Map 1N2-35. 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



COP 1-06 (MOD 1) Appeal- CC Staff Report B 2 

The applicant for the modification to the Concept Development Plan is Orenco Woods Crossing, 
LLC represented by Venture Properties, Inc. The owners of the affected property are Orenco Woods 
Crossing, LLC and Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. 

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICABLE ZONING ORDINANCE STANDARDS 

Section 136.II.H defines the SCR-V zone as follows: 

H. Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

The SCR-V District may be applied to property containing at least thirty (30) acres in 
single ownership or control located within approximately 3,900 feet of a light rail 
station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of a 
pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community contammg a 
range of residential housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood 
commercial uses and employment opportunities. A residential village project may be 
developed in one or more phases. A residential village incorporates a number of 
design, development and infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant 
neighborhood; including, but· not limited to: multi-purpose streets linking 
residential areas with neighborhood activity and commercial centers and the light rail 
station; horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban design 
befitting a growing major metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in the built 
environment; a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community services; 
advantageous and sensitive use of natural resource features and open space; and 
innovative and imaginative site planning in order to develop a sense of place where 
the amenities, facilities, features, and overall urban design and architectural 
integration could not be achieved through application of any other individual or 
abutting combination of districts or zones. 

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, Section 136 Station Community Planning Areas Subsection VII (B) 
specifies the review standards for a Concept Development Plan as follows: 

B. Development Review- SCR-V District, and Phased Developments within a 
SCP A Commercial, Industrial or Institutional District 

1. Purpose. It is the intent of this subsection to establish application and 
review procedures to permit flexibility in development review of all 
projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of commercial, 
industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty (30) acres within 
any SCP A district so that larger scale projects can be reviewed 
efficiently and developed in a phased manner. Specifically, these 
review procedures are intended to: 
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a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements 
consistent with the intent of the applicable SCP A district; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more 
economical arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, 
land uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting uses; 

e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate 
approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will retain 
the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

f. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than 
what may occur with a conventional project; and 

g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood 
commercial development and other opportunities for 
employment in a manner that achieves the intent and purpose 
of the District. 

2. General Provisions. Development Review within the SCR-V District 
shall be accomplished through the Concept Development process as 
provided in this subsection. Any phased development over thirty (30) 
acres within any SCP A commercial, industrial or institutional district 
shall be accomplished through the Concept Development process as 
provided in this subsection. At the election of the applicant, a 
commercial, industrial or institutional project of any size, that is not 
going to be accomplished in phases may chose to take advantage of 
the Concept Development Plan in order to ensure an efficient 
processing of the application, or may proceed directly through the 
abbreviated Detailed Development Plan review process as provided in 
this subsection. An applicant shall request development approval in 
the following manner: 

a. An applicant proposing a single phase project of less than 
thirty (30) acres shall file an application for Detailed and Final 
Development Plan review as provided for in this subsection. 

b. An applicant proposing to construct a development project 
over time and in more than one phase (a "phased project") 

3 
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shall file an application for Concept Development Plan 
approval for the entire project area identified for development. 
Following Concept Development Plan approval, the applicant 
shall file applications for Detailed Development Plan and 
Final Development Plan approvals for each phase of the 
project in accordance with the approved Concept 
Development Plan and any conditions attached thereto; except 
that an applicant proposing a multi-phase project may request 
Detailed Development Plan approval for the initial phase or 
phases of the project concurrent with the application for 
Concept Development Plan approval. 

c. [This subsection is applicable only within PUDs approved 
prior to adoption of a SCP A District designation.] 

d. Except as provided in paragraph e., below, an applicant for 
Concept Development Plan approval may propose one or more 
alternative development or design elements for all and/or 
specific areas within the plan boundaries which supersede 
corresponding development regulations or design standards set 
forth in Sections 137 through 142. Such alternative elements 
shall be clearly and specifically identified within the plan 
submittals, and shall include an explanation and/or drawings 
justifying and substantiating the need for a variance from the 
standards of Sections 137 through 142. 

e. Notwithstanding paragraph d., above, no alternative 
development or design element shall be allowed to replace the 
development regulations and design standards of Sections 13 7 
through 142 that would propose to vary or make an exception 
from: 

(1) The minimum floor area ratio; 

(2) The minimum or maximum residential density; 

(3) The minimum usable open space; 

( 4) The street and alley performance standards contained 
in Section 13 7 .XVI; 

(5) Any provision that would eliminate or effectively 
eliminate the required mix of residential, commercial 
and employment uses within the SCR-V District; 

(6) To allow surface parking or loading areas between a 
major pedestrian route and an adjacent building, except 
as specifically provided in Sections 137 through 142; 

4 
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(7) To allow off-street surface parking lots, or commercial 
service or loading areas outside the public right-of-way 
to be located or temporarily located or expanded 
adjacent to, cater-cornered or across the street from a 
light rail station site; 

(8) The requirement for pedestrian-related office, service 
or retail uses on the ground floor of parking structures; 

(9) The minimum access requirements; and 

(10) The requirements of Section 138.XII.C., Streetscape 
Design Standards. 

f. The Planning Commission may authorize a proposed 
alternative development or design provision only if it finds 
that the proposed standard meets the criteria set forth m 
Section 136.X.B.3., Variances and the intent of the district. 

g. Subsequent to Concept Development Plan approval, an 
applicant may request additional Variances under the 
provisions of Section 136.X., Variances, except that the 
provisions of paragraph e. of this subsection, above, shall 
apply; and no Variance to any condition of approval imposed 
by the Planning Commission shall be allowed except by action 
of the Planning Commission. 

3. Concept Development Plan Review Procedures. An application filed 
for a Concept Development Plan review shall be reviewed in 
accordance with the following procedures: 

a. Initiation of Concept Development Plan Review. An 
application for Concept Development Plan review may be 
initiated only upon application by the record owner of the 
property, a contract or earnest money purchaser, or an agent 
authorized by the property owner in writing. Where there is 
more than one owner, the application shall be filed and signed 
by all owners having a record interest in the property within 
which the project is proposed. If the development involves the 
subdivision or partitioning of land, the applicant may request 
review of its subdivision or partitioning application concurrent 
with Concept Development Plan review .or defer such review 
until the time of Detailed Development Plan review. 

b. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Existing Conditions. 
[This subsection concerns requirements for materials to be 
submitted in the application]. 

5 
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4. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Development Information. 
The following information also shall be shown on the Concept 
Development Plan at a minimum scale of one inch equals one 
hundred feet (1"=100') and may include multiple sheets provided a 
single sheet depicting the entire plan area at greater scale is included 
with the submittal: 

a. A preliminary site circulation plan showing the approximate 
location of proposed vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access 
points and circulation patterns, parking and loading areas or, 
in the alternative, proposed criteria for the location of such 
facilities to be determined during Detailed Development Plan 
review. 

b. The approximate location of all proposed streets, alleys, other 
public ways, sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian accessways and 
other bicycle and pedestrian ways, transit streets and facilities, 
neighborhood activity centers and easements on and within 
250 feet of the site. The map shall identify existing 
subdivisions and development and un-subdivided or un­
partitioned land ownerships adjacent to the proposed 
development site and show how existing streets, alleys, 
sidewalks, bike routes, pedestrian/bicycle accessways and 
utilities within 250 feet may be extended to and/or through the 
proposed development. 

c. The approximate projected location, acreage, type and density 
of the proposed development. 

For all projects within a SCR-V District and for residential 
projects within the SCRP District, this information shall be 
provided so as to identify these factors for all residential and 
non-residential development, by type. For purposes of 
residential phases of development, the applicant shall identify 
for each phase (1) the minimum and maximum number of 
housing units to be provided, by housing type; (2) the overall 
minimum number of housing units to be provided; and (3) the 
minimum and maximum lot sizes by housing type. 

d. Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for 
all proposed attached single family and multi-family dwellings 
and all non-residential and mixed use buildings; typical multi­
family and attached single family residential floor plans; and 
proposed exterior building materials and color boards 
typifying each of the listed housing products and typical non­
residential and mixed use buildings to be constructed within 
the development. At the option of the applicant, this 
requirement may be delayed until submittal of the Detailed 

6 
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Development Plan, but in that case the Planning Commission 
shall give public notice of and hold a Hearing on this aspect of 
the development proposal. 

e. The approximate locations of proposed parks, playgrounds or 
other outdoor play areas; outdoor common areas and usable 
open spaces; and natural, historic and cultural resource areas 
or features proposed for preservation. This information shall 
include identification of areas proposed to be dedicated or 
otherwise preserved for public use and those open areas to be 
maintained and controlled by the owners of the property and 
their successors in interest for private use. 

5. Concept Development Plan: Narrative Statement. A Concept 
Development Plan shall include a narrative statement addressing the 
following: 

a. A description and approximate location of each proposed 
phase of development. Unless otherwise authorized by the 
Planning Commission, a phased development may not exceed 
five ( 5) years between commencement of development on the 
first and final phases. If this time expires before completion of 
the project, the project is subject to reauthorization under the 
procedures then in place for similar development projects 
within SCP As. However, provided that at least one phase of 
the approved Concept Development Plan proceeds into final 
construction and is completed at least every eighteen (18) 
months, the expiration date shall automatically be extended for 
another eighteen (18) months. 

b. An explanation of how the proposed development is consistent 
with the purposes of this Section and the intent of the 
appropriate SCP A district. 

c. A traffic impact analysis as specified in Section 137.XVI.B.2. 
Upon the request of the applicant and with the City Engineer's 
concurrence, the Planning Commission may limit this 
requirement to the specific phase under review upon a 
determination that some or all of such information is not 
necessary to evaluate the Concept Development Plan properly; 
in which case additional traffic impact analysis shall be 
required to be submitted during the Detailed Development 
Plan review phase of this process for all future phases of the 
development project. Any such future development phase 
traffic impact analysis report(s) are subject to review either 
through a public hearing or administrative process that 
includes the opportunity for review by affected agencies and 
interested parties, and the future development proposal is 

7 
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subject to imposition of appropriate conditions on that phase 
of the development project to mitigate identified traffic 
impacts of the proposed development. 

d. A statement describing the impacts of the proposed 
development on natural resources and on any resources 
contained in the City's Inventory of Cultural Resources, that is 
within the proposed site. 

6. Concept Development Plan Approval. 

a. Notice of the public hearing on the Concept Development Plan 
before the Planning Commission shall be made in accordance 
with the procedures contained in Section 116 (1 ). 

b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for 
Concept Development Plan approval only upon finding that 
the following approval criteria are met: 

(1) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is 
consistent with the purposes identified in this section 
and the intent of the applicable SCP A district; 

(2) That the phasing schedule is reasonable and does not 
exceed five (5) years between commencement of 
development on the first and last phases unless 
otherwise authorized by the Planning Commission; and 

(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan 
complies with minimum residential density, minimum 
floor area ratio and minimum usable open space 
requirements of Sections 137 and 138. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some or 
all of an applicant's proposed alternative development or 
design elements pursuant to the provisions of subsection 
VII.B.2.d. ofthis section. 

d. The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as it 
deems necessary to ensure compliance with these elements 
and other applicable standards in Sections 137 through 142 of 
this Ordinance. 

e. Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute approval 
in principle for the proposed phased development; provided, 
however, that Concept Development Plan approval shall be 
binding as to the following particulars: 

8 
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(1) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio 
and minimum usable open space for the project as a 
whole; 

(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses; and 

(3) Consistency with the purposes identified in this 
section. 

f. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the applicant 
the right to proceed with the filing of applications for Detailed 
Development Plan approval in a manner consistent with the 
approved Concept Development Plan, subject to compliance 
with the provisions of this subsection, all applicable 
requirements in Sections 136 through 142 of this Ordinance, 
all other applicable City ordinances and regulations, and such 
conditions of approval as the Planning Commission has 
attached to the Concept Development Plan approval. An 
application for Detailed Development Plan approval of the 
first phase of the Concept Development Plan shall be filed not 
more than eighteen (18) months following the date of a final 
decision approving the Concept Development Plan. 

9 

In addition to these criteria, Zoning Ordinance Section 137, Table l.h sets forth the general 
standards for development in the SCR-V zone. A copy of the table is attached for the Councilors' 
reference. 

TESTIMONY 

The following items have been submitted in response to this appeal and are attached for the City 
Council's review: 

1. Letter from Mark David, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing", received November 24, 2008. 

2. Letter from Orenco Neighborhood Organization, titled "Planning Commission's denial of CDP 
1-06 (MOD 1), a "Modification" of the Orenco Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan", 
received November 24, 2008. 

COUNCIL PROCEDURES FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON APPEAL 

At their regular meeting of November 4, 2008, the Hillsboro City Council set an appeal hearing date 
prior to a decision being rendered by the Planning Commission. Regardless of the Planning 
Commission's decision, the City anticipated an appeal of that decision. Pursuant to state law ORS 
227.178, the City of Hillsboro has 120 days from the date an application is deemed complete to 
issue a final action. In order to address the time constraints imposed by state law, the City Council 
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preemptively set the appeal hearing date as December 2, 2008 and also a special meeting date of 
December 15, 2008. 

On November 4th the City Council determined that the public hearing on this matter would be "de 
novo". The de novo hearing allows any party to testify and the submittal of new evidence or 
testimony directed towards the Concept Development Plan modification. The Council also set time 
limits for receipt of testimony at the hearing as follows: 

• Up to 20 minutes for the appellant's initial presentation; 

• Up to 3 minutes per individual supporting the appeal; 

• Up to 20 minutes for all organized groups opposing the appeal; 

• Up to 3 minutes per individual opposing the appeal; 

• Up to 15 minutes for appellants' rebuttal and response. 

Currently, the 120 day time frame for this application will end on December 16, 2008. Attached is a 
letter from the applicant's representative extending the 120 day time frame to that date. The 
previous 120 day deadline was December 13th. This extension will allow the completion of both the 
first hearing on December 2nd and the adoption of the final order on December 15th_ 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECORD 

The Record of the Planning Commission's approval of the Orenco Woods Crossing Concept 
Development Plan is attached for the Council Members' review. The Record is extensive, and 
begins with a Table of Contents for the Councilors' reference. Individual exhibits are separat~d by 
colored pages with exhibit numbers. Individual items of testimony are listed under each exhibit 
heading. 

COUNCIL DECISION OPTIONS 

Following the hearing, the Council will have three decision options: 

1. Endorsement without modification - uphold the denial of the Concept 
Development Plan modification by endorsing the Planning Commission's 
decision, including the findings as adopted by the Planning Commission. If 
this option is selected, the Council should direct Planning staff to prepare a 
draft Order confirming their decision and adopting the Planning 
Commission's findings as their own. 

2. Endorsement with modification - uphold the denial of the Concept 
Development Plan modification, and modify the findings adopted by the 
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Planning Commission. If this option is selected, the Council should direct 
the Planning staff to prepare a draft Order and the City Attorney or her 
designee to draft the necessary supplemental findings supporting the 
Council's decision. The supplemental findings should be reviewed by the 
City Attorney. 

3. Reversal - reverse the Planning Commission's decision and approve the 
proposed Concept Development Plan modification with new findings 
supporting approval. If this option is selected, the Council should direct staff 
to prepare a draft Order reversing the Planning Commission's decision. The 
necessary new conditions should be prepared by Planning staff and the 
necessary new findings supporting the Council's decision should be prepared 
by the appellants and/or City Attorney. 

RECOMMENDATION 

11 

As mentioned above, the "120 day rule" refers to state statute which requires the City to issue a final 
action 120 days from the date an application is deemed complete. This places a constraint on the 
amount of time for completion of the appeal process. The following is a brief timeline that 
elaborates: 

November4 
City Council sets a date of December 2nd for a de novo appeal hearing 

November 12 
Send out notice of City Council appeal, 20 days prior 

November 12 
Planning Commission hearing, deliberation, and tentative vote 

November 14 
Planning Commission final vote and adoption of resolution and findings 

November25 
City Council staff report and record prepared 

December 1 
Planning Commission appeal deadline 

December 2 
City Council de novo appeal hearing, receive testimony, deliberation, tentative vote 

December 15 
City Council special meeting, final vote, adoption of resolution and findings 
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December 16 
120 day deadline for the City to issue a final action 

Whether the decision on December 2, 2008 is to reverse the Planning Commission's decision or to 
uphold the Planning Commission's decision with or without modification, the decision should be 
tentative. The City Council decision should be in the form of a motion directing the Planning staff 
(and the City Attorney and/or the appellant as necessary) to prepare, respectively, the appropriate 
Order, and supplemental or entirely new findings. On December 15,2008 the Planning staff would 
return to the Council with a draft Order for a formal decision and adoption. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attachments: Zoning Ordinance Section 137, Table l.h 
Venture Properties Land Use Appeal Application 
Venture Properties Extension of 120 Days 
Letter from Mark David, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing", received November 24, 2008. 
Letter from Orenco Neighborhood Organization, titled "Planning Commission's denial of CDP 1-06 
(MOD 1), a "Modification" of the Orenco Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan", received 
November 24, 2008. 
Planning Commission Record of Decision 
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Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 Section 137. Development Regulations for 
Station Community Planning Areas 

Table 1.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential- Village {SCR-V) 

REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS / ALLOWED 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITHIN 1 ,300' FROM 1,301 I TO 2,600' OR MORE FROM A 

OF LRT STATION 2,599' OF LRT STATION LRT STATION 

MINIMUM LOT SIZE 2,000 square feet for a single family detached dwelling without an ancillary dwelling unit; 
4,500 square feet for a duplex or a single family detached dwelling with a detached 
ancillary dwelling unit; or 3,200 square feet for a detached single family dwelling with an 
attached ancillary dwelling unit. None for other use types. 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH None 

MINIMUM LOT DEPTH None 

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY: 

MINIMUM 24 dwelling units I 5 dwelling units 7 dwelling units 
nPr npf :ONP nPr n"'t :orrP ""'r nPt ar:re 

MINIMUM/MAXIMUM ADJACENT See Section 137 .V. 
TO ESTABLISHED RESIDENTIAL 

NEIGHBORHOODS 

MAXIMUM None 60 dwelling units 45 dwelling units 
nPr nPt :orrP nPr nPI :orrP 

ANCILLARY DWELLING UNITS Allowed 
See Section 137 

MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO For non-residential uses, 0.50 within 1,300 feet of a light rail station site; 0.40 elsewhere 
in the District. 0.50 in all areas for emergency service facilities, hotels, residential hotels 
and indoor recreational facilities in free standing buildings, except hotels within 800 feet 
of a LRT station shall be 0.75 

NON-RESIDENTIAL Target employment density within the Distrtct is 45 persons per net acre 
DENSITY OBJECTIVE 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM No minimum setbacks except as necessary to accommodate building code, public utility 

STREETS AND ALLEYS easement or public open space requirements. 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 

MAXIMUM SETBACK FROM Front: Mid-Rise Apartments: 15 feet 
STREETS AND ALLEYS Front: Multi-Family and Garden Apartments: 15 feet 

Front: Rowhouses and Townhouses: 13 feet 
Front: Single family detached and duplexes: 19 feet 

Side {all housing types): None 
Commercial development in the SCR-V shall comply with the setback requirements for 

the SCC-SC District. 

VISION CLEARANCE See Section 137 .IX. 
(STREET & ALLEY INTERSECTIONS) 

MINIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 2 stories within 800 feet of a 1 story 
LRT station, otherwise 1 

story. See also 137.X 

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 3 stories 

MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 
Residential: See Table 3 

MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 
Residential: See Table 3 

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE See Section 137.XII. 

MINIMUM LANDSCAPING See Sections 137.XIII., 137.XV.B.1., 137.XVI.B.1.a.{10), 138.1V., 
and 138.Vlii.C.2. and D. 

MIXED USE BUILDINGS Where residential use is provided, retail and/or pedestrian-related office or service uses 
are permitted on the ground and second floors, office uses are permitted on and above 
the second floor, and residential units are permitted on and above the second floor. See 
also Sections 137.V. and XIV. for requirements in mid-rise apartments for commercial 
use. 

SIDEWALKS See Section 137.XV. 
MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE None. All lots to be served by public or private streets or alleys. 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be residential. Mixed use 
UNIQUE TO THE DISTRICT residential/commercial buildings may be up to an additional 20%. Up to 10% of net 

acreage may be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may be 
other employment uses. 

(Amended by Ord. Nos. 4921/6-00, 4930/7-00, and 5779/8-07.) 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO Planning Department 

150 East Main Street, Hillsboro, OR 97123 
4th Floor • 503/681-6153 

FAX 503/681-6245 
www.cl.hillsboro.or.us 

LAND USE APPEAL APPLICATION 
Please print legibly using black/dark blue ink or type. Appellants are encouraged to review the submittal 

criteria and requirements on the following page prior to completing this application. 

APPEAL OF CASE FILE NO.: o.e.:Pu01-os)_~CD~P::..._.;.l-~0~6~(M.:::O~D__,l:....~):.__ _______ _ 

Date of Decision: November 12, 2008 Decision-making Body: Planning Commission 

APPELLANT(S) If more than one appellant. attach names with signatures and addresses on a separate sheet of paper. 

Appellant(s) Name/Contact _._;:K:::e:::i:=lYl.....:Ri=.:' t;;:z::..:.·--~-------------------

Business Name: _--:.V..:::e.=n:.::tu=r=.e....:P:..r:..o:::.~P::..:e;;;:r:..:t:.:i:.::e:.:::s..z.,_..:::In=c.:... ----Phone Number: (50 3) 3 8 7-6 702 

Mailing Address: ---"'4""-'L-"-::-"'7-~~=-=!.lo<.>d'?W~..._lL...I...l..ul..---- City/State/Zip: Lake Oswego, Or 97035 

Appellant's Signature: Date: November 21 •. 2008 

Business Name: __ G.::;a=.r::..v:..;e:;.,Y~.-:S:..::c:.:h:.:::u:::b..:::e..:::r..:::t..-:·.B=.a=.r:..e;:;;r:.._ ____ Phone Number: (503) 228-3939 

MailingAddress: 121 SW Morrison~llt~ Flo.or 

Representative's Signature: ~"----1 -,. 
City~State/Zip: _ _.P!:...:o"-'r!:...:t:.:l!::!:a!:!::n~du.,~Or=-..9::..:7~2:.::0~4'--

Date: November 21, 2008 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
Tax Map #{s) iiB~88CA 

1N23500CB 
3488 Tax Lot#(s), _____ !.LJ_w_ll.----------

Frontage Street or Address West of NW Cornelius Pass Road and8~g~th of NW Quatama Road 

APPEAL HEARING REQUESTED Please check one otthe toliowlng: 

__ On the Record (No new testimony admissible.) 

_JL_ De Novo (New testimony admissible on all issues.) 

__ Limited De Novo (New testimony limited to specified issues.) 

REASON FOR REQUEST 

Please attach a written statement responding to the applicable statements below: 

The reason I wish to appeal is ... 

The decision is in error because ... 

See Attached Narrative 

The following provisions of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan goals or policies were/were not considered or were in error ... 

The following provisions of the Hillsboro Zoning and/or Subdivision Ordinance were/were not considered or were in error ..• 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 2 

Revised: Febnwy I, 2008 



BEFORE THE HILLSBORO CITY COUNCIL 

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR A 
MODIFICATION TO THE CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Applicants hereby appeal the decision of the City of Hillsboro Planning Commission 

denying the request for modification of the Concept Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods 

Crossing. Representatives of the applicant, Venture Properties Inc. ("Venture") appeared before 

said Commission through its representatives and are aggrieved by the decision of the Planning 

Commission dated November 12, 2008, which denied the proposed development of its property. 

Venture respectfully disagrees with the decision and request that the Council review the same. 

The grounds for appeal include the following: 

1) The Planning Commission erred in finding that the proposed modification is not 

consistent with the purposes of the SCR-V zone with respect to the creation of a vibrant, mixed 

use community. 

2) The Planning Commission erred in requiring detailed architectural information for the 

proposed CDP modification when this detailed information is not required and will not be known 

until the DDP application. 

3) The Planning Commission's application of the mixed use standards unduly restricts the 

project to a particular identification of and distribution of uses that is not prescribed by the HZO. 

4) The particular uses and their mix can certainly be fully reviewed through the later 

proceeding DDP public hearing process. 



--------------------------------. 

5) The Planning Commission erred in failing to acknowledge that the conceptual range of 

uses that could be developed on the site provided adequate assurances that the limitations on 

Neighborhood Commercial and Other Employment Uses would be satisfied. 

6) The Planning Commission incorrectly concluded that the original CDP approval limiting 

the number of residences set a cap of overall traffic that could be generated from the site in 

perpetuity and they could never be subsequently altered through the CDP modification process. 

7) The Planning Commission erred in concluding that the applicant failed to consider and 

mitigate the transportation impacts from the modification to pedestrians and bicycles in the area 

west ofthe site adequately. 

The Council review this matter has already been set as a de novo item. 

A check in the amount of $750, which is half of the $1,500 CDP modification application 

fee is enclosed with this appeal. 

Dated this .;21_ day of November, 2008. 

PDX_DOCS:422341.1 [35264-00800] 
11/21/08 1:31PM 

Carrie Richter 
Of Attorneys for Applicant 



November 21,2008 

HAND DELIVERED 

PORTLAND OFFICE 

e 1 ere nIh floor 

121 sw morrison street 

porJland, oregon 9720./.-3141 

TEL 503 228 3939 FAX 503 226 0259 

OTHER OFFICES 

beijing. chin a 

new york, new york 

seattle, washington 

wush ington, d. c. 

GSBLAW.COM 

Please reply to CARRIE A. RICHTER 

crichter@gsblaw. com TEL EXT 3118 

Amber Ames, CMC, City Recorder, City of Hillsboro 
Ruth Klein, City ofHillsboro Planning Office 
150 E. Main Street, Fifth Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 

Re: File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

To Whom It May Concern 

Enclosed please file a Notice of Appeal for the above-captioned case, together with our 
check in the amount of $7 50 payable to the City of Hillsboro for the filing fee. 

Also, please note that with this letter, the applicant I appellant Venture Properties Inc. 
agrees to extend the 120 day clock an additional two days to December 16, 2008. 

Sincerely, 

GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER 

By 
Carrie A. Richter 

CAR:jcl 
Enclosures 
cc: Kelly Ritz 

Mimi Doukas 

PDX_DOC$:422345.1 [35264-00800] 
11/21/08 



November 22, 2008 

To: Hillsboro City Council 
Re: Orenco Woods Crossing 

Please see letters dated 9-2-08 and 10-16-08 regarding compliance 
with the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan. The commercial uses for this 
property are not authorized by the Comprehensive Plan which only 
shows residential areas. 

Again, Article VI, Section 1. Conformance of Ordinance No. 2808 says 
that "The design of and improvements in subdivisions or partitions 
shall conform with the elements of the Comprehensive Plan for the 
City and with other applicable standards established by the Planning 
commission or City Council." 

I believe this is important as the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Section 136 
VII A 1 says that "Provisions of Ordinance No. 2808, Subdivisions, 
applies to all project proposals involving the subdivision or partitioning 
of existing properties." 

I believe that this development must follow the Comprehensive Plan 
which shows only residential for this property. 



11-24-08 

ORENCO NEIGHBORHOOD 
ORGANIZATION 

Neighbors with a sense of Place and History 

To: Hillsboro 
City Council 

Re: Planning Commission's denial ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1), a "Modification" of the Orenco Woods 
Crossing Concept Development Plan. 

The Orenco Neighborhood Organization supports the Planning 
Commission's denial ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1), a "modification" of the 

Orenco Woods Crossing development because: 

1) CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) DOES NOT MEET CDP APPROVAL CRITERION HILLSBORO ZONING 

ORDINANCE (HZO) SECTION 136 VII (B)(6)(b)(l) BECAUSE THE "MODIFICATION" FAILS TO 

FULFILL THE INTENT FOUND AT HZO SECTION 136 VII CB)Cl)(t). THE "MODIFICATION" 

DOES NOT "PROVIDE GREATER COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING LAND USES THAN 

MAY OCCUR WITH A CONVENTIONAL PROJECT". CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) IS ALSO CONTRARY 

TO THE GOAL AND PURPOSE STATEMENTS FOUND IN HILLSBORO COMPREHENSIVE 

PLAN (HCP) SECTION 6 (I)(A), HCP SECTION 6 (Ill)(C)(2), AND HZO SECTION 140 II (B). 

Pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(6)(b)(l), "The Planning Commission shall approve an 

application[!] for Concept Development Plan approval only upon finding ... (1) That the proposed 

Concept Development Plan is consistent with the purposes identified in this section and the intent of 

the applicable SCPA district." Planning staffnoticed2 HZO Section 136 VII (B)(l)(t) as an 

applicable regulation. Pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(l )(!) " ... these [development] review 

procedures are intended to ... f) Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses that what 

may occur with a conventional project ... " 

The Orenco Townsite Conservation District is one of several "surrounding land uses". Orenco 

borders the Orenco Woods Crossing development on the west. The City recognizes the Orenco 

Townsite as having special historic significance and has codified this recognition in HZO Section 140. 

1 
CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) is a "modification" request to the previously approved CDP 1-06. The HZO contains no process for 

modifying a previously approved CDP but does contain inferences that a modification is not forbidden. Since there is no 
process for modifying a CDP, a "modification" is to follow all the rules as for a new CDP. (Please see Lubischer's 10-29-08 
letter titled "CDP MODIFICATION", including attachment at page 9-10; Please also see page 7, #17 ofLubischer's 
10-2-08 letter titled "RESPONSE TO NEW TESTIMONY GIVEN 9-1 0-08" .) 

2 
August 20, 2008 "Notice of Public Hearing". 

1 



Pursuant to HZO Section 140 II (B), "The purpose ofthe regulations and standards applicable to the 

Orenco Townsite Conservation District is to conserve the historical and cultural significance of the 

area of the original community ofOrenco ... " (Italics added) 

The additional traffic impact from the Orenco Woods Crossing "modification" is contrary to 

conserving "the historical and cultural significance of the area of the original community of 

Oren co ... ", therefore the "modification" is less compatible with a surrounding land use. The Planning 

Commission's denial ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1) is consistent with HZO Section 136 VII CB)(l)(t). 

Intense development around Orenco in recent years has already adversely impacted the 

neighborhood. The Orenco Townsite Conservation District is becoming a traffic thoroughfare. A 

2008 City of Hillsboro "Pedestrian Safety" study3 determined that only 7% of the traffic on Dogwood 

arises from Orenco residents, and that 63% of the traffic on Dogwood comes from vehicles registered 

in areas farther than Yz mile from the boundaries of Orenco. 

Traffic from the Orenco Woods Crossing development will further erode the historic character of 

the Townsite. When the Orenco Woods Crossing residential development was approved, the City 

showed some deference to HZO Section 140 II (B) by limiting the intensity ofthe expected 

development. The City did this by placing Residential Low and Residential Medium density 

Comprehensive Plan Map designations on the property, which limits the number of residential units to 

a maximum of252. The traffic from the 252 residential units is estimated to be 20004 average daily 

trips. The additional commercial traffic from the "modification's" commercial uses is predicted to 

increase the total traffic to 46725 average daily trips. The "modification", which adds commercial 

uses to this development, circumvents the City's specific intent6 to limit the impact from development 

on this property. 

In prior hearings7
, and at LUBA8

, the applicant always claimed that they were only going to 

3 "NW Dogwood Street Pedestrian Safety Concerns", especially see page 7. 

4 Applicant's December, 2005 "Traffic Impact Analysis Report" by Dunn Engineering, page 21, table 4. This 
is Attachment page 10 ofLubischer's 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER". 

5 Applicant's August, 2008 "Traffic Impact Analysis Report" by Dunn Engineering, page 1, line 41. 

6 Lubischer's 9-3-08 letter, titled "BROKEN PROMISE LETTER", pages 1-6 and Attachment pages 3-11. 

7 Lubischer's 9-3-08 letter, titled "BROKEN PROMISE LETTER", pages 5-6. These quotes can also be found in 
the transcripts of the 11-29-04 and 1-26-05 Planning Commission hearings which are in the record. 

8 Attachments "A-1" and "A-2" (Excerpt pages from LUBA Response Brief, pages 3 + 10) 

2 



do a residential development and that the Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) zoning 

was desired only to allow a greater degree of development review. Those claims were misleading. 

Instead of a traffic impact from an expected 252 residential units (20004 daily trips), the 

"modification" will result in a traffic impact roughly equivalent to 586 residential units (46725 daily 

trips). (Please note that this is not even a worst-case scenario.) 

The current traffic on Orenco's Dogwood Street is 1138 average daily trips9
• The previously 

approved residential component of the Orenco Woods Crossing development is estimated to add 

450 10 average daily trips through Orenco, an increase of 40%. The proposed commercial traffic from 

the "modification" will add another 26711 average daily trips onto Dogwood, an increase of another 

23%. AM peak hour traffic is forecast to increase by 13%12
, PM peak hour traffic to increase by 

9%12
. Added traffic through Orenco is an adverse impact that is contrary to the purpose statement 

found in HZO Section 140 II (B), and makes the "modification" less compatible with the Orenco 

Townsite Conservation district. 

Please note that these estimates do not consider a worst-case traffic scenario, do not take into 

consideration the blockage that has been predicted for left turn traffic trying to exit at the Quatama 

access point, and do not consider the consequences if the access to Cornelius Pass Road is closed. 

The applicant's proposed commercial use mix is predicted to generate 2848 daily trips 13
• (The net 

traffic increase is 2672 because the "modification" reduces the residential units by 314
.) 

Opponents presented a different mix of allowed15 commercial uses, which would generate about 

9 
Applicant's 8/08 Traffic Impact Analysis, page 4, table 1. 

10 
Applicant's December, 2005 "Traffic Impact Analysis Report", p 3, table 1. Attached to Lubischer's 
10-15-08 "FACTS LETTER". 

11 
The initial CDP with 252 residential units was estimated to have 20004 ADT, the proposed "modified" CDP 
is estimated to have 4,6725 ADT. Therefore, the additional estimated traffic is 2,672 ADT. 10% of these 
2,672 ADT are assumed lla to end up on 231 s', therefore, 267 can be expected to travel through Oren co. 

!Ia Figure No. 12, page 27, of Applicant's 8/08 Traffic Impact Analysis. 

12 
10-16-08 "Old Orenco Safety Audit", page 3, by Group MacKenzie, City traffic consultant. 

13 
Applicant's August, 2008 "Traffic Impact Analysis Report" by Dunn Engineering, page 24, table 4.) 

14 
8-1-08 CDP Modification application, page 5, lines 11-12. 

15 
Attachment "B-1,2" (E-mail from Ruth Klein affirming that the uses opponents proposed are permitted uses, 
contrary to applicant's assertion.) 

3 



4126 daily trips 16
• We submit that in trying to determine the effects on the surrounding 

neighborhoods and roadways a worst-case scenario be considered. The applicant has not presented a 

worst-case scenario. With higher traffic volumes generated by a different mix of commercial uses, the 

adverse affects to the Orenco Townsite Conservation District will be even greater than the applicant 

has estimated. 

Blockage of the left tum at the site exit onto Quatama Road is predicted for the future. This 

blockage was predicted in a study17 done December of 2005 when the expected development traffic 

was limited to 2000 trips per day. The proposed "modification" is forecast to add an additional 2672 

trips per day. 11 A reasonable person can only conclude that this increase in traffic will exacerbate the 

predicted blockage at the Quatarna exit point, causing more traffic to go through Orenco. 18 

In addition, Washington County reserves the right to close the access onto Cornelius Pass Road if 

future safety issues arise and cannot be corrected19
. 

The 22i11 Street Bridge is the southern "gateway" to Orenco.20 The City's traffic consultant 

calculates a 48% increase21 in PM peak hour traffic across the 22i11 Street Bridge from the 

"modification's" commercial traffic. This will further increase the chance of a catastrophic head-on 

16 Lubiscber's 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER", pages 3-4. 

17 12-29-05 "Access Modification Request for Orenco Woods Crossing", page 10. This is Attachment page 16 of 
Lubischer's 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER"; Also see pages 6-7 ofLubischer's 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER"; 
and page 4, #6, ofLubischer's 10-29-08letter titled "MORE FINAL RESPONSE TO 10-22-08 NEW 
EVIDENCE". 

18 Prior to the Planning Commission's denial of the "modification", a proposed Condition of Approval 9( e), 
Resolution No. 1683-P, provided for a right turn lane onto Quatama from the development site. This will 
encourage traffic to travel west through Oren co. Condition 9( e) states, " ... Street B shall have a paved width of 
36 feet within 125 feet of NW Quatama Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatama Road approach ... " (This is found in the Supplemental Staff report of 11-12-08) (Underline added.) 

19 Lubischer's 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER", pages 2-3, and attachments pages la and lb. 

20 Attachment "C" (HZO Section 140, figure 3, Orenco Townsite Conservation District Map) 

21 10-16-08 "Old Orenco Safety Audit", page 3, by Group MacKenzie, City traffic consultant. (The City's 
traffic consultant calculates that the "modification's" commercial component will add 52 peak PM hour trips 
to the already existing 109 peak PM hour volume on the roadway just north of the 22ih Street Bridge. The 
project's residential component will add 47 peak PM hour trips and "in process" development will add 15 
peak PM hour trips, so the total volume going across the Bridge will go from I 09 to 223 peak PM hour trips.) 
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accident
22 

at the 22ih Street Bridge, which Washington County classifies as "functionally 

obsolete".
23 

The bridge is woefully substandard24 for its classification as a part of a "collector" street. 

Prior to the Planning Commission's denial of the "modification", a proposed Condition of Approval 8(j) 

required widening the approach to the bridge but would not improve the bridge at all. The widening of 

the approach to the bridge will encourage higher speeds before encountering the substandard bridge 

width
25

. Because of the topography at the tum, the initially proposed Condition of Approval 8(j) will not 

"ensure vehicles do not encroach on the other lane." 26 Increased safety concerns at the 227th Street 

Bridge makes the "modification" less compatible with "surrounding land uses". 

Finally, the "modification" will increase the pressure of connecting the development directly to the 

streets of Orenco, which would effectively destroy Orenco.27 This also makes the "modification" less 

compatible with "surrounding land uses". 

To summarize: 1) The Orenco Townsite Conservation District is a "surrounding land use". 2) The 

purpose ofthe Orenco Townsite Conservation District, as found in HZO Section 140 II (B), is to 

"conserve the historical and cultural significance" of Orenco. 3) The City specifically limited the 

traffic impact of this development on the surrounding areas by placing a limit on the number of 

residential units allowed. 4) The "modification" increases traffic an additiona/2672 trips per day, 267 

of those are expected to travel across the 22ih Street Bridge and through Orenco. 5) The traffic from 

the "modification" will adversely affect the Orenco Townsite Conservation District and will increase 

safety concerns at the 22i
11 

Street Bridge. These adverse effects make the "modification" less 

22 
Pages 4-6 and Attachment page 11 ofLubischer's 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER; Page 3, #4, ofLubischer's 

10-29-08 letter titled "MORE FINAL RESPONSE TO 10-22-08 NEW EVIDENCE". 

23 
10-16-08 "Old Orenco Safety Audit", page 4, line 8, by Group MacKenzie, City traffic consultant. 

24 
Pursuant to HZO Section 137 XVI B(a), the standard for a Minor Collector Street includes minimum lane 

widths of 10 feet, 5 foot sidewalks on both sides of the street and 6 foot bicycle lanes on both sides of the street. 
The 227th Street bridge roadway width at its narrowest is 19.5 feet; the bridge has no sidewalks, no bicycle lanes 
and no shoulders. 

25 
10-16-08 "Old Orenco Safety Audit", page 6, line 27, by Group MacKenzie, City traffic consultant. Also see 

paper copy of the Orenco Neighborhood Organization's 10-22-08 PowerPoint presentation. (Group Mackenzie 
measured "20 feet between the guardrails" (page 4, line 4 of their "Safety Audit") but the narrowest roadway 
width on the bridge is 19.5 feet.) 

26 
10-16-08 "Old Orenco Safety Audit", page 6, line 21, by Group MacKenzie, City traffic consultant. 

27 
Pages 9-10, #21, ofLubischer's 10-2-08 letter titled "RESPONSE TO NEW TESTIMONY GIVEN 9-10-08". 
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compatible (see HZO Section 136 VII B.l.f) with surrounding land uses, specifically the 

Oren co Townsite Conservation District. The Planning Commission's denial of CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

is appropriate because the "modification" does not meet approval criterion HZO Section 136 VII 

(B)(6)(b)(l). In addition, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) does not fulfill the goals found at 

HCP Section 6 I (A) and HCP Section 6 III (C)C2): 

HCP Section 6 I (A) 
"Section 6. Natural Resources, Open Space, Scenic and Historical Sites. (I) Goals. 
(A) Preserve, protect and maintain for present and future residents of Hillsboro and 
surrounding community open space, historic sites and structures." (Italics added) 

HCP Section 6 III CC)(2) 
"Station Community Planning Areas shall include policies and design and development 

standards to preserve and enhance the character of historic neighborhoods such as 
downtown and the original Orenco community." (Italics added) 

2) CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) DOES NOT MEET THE CDP APPROVAL CRITERION FOUND AT HZO 

SECTION 136 VII (B)(6)(b)(l) BECAUSE THE "MODIFICATION" IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH 

THE INTENT OF THE STATION COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL- VILLAGE ZONE, WHICH IS 

FOUND IN HZO SECTION 136 II CYY)AND HZO SECTION 136 II CID. THE "MODIFICATION" 

DOES NOT HELP CREATE A "SELF RELIANT NEIGHBORHOOD". THE "MODIFICATION" 

DOES NOT "FACILITATE NEIGHBORHOOD SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND SENSE OF 

COMMUNITY". 

Pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(6)(b)(l), 

"The Planning Commission shall approve an applicationl281 for Concept 
Development Plan approval only upon finding ... (1) That the proposed Concept 
Development Plan is consistent with the purposes identified in this section and the 
intent of the applicable SCP A district." 

The "applicable SCP A district" is the Station Community Residential - Village (SCR-V ) zone. 

The "modification" does not meet the intent of the SCR-V zone. HZO Section 136 II (YY) 

28 
CDP 1-06 (MOD l) is a "modification" to the previously approved CDP 1-06. The HZO contains no process for 

modifying a previously approved CDP but does contain inferences that a modification is not forbidden. Since there is 
no process for modifying a CDP, a "modification" is to follow all the rules as for a new CDP. (Please see Lubischer's 
l 0-29-08 letter titled "CDP MODIFICATION", including attachment at page 9-1 0; Please also see page 7, # 17 of 
Lubischer's 10-2-08 letter titled "RESPONSE TO NEW TESTIMONY GIVEN 9-10-08.) 
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gives the definition of a Residential Village29
. Section 136 II (H) gives the description of a Station 

Community Residential-Village zone30
. Adding a strip-mall next to Cornelius Pass Road does not 

help create a Residential Village. A Residential Village, with appropriate commercial uses, can 

only be assured if the commercial uses are located within the development. 

Pursuant to HZO Section 136 II (YY), "a residential village is a self-contained community where 

residents can live, work and recreate on a day-to-day basis without an over-reliance on the larger 

community or region ... A residential community project includes ... an organized site plan that 

facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community." (Italics added.) 

Pursuant to HZO Section 136 II (H), "A residential village incorporates a number of 

design, development and infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant neighborhood; .. . a 

lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community services ... and innovative and 

imaginative site planning ... " (Italics added.) 

Placing three acres of commercial development next to the Cornelius Pass Road arterial is not 

consistent with HZO Section 136 II (YY) and HZO Section 136 II (H). Locating the commercial area 

29 HZO Section 136 III (YY) "Residential Village. As used in conjunction with the Station Community 
Residential Village District of this ordinance, a residential village is a self-contained community where 
residents can live, work and recreate on a day-to-day basis without an over-reliance on the larger community or 
region, as opposed to being a euphemism for a quaint or intentionally picturesque housing project. A residential 
village project includes all of the following: a range of housing types to fully integrate the community without a 
feeling of exclusivity; a variety of commercial and public services, parks and natural areas, employment 
opportunities, and other amenities found in a small community; an integrated pedestrian-sensitive, multi-modal 
street and alley system to make it easy to walk and travel to, from and throughout the community; and an 
organized site plan that facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community." (Italics added) 

30 HZO Section 136 II (H) "Station Communitv Residential-Village (SCR-V). The SCR-V District may be 
applied to property containing at least thirty (30) acres in single ownership or control located within 
approximately 3,900 feet of a light rail station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of a 
pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community containing a range of residential housing types, mixed 
use residential, free-standing neighborhood commercial uses and employment opportunities. A residential 
village project may be developed in one or more phases. A residential village incorporates a number of design, 
development and infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant neighborhood; including, but not limited to: 
multi-purpose streets linking residential areas with neighborhood activity and commercial centers and the light 

rail station; horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban design befitting a growing major 
metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in the built environment; a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and 
community services; advantageous and sensitive use of natural resource features and open space; and innovative 
and imaginative site planning in order to develop a sense of place where the amenities, facilities, features, and 
overall urban design and architectural integration could not be achieved through application of any other 
individual or abutting combination of districts or zones." (Italics added) 
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next to a major thoroughfare will attract auto-centric businesses, not the type of commercial uses 

"indicative of a self-reliant neighborhood" that were intended for a Station Community Residential -

Village. The proposed location does not facilitate neighborhood self-sufficiency and sense of 

community as intended for a development in a Station Community Residential - Village zone. 

CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) is in violation ofCDP approval criterion HZO Section 136 VII (B)(6)(b)(l) 

because the "modification" is not consistent with the intent of the Station Community Residential -

Village zone as found in HZO Section 136 II (YY)and HZO Section 136 II CH). The Planning 

Commission's denial is appropriate for this reason. 

3) "MODIFICATION" OF CDP 1-06 IS IMPERMISSIBLE BECAUSE CDP 1-06 WAS 

CONTINGENT UPON THE FULFILLMENT OF CONDITION OF APPROVAL #64, WHICH HAS 

BEEN IRREVERSIBLY VIOLATED ON TWO COUNTS. FURTHERMORE, IT IS NOT FEASIBLE 

TO SATISFY CONDITION #64 WITH FURTHER CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL BECAUSE 

CONDITION #64 CONTAINED TIME AND SEQUENCE SPECIFIC GUIDELINES. THESE ARE NOT 

HARMLESS ERRORS. 31
•
32 

The approval ofCDP 1-06 (and the corresponding DDP) was contingent upon compliance with 

Condition of Approval #6433
, Ordinance No. 5633. Condition #64 contained two major issues, both 

of which have been irreversibly violated. 

The first part of Condition #64 stipulates that an application nominating the McDonald House to 

the National Register of Historic Places be filed within 60 days following the expiration of all 

appeals. The last appeal filing was a "Motion for Reconsideration" to the Supreme Court34 which 

was denied 11-21-07.31 An application to nominate the historic McDonald House to the National 

31 Lubischer's 9-2-08 letter, titled "COA LETTER", and Lubischer's 10-2-08 letter, titled "RESPONSE TO NEW 
TESTIMONY GIVEN 9-10-08", pages 1-3. 

32 Lubischer's 10-29-08 letter, titled "RESPONSE TO CONDITION #64 DISCUSSION ON 1 0-22-08". 

33 
"Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, applicant, 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith an application for the listing of 
the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the 
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, 
documentation of the progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director, including written 
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Register of Historic Places was received by the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

July 15
\ 2008.34 (Even then, the nomination was returned for "substantial rewriting with the 

understanding that the nomination would be resubmitted to the SHPO by November 1, 2008. As of 

11-4-08, SHPO had still not received the revision.35
) 

Condition #64 contains an explicit, unambiguous deadline for filing an application nominating the 

McDonald House to the National Register of Historic Places. Failure to comply with the deadline 

stipulated in Condition #64 is an irreversible failure. The applicant has claimed that this is a harmless 

error. This is not a harmless error, as the amount ofland that is included with the House to provide 

appropriate historical context may be influenced during the nomination process36
. By not timely 

submitting the application, the State Historic Preservation Office will be unable to provide 

recommendations regarding how much property should be left around the house in order to provide 

proper historical context. Harm is being done. 

The second part of Condition #64 stipulates that, 

"Should the Elks wish to dispose of the McDonald House and the associated tract 
on which it is located, the City of Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal for 
120 days to acquire the property. Additionally, should the City acquire the 
McDonald House and its associated tract the Home Owners Assocation [sic] shall 
grant the City of Hillsboro the ability to purchase Tract HH." 

The City of Hillsboro was not given the "right of first refusal" before the Elk's sold 

the Orenco Woods Golf Course property, including the McDonald House, its lot (0.5 acres), 

and the property that is to be Tract HH (0.8 acres adjacent to the McDonald House) to Venture 

acknowledgement of receipt ofthe application by the appropriate agency. This application shall not be 
withdrawn prior to completion of Orenco Woods. Should the Elks wish to dispose of the McDonald 
House and the associated tract on which it is located, the City ofHillsboro shall have the right of first 
refusal for 120 days to acquire the property. Additionally, should the City acquire the McDonald House and 
its associated tract the Home Owners Assocation [sic] shall grant the City of Hillsboro the ability to purchase 
Tract HH. Provisions for this mechanism shall be incorporated into the CC&Rs for the applicable phase and 
shall not be modified without consent of the City ofHillsboro." (Condition #64) (Emphasis added) 

34 
Attachment "D" (Order denying Petition for Reconsideration) 

34 
State Historic Preservation Office letter dated 8-6-08, which is Attachment "B" ofLubischer's 9-2-08 letter 

titled "COA LETTER". 

35 
Attachment "E" (E-mail from State Historic Preservation Office) 

36 
Attachment "F" (State Historic Preservation Office 11-10-08 e-mail re: land around the McDonald House) 
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Properties Inc. 37 The property was subsequently transferred38 to Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC, 

which currently holds the title. US Bank National Association is the "beneficiary" in a "Line of 

Credit Instrument".39 The McDonald House, the associated tract (0.5 acres) on which it is located 

and Tract HH (0.8 acres adjacent to the McDonald House) are included as collateral in that contract. 

Approval of CDP 1-06 was contingent upon compliance with Condition of Approval #64. The 

applicant has failed to comply with the second part of Condition #64 and because a specific sequence 

was stipulated, that failure is irreversible. This is not a harmless error as the property is now being 

used as collateral in a loan from US Bank. Should there be default then the property will become the 

property of US Bank and possible purchase by the City will be jeopardized. "Modification" of an 

illegitimate CDP is inappropriate. We submit that denial of the "modification" is warranted because of 

the foregoing reasons. 

In summary, the current land use proposal is to modify the previously approved CDP 1-06. 

Approval of CDP 1-06 was given contingent upon 72 Conditions of Approval, including Condition 

#64. Condition #64 has been irreversibly violated on two counts. Furthermore, it is not feasible to 

construct another Condition to ensure compliance with these issues because the first stipulates a 

specific deadline by which a deed (filing an application) was to have been accomplished, and the 

second stipulates a specific sequence (right of first refusal) which was violated. Both violations may 

cause harm. Allowing a modification of a Concept Development Plan which has irreversibly violated a 

Condition of Approval is not appropriate and should not be countenanced by approval of a 

"modification" to that CDP. HZO Sections 78-83 address "Conditional Uses" and HZO Section 83 

(11) and (12) specifically discuss compliance with Conditions of Approval. HZO Section 136 VII 

(B)(11) allows the Planning Director to approve a Final Development plan only if it is fully 

confom1ing, including conformance with Conditions of Approval. 

(Finally, in a memorandum40 dated 11-5-08 the applicant's attorney states, "The City Attorney has 

advised the Planning Commission that this matter [regarding Condition #64] is beyond the scope of 

these modification proceedings." The Record, including audio tapes, does not support this assertion.) 

37 Statutory Warranty Deed signed 9-24-2007. (See Lubischer's 9-2-08 letter titled "COA LETTER", attachment "C".) 

38 Statutory Bargain and Sale Deed signed 10-11-2007. (See CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) application, Exhibit "C".) 

39 "Line of Credit Instrument" between US BANK and Venture Properties, Inc. (Submitted with Lubischer's.l0-
29-08 letter titled "RESPONSE TO CONDITION #64 DISCUSSION ON 10-22-08." 

40 11-5-08 memorandum from Counselor Edward Sullivan. 
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4) CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) IS NOT COMPLIANT WITH HZO SECTION 136 VII (B)(2)(a). 

Pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(2)(a), 

" ... applicant shall file an application for Concept Development Plan approval for the 
entire area identified for development. The Plan shall encompass the entire parcel or 
contiguous parcel(s) proposed or available for current or ultimate development by the 
applicant or any entities that are controlled, in whole or part, by the applicant ... " (Italics 
added) 

The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does not have specific process for "modification" of a 

previously approved Concept Development Plan. 41
• 

42 However, the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 

does contain several inferences that suggest a "modification" is not forbidden. Since there is no 

specified development review process for a "modification" of a previously approved CDP, the rules 

that apply to an initial Concept Development Plan application must be followed. One of those 

requirements is HZO Section 136 VII (B)(2)(a). 

The original acreage involved was 55 or so acres. Of that, 11.36 acres was sold to the City for a 

neighborhood park and for the Rock Creek regional trail system. The applicant owns the remaining 

4 3 .19 acres. The 5 acres proposed to be "modified" is located in the SE corner of the property and is 

contiguous on its northern and western borders with the rest of the applicant's property which is 

planned for development. As such, pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(2)(a), all of the 43.19 acres 

must be included and all components considered in the "modified" Concept Development Plan. CDP 

1-06 (MOD 1) is not compliant with HZO Section 136 VII (B)(2)(a), and the Planning Commission's 

denial is appropriate on this basis. (The Commission did error in limiting the discussion to just the SE 

comer "modification" for the above reason.) 

5) CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) IS NOT COMPLIANT WITH HZO SECTION 136 VII CB)(4)(d). 

Pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(4)(d), 

"At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be deferred to the Detailed 
Development Plan application. However, in that case the Concept Development Plan application 
must include sufficiently detailed building locations, dimensions, elevations, and building and 
landscaping materials palettes to clearly establish the standards ... " (Italics added.) 

41 Lubischer's 10-29-08 letter titled "CDP MODIFICATION"). 
42 Lubischer's 10-29-08 letter titled "MORE FINAL RESPONSE TO 10-22-08 NEW EVIDENCE", pages 1-2. 
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As discussed above, since the HZO does not contain process for modifying a previously approved 

CDP, the "modified" CDP application must follow the same rules as a new CDP application.41
'
42 This 

includes compliance with HZO Section 136 VII (B)(4)(d). 

The initial CDP "modification" application did contain building locations and dimensions; 

however, it did not contain "elevations, and building and landscaping materials palettes". In their 

10-14-08 letter43 the applicant modifies their "modification". They withdraw the building locations 

and dimensions they had submitted with CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), so that now the modified 

"modification" does not even contain "locations" or "dimensions" of expected buildings, as 

required by HZO Section 136 VII (B)(4)(d). 

CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) is not compliant with HZO Section 136 VII B.4.d .. The Planning 

Commission's denial is appropriate on this basis. 

6) CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) CONTAINS A REQUEST TO CHANGE CONDITION OF APPROVAL #9 , 

ORDINANCE NO. 5633. THE CITY AMENDED THE HILLSBORO ZONING MAP WITH 

ORDINANCE NO. 5633, AND WE SUBMIT THAT ORDINANCE NO. 5633, INCLUDING ITS 

CONDITION OF APPROVAL #9, CANNOT BE MODIFIED IN THIS PROCEEDING. BECAUSE 

THE "MODIFICATION" VIOLATES CONDITION OF APPROVAL #9 OF ORDINANCE NO. 

5633, DENIAL IS APPROPRIATE. 

Condition of Approval #944
, Ordinance No. 563345

, stipulates a specific phasing sequence 

for development on this property. This Condition was placed by the City at the time the Station 

Community Residential- Village zoning was approved for this property. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

requests to change the phasing sequence stipulated in Condition #9. We submit that the 

Planning Commission does not have the authority to change this zoning Condition of Approval 

43 WRG's 10-14-08 letter. 

44 "Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the southeastern side of the 
property. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the southeast side transitioning to the northwest side, 
with the final phase being located in the northwest corner in order to provide the ability for future purchase of 
parkland beyond the five acres described in Condition 3 should funds become available. The specific phasing 
plan shall be provided in the CDP/DDP applications." (Condition of Approval #9, Ordinance No. 5633) 

45 Attachment "G" (Ordinance No. 5633) 
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in this proceeding and that the applicant must comply with Condition #9 as written.
46 

We 

submit that the proper avenue to modify Condition #9 is for the zoning issue to be reopened, 

hearings held and the matter determined by the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board. 

HZO Sections 78-83 address "Conditional Uses" and HZO Section 83 (11) and (12) specifically 

discuss compliance with Conditions of Approval. HZO Section 136 VII CB)(l1) allows the Planning 

Director to approve a Final Development plan only if it is fully conforming, including conformance 

with Conditions of Approval. 

The Planning Commission's denial ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1) is appropriate on this basis. 

7) CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) INITIALLY CONTAINED PROPOSED USES THAT EXCEED THE 10% 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL USE LIMIT. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) THEREFORE VIOLATES 

HZO SECTION 137 II Table l.h. #20 AND DENIAL IS APPROPRIATE. 

In the applicant's initial application they specified 1.04 acres of"other employment" use, and 

proposed a day care and office uses. Both of these uses are, according to the Hillsboro Zoning 

Ordinance, classified as "commercial" uses and as such fall under the category of "neighborhood 

commercial" uses as long as their scale is appropriate (see HZO Section 136 III.HH.). Therefore, the 

applicant has proposed neighborhood commercial uses that exceed the 

10% maximum stipulated by HZO Section 137 II Table l.h. #20. The applicant attempts to withdraw 

these proposed uses in their 10-14-08 letter but it is appropriate to consider their initial proposal as 

their traffic study is based on these uses. For details regarding this issue please see Lubischer's 10-29-

08 letter titled "RESPONSE TO COUNSELOR SULLIVAN'S 10-22-08 MEMO AND 

TESTIMONY". Denial of CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) is appropriate because the "modification" violates 

HZO Section 137 II Table l.h. #20. 

8) CONCLUSION: For the foregoing reasons, the Orenco Neighborhood Organization respectfully 

requests that the City Council affirm the Planning Commission's denial ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1). 

The Orenco Neighborhood Organization thanks the Council for your consideration. 
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Attachments 

Attachments "A-1" and "A-2" (Excerpt pages from LUBA Response Brief, pages 3 + 10) 

Attachment "B-1 ,2" (E-mail from Ruth Klein affirming that the uses opponents proposed are 
permitted uses, contrary to applicant's assertion.) 

Attachment "C" (HZO Section 140, figure 3, Orenco Townsite Conservation District Map) 

Attachment "D" (Order denying Petition for Reconsideration) 

Attachment "E" (E-mail from State Historic Preservation Office) 

Attachment "F" (State Historic Preservation Office 11-10-08 e-mail re: land around the McDonald 
House) 

Attachment "G" (Ordinance No. 5633) 
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change for property). R. 1427- 1473. J\..fter the plan changes, the Planning Commission initiated 
,/ 

the rezoning of the subject property tb SCR-V. R. 2065. 12 The purpose of ~pplying the SCR-V 
I . 

zoning, as opposed to standard residential zoning, is that the SCR-V zoning requireci __ more 
.,_ =----' / 

participatory site planning through the concept development plan/detailed -development plan ' 

processes. See notes 2:.5 and associated text HZO § 136(VII)(B)(2) reqmres Concept and 

Detailed Development Plap review for any project "within the SCR-V District" as opposed to less 
~ j I i 

detailed development review under HZO § 133. -- .- , · , 
' ' {_ . 

\ ~ I 1 , , '• ' ) , ' 

An informal "concept development plan" (without commercial areas and including the 

intended residential/parklands/historic structure/open space land uses) was considere(J--by the 
/ ""·-·~ ....... -

Planning Commission in recommending the plan change and initiating the zone change. R. 1693 
... - 7 

- 1717 (commission resolution on plan change). It was the basis for Council directions in 

adopted findings on the plan change and conditions on the zone change. R. 1427 - 1473 (plan 

change ordinance); R. 463 - 466 (zone change ordinance); R. 1252- 1258 (Hillsboro Planning 

and Zoning Hearings Board zone change findings and justification). Thus, the SCR-V zone was 
a 

used to scrutinize the long-understood residential development contemplated for the subject site 

under the applicable residential plan categories. That residential development is consistent with 

the( intent and purposes of the plan amendment and.. zoning ofithe site under ORS 197.829(1), as 
' ' -·· 

well as the language ofthe SCR-V zone itselfY 

12 The City does not have required zoning districts to implement plan designations. 

13 
· Section 15 of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan sets out policies for station community planning areas, but does not 

require particular use mixes on individual sites. With respect to the Orenco area, the applicable policy (V)(A), states: 

The Orenco SCP A is designated as a "station community" in the Region 2040 Growth Concept. 
Overall density target£ of 45 persons per net acre are anticipated under this regional designation. 
The City will map specific zoning districts which aliow the overall density targets to be achieved. 
Given the amount of vacant land available for intensive mixed use development to the north of the 
Orenco light rail station and strong high tech employment growth in the immediate vicinity, the 
Region 2040 density targets are achievable. 

The.se employment "targets" are met.through areas other than the subject site, which is not within the Orenco Station 
Community in any event. Any basis in the plan for the contention that the SCR-V zone must include mixed uses is 
undercut by this fact. 
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in the Plaa~-!1icitizen involvement, housing, natural-resources, open space, scenic and 
historical sites, public facilities and services and transportation. 

applied with conditions. The requirements in the Zoning Ordinance 
. . zoning district, together with the specific conditions of rezoning 
Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5633, are the Council's application of the 

:.,.vomtpn~ne~ns:Lve Plan to this property. The low density residential plan 
in western part of t;he site is jmplemented. by Conditions 9 and 1 0 of 

th<;:&f¢:<~onmg (requiring phasing of development, largcrfots along ~he border of the 
More importantly, the zoning regulations implementing the plan, 

. y HZO 137V(B)(6)_and 137 Table l.h provide for allocating density over 
entire site that is zoned SCR-V. Rec22-23. 

· Those findings contained in Ordinance 5571 (plan amendment) established development 

panlmeters for the site; those parameters were predicated on a residential development. {I~~427. 

~~:seq.) The plan amendments resulted in development directions to use a medium and low 

density combination of residential- plan designations, to satisfy community concerns over 
1' . 

density,2 while at the same time initiating a zone change for the same area for an SCR-V zone, in 

order that there be public design' control o~er the site.3 The Council justified its decision that the 

site is "better suited" for the tWo residential plan designations and that residential uses were 

needed (the two criteria for plan amendments) in terms of the city's residential (!ather than 
:.· 

employment or commercial) development policies. R. 1435-43, 1457 and 1469.~ Discussion of 
. ~-

schools (R. 1443-46) and transportation facilities (R. 1446-49 and 1990-93) were predicated 

exclusively on residential buildout. And in developmen1 directions to implement the residential 

portions of the plan amendment, the Council tied the proposed SCR-V zone to the Concept 

l)evelopment Plan I Detailed Development Plan ("CCP I DDP") process of site review, set a 

2 R. 1432. 
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From: Ruth Klein [ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 15,200811:02 AM 

To: anne lubischer 

Subject: FW: Orenco Woods Crossing COP 1-06 (MOD 1) and allowed uses from Lubischer 

~110, 

lis is a follow up to our conversation at the counter. Regarding Item #1, the examples that you have listed are permitted uses in the 
~R-V zone provided they meet any applicable conditions of approval and the Zoning Ordinance standards. 

;garding Item #2, the Zoning Ordinance does not provide clarity regarding the definitions of "commercial uses" and "neighborhood 
mmercial" and the lack of a definition for "other employment uses" exacerbates the problem. I'm working with City staff to research 
s concern and provide all parties with direction. 

~garding Item #3, 1 recognize how Item #2 can impact Item #3. Once some direction is obtained on Item #2 we will be able to 
visit Item #3 and provide some staff feedback. 

ncerely, 
Jth 

·om: anne lubischer [mailto:annejim1@verizon.net] 
~nt: Friday, September 26, 2008 6:48AM 
>: Ruth Klein 
..1bject: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) and allowed uses from Lubischer 

-26-08 

uth Klein, 
illsboro Planning Department, 

e: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

hree questions: 

At the 9-10-08 Planning Commission hearing the applicant stated that, 

"Some[1l of the examples that he [Dr. Lubischer] lines out are not 
actually even permitted in this, in the SCR-V zone." 

'he "examples" I used are found at page 3 of my 9-2-08 "Traffic Letter". The examples I used were a 2,000 sq. ft. 
onvenience market (open 24 hours), a 7,000 sq. ft. sit-down (high turnover) restaurant, a 3,000 sq. ft. fast-food restaurant 
1ith drive-thru, and a convenience market with 4 gasoline pumps. I believe, pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and 
IZO Section 136.III.I, these would all be permitted in a SCR-V zone. 

:ould you please let me know which of the above examples "are not actually even permitted" in the SCR-V zone? 

) The applicant has suggested an 8,050 sq. ft. one level day-care use and a 9600 sq. ft. two level office use in the 1.04 
.ere "other employment" area. I believe that, pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and HZO Section 136.III.I, day-care 
nd office uses are "commercial" uses and as such cannot be considered "other employment" uses. Is my interpretation 
orrect? 

ll/22/2008 
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Finally, the 1.94 acres designated "commercial use" in the applicant's application is the maximum permitted pursuant 

HZO Section 137 II.Table l.h. #20. (1.94 acres of 19.4 net acres= 10%.2) Therefore, if daycare and office uses are 
ieed "commercial" uses, then does the total acreage of commercial use (1.94 acres+ 1.04 acres) proposed by the 
plicant exceed the maximum allowed? 

tank you, 
n Lubischer 

The applicant does not specify which of the examples are not permitted. 

Since we are limited to only considering the "modification" area, and cannot consider the whole CDP 1-06 ,it might be more 
propriate to consider the 1.94 acres in relationship to the area of the "modification"- which would mean that the proposed 1.94 
res is some 39% ofthe total acreage in the area of"modification", less when net acreage is considered. 

11/22/2008 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON . 

JAMES T. LUBISCHER, 
Petitioner, Petitioner on Review, 

v. 

CITY OF HILLSBORO and VENTURE PROPERTIES, INC., 
Respondents, Respondents on Review. 

Oregon Court of Appeals No. A 134443 

Oregon Supreme Court No. S054771 

ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Upon consideration by the court. 

The court has considered the petition for reconsideration and orders that it be denied. 

November 21 . · 2007 
DATE 

c: Pamela J Beery 
EdwardJSul!ivan 1if1 ~(ll•lfTIO~ P/11'( ()F 

jk 

James T Lub1scher I" 

ALl. II fN Itt S (' 0 • '0 611 t'S 

FoLL•w•~ ~ If· :ll.,. ~""") 
~D L Ar~~ -riiA N IS 

2-2.1.,1/JI. 

ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
REPLIES SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO: State Court Administrator, Records Section, 

Supreme Court Building, 1163 State Street, Salem, OR 97301-2563 
Page 1 of 1 



anne lubischer 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Jim, 

Cara Kaser [Cara.Kaser@state.or.us] 
Tuesday, November 04, 2008 7:47AM 
anne lubischer 
Re: Hillsboro's McDonald House application 

As of this morning (Nov. 4), I have not received a revised National Register 
for the McDonald House in Hillsboro. 

Regards, 

Car a 

Cara Kaser 
Architectural Historian 
National Register Program 
State Historic Preservation Office 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
Tel: (503) 986-0784 
Fax: (503) 986-0793 
cara.kaser@state.or.us 
www.oregonheritage.org 

>>> ,·1 (llubischer~ 11/3/2008 6:03 PM>>> 
Ms. Kaser, Have you received the revised nomination application for Hillsboro's McDonald 
House? I believe the deadline set by SHPO was November 1st, which would make Monday, 
November 3rd the deadline. It is now 6 PM, Monday, November 3rd. Thank you, Jim 
Lubischer. 

1 



anne Jubischer 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cara Kaser [Cara.Kaser@state.or.us] 
Monday, November 10, 2008 8:56 AM 
anne lubischer 

Subject: Re: Hillsboro's Historic McDonald House 

Hi Jim, 

Yes -- I do give advice about how much of a property to nominate for a National Register 
nomination. In general, the boundaries of a property being nominating need to be defined 
in Section 10 of the nomination -- usually this is done by citing the addition, block, and 
lot number or tax lot number of the property. The second part of Section 10, however, is 
justifying the reasons the boundary was chosen. In using a block, lot, or tax lot number, 
usually these properties have been historically associated with the house. 

In the case of those buildings whose tax lot boundaries are not easily justifiable, for 
example, a house on a large piece of property, then other boundaries will need to be 
created or justified. This can be through a number ways including historic landscaping, 
circulation features like driveway, etc., other outbuildings like a garage or barn, etc. 
Other times, I recommend that the building is the boundary itself -- meaning the footprint 
of the building -- especially where another boundary is not easily discernable or 
defendable. 

Keep in mind that the National Register highly discourages "buffer zones" around buildings 
that are nominated. Nominations that do include excess area where boundaries are not 
clearly significantly associated with the nominated house may not be listed. 

I'd be happy to look at any boundaries proposed for the McDonald House and to answer any 
other questions. 

Regards, 

Car a 

Cara Kaser 
Architectural Historian 
National Register Program 
State Historic Preservation Office 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
Tel: (503) 986-0784 
Fax: (503) 986-0793 
cara.kaser@state.or.us 
www.oregonheritage.org 

>>> ·- lubischer" 11/10/2008 6:35 AM >>> 
Ms. Kaser, In your evaluation of a structure for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places do you ever give advice regarding how much property would be appropriate 
to include around the structure, say in order to provide appropriate historical context? 
Thanks for your help. Jim Lubischer 

1 
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ZC 18-05: ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP, A PORTION OF HILLSBORO 
ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 1945, AS AMENDED, BY CHANGING· THE ZONING OF 
TRACTS OF PROPERTY FROM COUNTY INSTITUTIONAL TO CITY SCR-V STATION ( /u 
COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL -VILLAGE. 

WHEREAS, certain tracts of land described herein have been annexed to the City of 
Hillsboro, and 

WHEREAS, rezoning of annexed tracts of land from a County zone to a City zone 
prevents code enforcement problems associated with the City attempting to administer the 
land use laws of Washington County, and 

WHEREAS, the City of Hillsboro Planning Commission approved Resolution No. 
1533-P on November 30,·2005, initiating the zone change on the recently annexed property 
described below, and 

WHEREAS, the City of Hillsboro Planning and Zoning Hearings Board held a public 
hearing on the proposed zone change on February 16, 2003, and voted to recommend to 
the City Council that the subject zone change be granted, based on the findings adopted by 
the Board as Opinion No. 1599, dated March 20, 2006, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby adopts the findings of the Planning and Zoning 
Hearings Board as its own in regard to this matter, and 

WHEREAS, based on tho.se findings, the City Council hereby determines that the 
zone change confor:ms with'the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and 
the particular zone recommended is the best suited for the subject site. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The following described tracts of land are hereby rezoned from County 
Institutional to City SCR-V Station Community Residential -Village: 

Tax Lots 3400 and 6600 on Washington County Tax Map 1N2-35, SE;!ction 
35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian, on record as of 
December 19, 2005, a copy of which is attached hereto and thereby made a 
part of this Ordinance. 

Section 2. Approval of this zone change is subject to the following conditions: 

1) The developer shall apply for and receive CprJq~pt P~velopment Plan 
(COP) I Detailed Development Plan . (DOP) · approval as part of 
development and site review for the subject property. 

~-I 



Ordinance - ZC 18-05 

2) Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Development Plan 
applications, the developer shall provide the following: 

a) Information on how the Historic McDonald House has been · 
provided protection as a cultural resource under HZO Section 

132; 

b) Information verifying that funding has been dedicated to an 
application to place the McDonald House on the ·.National 
Register of Historic Places, and the status of the application. 
The developer and owner of the property shall follow the. advice 
and conditions provided by the State Historic Preservation Office 
and shall make a good-faith effort in filing the application(s); 

c) 

d) 

A landscape and improvement plan for an open space I 
landscaped area around the McDon;:ild House that will provide 

context to the House; and 

Information on how consideration of the context of the McDonald 
House was addressed in the plans included in the COP and DDP 

applications. 

There shall be continued coordination between the · Elks and the 
existing charitable use of the McDonald House to ensure that the 
maintenance of the house is continued. 

The owners of the property shall cooperate with the City so that at 
least five acres located north of Rock Creek, outside the OS Plan 
designated area, and outside the City of Hillsboro Goal 5 Significant 
Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) are available to be acquired by the 
City for development of a neighborhood park. The location of the park 
shall be addressed in the CDP/DDP applications. If apprqpriate 
arrangements can be made, those lands designated as OS may also 
be acquired for public use.· If the OS/SNRO lands cannot be acquired 
by the City for open space or park use, maintenance of these lands 
for open space use shall be specified during the CDP/DDP process 
and may include a required homeowners association, the Elks or 

equivalent maintenance mechanism. 

4) The developer shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street 
improvements along the site's frontage with NW Cornelius Pass Road 
and NW Quatama Road to the standards required in the 
transportation system plans for the City of Hillsboro and Washington 

Coun~. · 

5) The developer shall construct a bridge across Rock Creek thereby 
providing a vehicular connection between the south and north sides of 
the property. The specific location, capacity and design of the bridge 
shall be identified on the CDP/DDP applications. 

2 



Ordinance - ZC 18-05 

6) The maximum number. of residential dwelling units for the property 
shall be in the range of 240 dwelling· units, .plus or minus 5%, and the 
actual density shall be ·determined through the CDPIDDP application 
review. 

7) The western portion of the property shall not be connected with the 
street system of the Old Orenco Neighborhood, except for pedestrian, 
bicycle and emergency purposes, provided, however, the developer 
shall provide for future rights-of-way for one or more connections to 
Old Orenco. Should the City determine, following a public hearing, 
that vehicular connections are warranted for s;3fety, convenience, or 
other transportation reasons and the· City . has determined that the 
safety of neither neighborhood will be compromised by such cross 
circulation connections, street improvements connecting Old Orenco 
and development on the subject site could then be constructed. 

8) As part of subsequent development applications, the developer shall 
demonstrate that each project· phase will meet the standards of the 
Oregon TransportationPianning Rule (OAR 660, Div 12) regarding 
the capacity of streets and intersections providing automobile access 
to the site. The City of Hillsboro shall make a determination that the 
standards of the Transportation Planning Rule are met .regarding this 
matter prior to approval of the applications. Phased development 
shall be coordinated with street improvements to assure that capacity 
is available on the street system servicing the site to serve the site 
generated traffic for each p~ase. 

9) Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is 
located at the southeastern side of the property. Subsequent phases 
shall be constructed from the· southeast side transitioning to the 
northwest side, with the final phase being located in the northwest 
corner in order· to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland 
beyond the five acres described in Condition 3 should funds become 
available. The specific· phasing plan shall be provided in the 
CDP/DDP applications. 

10) Larger lots in the range of 7,500 square feet or more in area shall be 
provided along NW 2251

h Avenue in order to transition Jot sizes in Old 
Oren co to those on this property. Enhanced landscaping in the yards 
and planter strips along NW 225th Avenue shall also be provided. The 
specific lotting pattern as well as a plan identifying the enhanced 
landscaping shall be described in detail in the CDP/DDP applications. 

11) lf granted by Washington County, the development shall include a 
minimum of one access onto NW Cornelius Pass Road. All access 
points shall be constructed to the standards required by the City of 
Hillsboro and Washington County. 

12) Construction vehicles used during site development shall access the 
property only from NW Cornelius Pass Road and/or NW Quatama 
Road; except that construction access may be allowed to the site from 

3 
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Ordinance - ZC 18-05 

13) 

the west only with respect to: (1} the construction of the bridge 
described in Condition 5 and {2) the culvert crossing the Rock Creek 
tributary located in the north central portion of the site. No such 
alternative construction traffic access shall be allowed until a 
construction access management plan has been approved by the City 
Engineer and Planning Director. 

Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 131(A).3.b.3, City Zoning on 
those portions of the property identified as Significant . ·Natural 
Resource Area or as Impact Area on the City's adopted Goal 5 
Inventor)! shall include the Significant Natural Resourc~s .Overlay 
District. Development on those portions of the property shall be 
subject to the provisions of Section 131 (A) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

4 

Section 3. The City Plannii-tg Director is hereby instructed to cause the official 
zoning map, a part of Ordinance No. 1945, to be amended to include the zone change set 
forth in Section 1 hereof. 

Section 4. Except as herein amended, Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, as amended, 
shall remain in full force and effect. 

Passed by the Council this 181
h day of April, 2006. 

Approved by the Mayor this 18th day of April, 2006. 

Mayor 

•. 
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TOUCHSTONE 

November 17. 2008 

Hillsboro City Council 
150 E Main Street 
Hillsboro. OR 97123-4028 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing 

Dear Council Members: 

TOWN HOMES 

·~ !}, ?008 

We have an 84 unit town home project on NW Quatama Road very near the intersection 
ofNW Cornelius Pass and NW Quatama Road. 

We have consistently heard from our buyers and prospects about their desire to have a 
close by convenient neighborhood commercial center within an easy walk or bicycle ride. 

We strongly encourage you to approve the pending request by Venture Properties. 

/ 
// 

"Jin1 Stan rmg 

12670 SW 68th Ave. #400 Tigard OR 97223 "' T 503.639.3104 "' F 503.598.9081 "' www.touchstonetownhomes.com 



Amber Ames 

From: Sheri! Brown 

Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 10:58 AM 

To: Amber Ames 

Subject: FW: Orenco Woods Crossing appeal, correction in 11-24-08 staff report 

FYI below 

Sheri/ Brown 
Executive Assistant 
City of Hillsboro 
150 East Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
Phone.· (503) 681-6139 
Fax· (503) 681-6232 
email to: sherilb@cLhillsboro.or.us 

From: anne lubischer [mailto:annejiml@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 10:46 AM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Cc: Sheri! Brown 
Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing appeal, correction in 11-24-08 staff report 

11-26-08 

To: Hillsboro City Council and Planning Department 

From: Jim Lubischer 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing appeal, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

Page I of2 

In Planning Staff's 11-24-08 staff report, page 2, it states, "The owners of the affected property are 
Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC and Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc." The record shows that the 
property involved ( 43 or so acres) is owned solely by Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. The ownership 
information sheet submitted with the application, which may be found at Record page 1399, is incorrect. 

Elks Lodge No. 1862 sold the property, including the McDonald House and its associated lot, to 
Venture Properties on 9-24-07 (See Record pages 1109- 1119). It was subsequently transferred I sold 
to Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. On 10-11-07 (See Record pages 1493- 1501). 

I would ask that the City Council be specifically made aware of this when determining if any contlict 
of interest among the Council is entertained at the appeal hearing. Thanks. 

Jim Lubischer 

11/26/2008 
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Sillei>Hi~tl1D' foub<: Qren_co Wood~ Qolf Com~moperty. 

Seller Buyer Price Property 

02-16-07 Elks Lodge No. 1862 Elks Lodge No. 1862 $0.00 Division into two lot 

09-24-07 Elks Lodge No. 1862 Venture Properties, Inc. $15,390,000 43.19 acres+ 11.36 
acres (R II 09 - 1119) 

I 0-08-07 Venture Properties, Inc. City of Hillsboro $2,107,500 I !.399 acres in SV 
corner 

1 0-11-07 Venture Properties, Inc. Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC. $!.00 43.234 acres 
(R 1493- 1501) 

U.S. Bank National Association ("beneficiary") and U.S. Bank Trust Company, National Association 
("trustee") carry a Line of Credit involving this property with Venture Properties, Inc. (See Record 
pages 111-13 7) 

11/26/2008 



Land Use Application for a 
Concept Development Plan Modification for 

Orenco Woods 
c R 0 s s 
A Mixed Use Community 

Submitted to: 

City of Hillsboro, Oregon 
August 1, 2008 

Applicant: 
Venture Properties, Inc. 
4230 SW Galewood Street, Suite 100 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 

Applicant's Representative: 
WRG Design, Inc 
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97221 
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Land Use Application for a 
Concept Development Plan Modification for 

Orenco Woods 
c R 0 s s I 
A Mixed Use Community 

Submitted to: 

City of Hillsboro, Oregon 
August 1, 2008 

Applicant: 
Venture Properties, Inc. 
4230 SW Galewood Street, Suite 100 
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Applicant's Representative: 
WRG Design, Inc 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

General Information 

Development Team 

Applicant: Venture Properties, Inc. 
4230 SW Galewood St., Suite I 00 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 
Phone: 503.3 87.6702 
Fax: 503.387.7617 
Contact: Kelly Ritz 

Applicant's Representatives: WRG Design, Inc. 
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite I 00 
Portland, Oregon 97221 
Phone: 503.419.2500 
Fax: 503.419.2600 
Contact: Mimi Doukas, AICP, RLA 

Civil Engineer: WRG Design, Inc. 
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97221 
Phone: 503.419.2500 
Fax: 503.419.2600 
Contact: John Howorth, PE 

Traffic Engineer: Dunn Traffic Engineering 
7505 SE 32°' Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97202 
Phone: 503.774.2669 
Fax: 503.778.8000 
Contact: Brian Dunn, PE 

Orenco Woods Crossing- Concept Development Plan (COP) Modification Application 
City of Hillsboro Page 3 
August 1, 2008 
WRG Design, Inc. ~ 

Orenco Woods 
CROSSING 



Property Information 

Property Owner: 

Tax Lot Numbers: 

Parcel Size: 

Comprehensive Plan 
Designations: 

Zoning: 

Orenco Woods Crossing LLC 
4230 SW Galewood St., Suite I 00 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 
Phone: 503.387.6702 
Fax: 503.387.7617 
Contact: Kelly Ritz 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. 
21865 NW Quatama Road 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 
Contact: Robert Smith 

City of Hillsboro 
123 W Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Map I N23500, Lot 3400 
Map IN23500CA, Lot 100 
Map IN23500CB, Lot 8200 

55.12 Acres (original approved COP boundary) 

Low Density Residential 
Medium Density Residential 
Open Space 
Flood Plain 

Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

Orenco Woods Crossing- Concept Development Plan (CDP) Modification Application 
City of Hillsboro Page 4 
August I, 2008 
WRG Design, Inc. ~ 

Orenco Woods 
CROSSING 1409 
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Request 

The Applicant, Venture Properties, Inc., requests approval of a modification to the approved Orenco 
Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan (CDP 1-06), generally located west ofNW Cornelius Pass 
Road and north of NW Quatama Road. This modification is limited to the southeast comer of the 
approved CDP, all located within the boundaries of Phase I. The modification will add an additional type 
of residential structures, and add neighborhood commercial and other employment uses to the overall 
community. 

Project Proposal Summary 

The Applicant proposes to revise the design of the southeast comer of the approved Orenco Woods CDP 
to contain a mixture of uses including condominiums, neighborhood retail, and other employment uses. 
With the proposed revisions, the entire Orenco Woods community will contain: 120 detached single­
family homes and 65 attached single-family dwelling units (or townhomes), 64 condominium units, 
35,777 SF of neighborhood commercial structures, and 17,650 SF of other employment structures. 

Architecture/Detailed Development Plan 
Architecture for the single family attached and detached homes was reviewed with the approved Orenco 
Woods CDP. The Applicant has not provided architectural designs for this COP modification application 
because the design has not been developed yet. Instead, consistent with Section 136.VJI.4, the Applicant 
has chosen to defer the review of architectural design to the Detailed Development Plan application until 
final the final tenant mix is determined. The Applicant therefore requests a condition of approval that the 
Detailed Development Plan be reviewed by the Planning Commission, rather than an administrative 
review, to allow for this deferred architectural review. 

Background 

Annexation petitions for the two properties (AN-16-04 and AN23-04) that make up the site were 
approved by the Hillsboro City Council on July 20, 2004 and August 17, 2004. 

In September 2005, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 5571 thereby approving a Plan change from 
OS Open Space, RL Low Density Residential, and FP Flood Plain to RM Medium Density Residential, 
RL Low Density Residential, OS Open Space, and FP Floodplain on the subject site, with a series of 
Development Directions that outline City expectations for subsequent development plans. 

Subsequently, the Planning Commission expressed its intention to initiate a zone change for the site from 
County Institutional to City SCR-V Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V). On November 
30, 2005, the City of Hillsboro Planning Commission passed Resolution - No. 1533-P - initiating the 
rezoning the site from County Institutional to City SCR-V Station Community Residential- Village. The 
Planning and Zoning Hearings Board approved the Zone Change (Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5633) subject 
to the following Conditions of Approval that implement the Development Directions in the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Findings. · 

Please refer to Exhibit F which contains the complete conditions of approval of the zone amendment. The 
following is a summary of the recommended conditions: 

I. The developer shall apply for and receive Concept Development Plan (CDP) I Detailed 
Development Plan (DDP) approval as part of development .and site review for the subject 
property. 
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2. Within the Concept Development Plan/Detailed Development Plan applications, the 
developer shall provide the following: 

a) Information on how the Historic McDonald House has been provided protection as a 
cultural resource under HZO Section 132; 

b) Information verifYing that funding has been dedicated to an application to place the 
McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places, and the status of the 
application. The developer and owner of the property shall follow the advice and 
conditions provided by the State Historic Preservation Office and shall make a good faith 
effort in filing the application(s); 

c) A landscape and improvement plan for an open space I landscaped area around the 
McDonald House that will provide context to the House; and 

d) Information how consideration of the context of the McDonald House was addressed in 
the plans included in the COP and DDP applications. 

There shall be continued coordination between the Elks and the existing charitable use of the 
McDonald House to ensure that the maintenance of the house is continued. 

3. The owners of the property shall cooperate with the City so that at least five acres located 
north of Rock Creek, outside of the OS Plan designated area, and outside the City of 
Hillsboro Goal 5 Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) are available to be acquired 
by the City for development of a neighborhood park. The location of the park shall be 
addressed in the CDP/DDP applications. If appropriate arrangements can be made, those 
lands designated as OS may also be acquired for public use. lfthe OS/SNRO lands cannot be 
acquired by the City for open space or park use, maintenance of these lands for open space 
use shall be specified during the CDP/DDP process and may include a required homeowners 
association, the Elks or equivalent maintenance mechanism. 

4. The developer shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements along the 
site's frontage with NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road to the standards 
required in the transportation system plans for the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

5. The developer shall construct bridge across Rock Creek thereby providing a vehicular 
connection between the south and north sides of the property. The specific location, capacity 
and design of the bridge shall be identified in the CDP/DDP applications. 

6. The maximum number of residential dwelling units for the property shall be in the range of 
240 dwelling units, plus or minus 5%, and the actual density shall be determined through the 
CDPIDDP application review. 

7. The western portion of the property shall not be connected with the street system of the Old 
Orenco Neighborhood, except for pedestrian, bicycle and emergency purposes, provided, 
however, the developer shall provide for future rights-of-way for one or more connections to 
Old Orenco. Should the City determine, following a public hearing, that vehicular 
connections are warranted for safety, convenience, or other transportation reasons and the 
City has determined that the safety of neither neighborhood will be compromised by such 
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cross circulation connections, street improvements connecting Old Orenco and development 
on the subject site could then be constructed. 

8. As part of subsequent development applications, the developer shall demonstrate that each 
project phase will meet the standards of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660, 
Div 12) regarding the capacity of streets and intersections providing automobile access to the 
site. The City of Hillsboro shall make a determination that the standards of the Transportation 
Planning Rule are met regarding this matter prior to approval of the applications. Phased 
development shall be coordinated with street improvements to assure that capacity is 
available on the street system servicing the site to serve the site-generated traffic for each 
phase. 

9. Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the southeastern 
side of the property. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the southeast side 
transitioning to the northwest side, with the final phase being located in the northwest comer 
in order to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland beyond the five acres described 
in Condition 3 should funds become available. The specific phasing plan shall be provided in 
the CDP/DDP applications. 

I 0. Larger lots in the range of 7,500 square feet or more in area shall be provided along NW 
225th Avenue in order to transition lot sizes in Old Orenco to those on this property. 
Enhanced landscaping in the yards and planter strips along NW 225th Avenue shall also be 
provided. The specific lotting pattern as well as a plan identifying the enhanced landscaping 
shall be described in detail in the CDP/DDP applications. 

II . If granted by Washington County; the development shall include a minimum of one access 
onto NW Cornelius Pass Road. All access points shall be constructed to the standards 
required by the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

12. Construction vehicles used during site development shall access the property only from NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and/or NW Quatama Road; except that construction access may be 
allowed to the site from the west only with respect to: (I) the construction of the bridge 
described in Condition 5 and (2) the culvert crossing the Rock Creek tributary located in the 
north central portion of the site. No such alternative construction traffic access shall be 
allowed until a construction access management plan has been approved by the City Engineer 
and Planning Director. 

13. Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 13l(A).3.b.3, City Zoning on those portions of the 
property identified as Significant Natural Resource Area or as Impact Area on the City's 
adopted Goal 5 Inventory shall include the Significant Natural Resource Overlay District. 
Development on those portions of the property shall be subject to the provisions of Section 
13l(A) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

After approval of the Zone Change, the Applicant submitted separate concurrent applications for a 
Concept Development Plan (COP), a Detailed Development Plan (DDP), a Preliminary Plat Subdivision 
Application, a Significant Natural Resources Overlay (SNRO) Permit Application, and a Flood Plain 
Alteration Permit. These applications were approved by the Planning Commission in Resolution I 561-P 
(See Exhibit G). The Concept Development Plan (CDP 1-06) was appealed to City Council and upheld, 
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appealed to LUBA and upheld, and then appealed to the State of Oregon Supreme Court and upheld with 
a Request for Reconsideration denied. 

Surrounding Area 

The tables below outline the land use character, existing and planned transportation facilities and utilities 
in the area surrounding the subject property. 

Table A: LAND USE 
Plan Zoning Land Uses Area 

North Station Community Planning SCR-MD (City) and IND 
Area, Floodplain, and Industrial (County) 

Westside Light Rail Line, 
Single-Family Residential, 
and vacant land. (County) 

South Residential Low Density, R-6, A-1, R-7 (City), and Single-Family Residential 
Residential Medium Density, and R-9 (County) and Hillsboro Elks Lodge 
Commercial 

East Station Community Planning 
Area and Transit-Oriented 
Employment (County) 

SCI (City) and TO-EMP Agricultural and Electric 
(County) Utility Substation 

West Station Community Planning 
Area and Floodplain 

SCR-OTC 
(County) 

and 

Table B: TRANSPORTATION 
Streets: 

NW Cornelius Pass Road (County) 
NW Quatama Street (County) 
NW 225th Avenue (City) 
Sidewalk Improvements: 

NW Cornelius Pass Road (County) 
NW Quatama Street (County) 
NW 225'h Avenue (City) 
Mass Transit: 

Bus 
Light Rail 

Bicycle Lane: 

NW Cornelius Pass Road (County) 
NW Quatama Street (County) 
NW 225'h Avenue (City) 

Existing 
R-0-W 

60ft. 
50 ft. 
60ft. 

Existing 
None 
None 
None 

Route 

Street 
Improvement 
-- ft. 
-- ft. 
-- ft. 

Tri-Met Route #4 7 
Tri-Met Westside Line 

Existing 
None 
None 
None 

R-5 Single-Family 
and Orenco 
School 

Plan Designated 

Residential 
Elementary 

R-0-W Street Improvement 

98ft. 
74ft. 
60ft. 

49ft. 
37ft. 
30ft 

Plan Designated 
5 ft. with 6 ft. planter strip 
5 ft. with 6 ft. planter strip 
5 ft. with 5 ft. planter strip 

Location 
231" Avenue approximately 1/3 of a 
mile away. Orenco Station 
approximately 2,600 feet and 
Quatama Station approximately 3,000 
feet away. 

Plan Designated 
6ft. 
6ft. 
None 
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Table C: PUBLIC UTILITIES 
Service 
Water 

Provider 
City of Hillsboro 

Location of Existing Service 
Adjacent to 18-inch line in NW Cornelius Pass Road, 
Adjacent to 12-inch line in NW Quatama Road and 8-inch 
line in NW Birch Street. 

Sanitary 
Sewer 

Clean Water Services and 48-inch trunk line bisects site along Rock Creek. Adjacent to 
City of Hillsboro 27-inch line offNW Dogwood- closest to project site. 

Storm 
Drain 

City of Hillsboro Adjacent to 8-inch line in NW Cornelius Pass Road, 10-inch 
line in NW Quatama Street, and 12-inch and 18-inch lines in 
NW 225'' Avenue 
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II. NARRATIVE- APPLICABLE ZONING ORDINANCES 

Section 136. Station Community Planning Areas 

II. LAND USE DISTRICTS 

A Station Community Planning Area shall include one or more of the 
following zoning designations: 

H. Station Community Residential-Village (SCR-V) 

The SCR-V District may be applied to property containing at least thirty 
(30) acres in single ownership or control located within approximately 3,900 
feet of a light rail station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the 
development of a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community 
containing a range of residential housing types, mixed use residential, 
freestanding neighborhood commercial uses and employment opportunities. 
A residential village project may be developed in one or more phases. A 
residential village incorporates a number of design, development and 
infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant neighborhood; including, 
but not limited to: multi-purpose streets linking residential areas with 
neighborhood activity and commercial centers and the light rail station; 
horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban design 
befitting a growing major metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in 
the built environment; a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and 
community services; advantageous and sensitive use of natural resource 
features and open space; and innovative and imaginative site planning in 
order to develop a sense of place where the amenities, facilities, features, and 
overall urban design and architectural integration could not be achieved 
through application of any other individual or abutting combination of 
districts or zones. 

Response: The approved Orenco Woods CDP is within the SCR-V district was 55 acres under single 
ownership. After approval of the CDP, 11.36 acres was sold to the City of Hillsboro for a future 
neighborhood park site and nature area. The remaining acreage is now 44 acres, which exceeds the 30 
acre minimum for a CDP. It is within 2,600 to 3,900 feet of the two light rail stations, the NW 205th 
Avenue/Quatama station and the NW 23lst Avenue/Orenco station. The proposed project originally 
contains a mix of single-family detached and attached townhouse dwelling units with flex space for 
ancillary office/employment uses. The proposed modification will add neighborhood commercial uses 
and other employment uses in the southeast comer. This comer originally contained small lot detached 
and townhome lots. The number of residential units will be very similar with a reduction of only three 
dwelling units, but will be achieved by integrating condominium housing style on half of this area. This 
allows for the addition of neighborhood commercial and employment uses. This design locates the most 
intense land uses at the comer of Quatama and Cornelius Pass Road, and transitions to the north with 
mid-rise residential uses, and finally back to the original detached homes that line Rock Creek. This 
design provides the vibrant, mixed-use community envisioned by the SCR-V zone, incorporating jobs and 
services into the community fabric. The condominium units include units that are 'flats', or one story 
living. This will be attractive to senior residents, buyers seeking single level living, and residents desiring 
universal or accessible design. The close proximity to jobs and services will also be attractive to the 
condominium market. 
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The modified design does not remove any of the amenities provided in the original Orenco Woods CDP, 
including the natural open space, active parks, regional trail corridor, protection of the McDonald House, 
or other walkable features of the community. The proposed modification provides greater diversity in the 
community. The proposed uses also compliment the exiting Hillsboro Elks Lodge facility, and permit 
future commercial access to the Elks property, should the Elks property ever redevelop. 

The project will continue to be developed in multiple phases. The proposed modification will divide the 
original Phase I into three subareas which are now incorporated into Phase 3, as shown in Exhibit E. 

Overall, the new site design offers a development pattern that is consistent with the goals and desires of 
the adjacent neighborhoods, the City of Hillsboro General Plan, and the City of Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance. This standard is met. 

IV. PERMITTED LAND USES 

T 

A. The land uses listed on Tables 1, 2 and 3 are allowed, conditionally 
allowed or not permitted in the Station Community Planning Areas shown. 
These uses must be consistent with the description of the relevant district as 
set forth in subsection II of this Section. These uses may be further restricted 
by subsection V. of this Section and the standards of Sections 136 tbrougb 
142. Uses listed as being subject to a Conditional Use Permit ("C") shall 
require findings of fact that the proposed use is, where practicable, transit­
supportive. The tables are organized by major types of district along with 
appropriate use categories for that type of district listed. Use categories vary 
by table. 

able 2: Permitted Uses in Station Community Residential Districts 

II Use II SCR-V I 
jMid-Rise Apartments II p I 
jMulti-Family Dwellings and Garden Apartments II p I 
!Townhouses and Rowhouses II p I 
jsingle Family Attached Housing p 

Duplexes II p 

\Attached Duplexes p 

jsingle Family Detached p 

\Ancillary Dwelling Units p I 
jHome Occupations I p 

jindoor Recreational Facilities II p 

joutdoor Recreational Facilities II N 

jLight Rail Facilities, other than park and ride lots II p 

!commercial Uses In Mid-Rise Apartments ill II p 

\Emergency Services Facilities II c I 
\Hotels and Residential Hotels II p I 
\Neighborhood Commercial II p I 
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Geriatric Care Facilities II p 

!General Office Uses II p 

!Flex Space Uses II c 

!Pedestrian-Oriented Accessory Uses and Outdoor Seating for Restaurants [2] II p 

Schools ,, 
c 

Jcommunity Service II c 

!conference Center II p 

Jutility Substations II c 

!Transit Park-and-Ride II c 

jRadio and Telephone Transmission Facilities II N 

!Permanent Open Space II p 

jResidential Businesses II p 

!Public Parks and Recreational Facilities II c 

Mobile Businesses, in compliance with the Municipal Code II N 

jResidential Homes II 
!Residential Facilities II 
jResidential Homes and Facilities II p 

P Permitted Use C Conditional Use N Not Permitted 
ill Subject to minimum and maximum density requirements. 
ill Indoor recreational facilities are permitted outright within residential buildings and conditionally as free-standing uses. 
ill Commercial uses may occupy up to 15,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area on the ground floor of mid-rise multi-family apartment buildings. 
ill Conditionally permitted as free-standing uses. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ill A single story neighborhood commercial use proposed at the intersection of two arterial streets or an arterial intersection with a collector 
within an SCR.MD, is allowed outright 
[§] Certain Neighborhood Commercial Uses are pennitted outright or conditionally within the Arterial Exception area pursuant to Section 
l39(lll)C 
Ill Permitted only along Alder Street between 231 stand 228th Avenues. 
[§] Certain office uses are permitted outright or conditionally within the Arterial Exception area pursuant to Section 139(1Jl)C 
L21 Pedestrian·oriented accessory uses (such as sidewalk flower, food and drink stands) and outdoor seating for restaurants are subject to City 
penn it requirements 

Response: As shown previously reviewed, "Table 2: Permitted Uses in Station Community Residential 
Districts," permits the proposed single-family detached homes and single-family attached townhomes as 
outright permitted uses in the Station Community Residential Planning - Village (SCR-V) area. 
Additional restrictions for allowed uses within the SCR-V zone are listed in HZO Section 137 Table l.h 
item 12 which states, "At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be residential. Mixed use 
residential/commercial buildings may be up to an additional 20%. Up to 10% of net acreage may be 
neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may be other employment uses. " The 
proposed modification includes 1.94 acres of Neighborhood Commercial and 1.07 acres of "Other 
Employment Uses". The new net site area for Orenco Woods is 19.4 acres, so the proposed 
Neighborhood Commercial is I 0.0 percent of the net site area, and the Other Employment district is 5.5 
percent of the net site area. These meet the development criteria for the SCR-V zone, therefore the 
criterion is met. 

Within the definition section of Volume II of the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance, Neighborhood 
Commercial is defined as: 
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"HH. Neighborhood Commercial. Neighborhood commercial includes "commercial uses" as 
defined in this subsection, provided they are small scale retail and service uses primarily serving 
nearby residential areas and neighborhood businesses and their employees. General office and 
other commercial uses which are not retail or service in nature are allowed on and above the 
second floor of a neighborhood commercial building. This term applies to the size and scale of a 
commercial use and is different from the C-4 Zone of the same name. 

Neighborhood commercial uses are limited in size and intensity to promote a local orientation 
and to limit adverse impacts on nearby residential areas. The footprint of a single story, single 
tenant neighborhood commercial building shall not exceed 10, 000 gross square feet. The 
building footprint of multi-storied single tenant neighborhood commercial buildings shall not 
exceed 20,000 gross square feet. A multi-tenant neighborhood commercial building containing at 
least two (2) stories of residential above the first floor has no limit on building footprint. 
Neighborhood commercial uses may be auto-accommodating and provide off-street parking 
behind the building, but the overall development is intended to be predominantly pedestrian­
sensitive and compatible with the scale of surrounding residential development. 

"Other Employment Uses" is not specifically defined in Volume II of the HZO, but can be considered all 
non-residential uses listed as permitted or conditional uses in Table 2 of the Permitted Uses in Station 
Community Residential Districts, that are not defined as Neighborhood Commercial. Final land uses may 
be reviewed with the Detailed Development Plan application. 

VI. RESTRICTED AND SPECIALLY REGULATED LAND USES 

A. Within 2,600 feet of a light rail station site, except as otherwise 
provided below, the following uses are not transit-supportive and shall not 
be established as new uses, nor may existing uses or structures be converted 
to the following uses ... 

Response: Only the small northern tip of the Orenco Woods site is located within 2,600 feet of a light 
rail station, therefore, this section does not apply. 

VII. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW AND RELATED CITY DEVELOPMENT 
CODE 

B. Development Review - SCR-V District, and Phased Developments 
within a SCPA Commercial, Industrial or Institutional District 

1. Purpose. It is the intent of this subsection to establish application 
and review procedures to permit flexibility in development review of 
all projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of 
commercial, industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty (30) 
acres within any SCPA District so larger scale projects can be 
reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased manner. Specifically, 
these review procedures are intended to: 

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements 
consistent with the intent of the applicable SCPA district; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more 
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economical arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land 
uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting uses; 

e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate 
approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will retain 
the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

f. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than 
may occur with a conventional project; and 

g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood 
commercial development and other opportunities for 
employment in a manner that achieves the intent and purpose 
of the District. 

Response: The purpose of this section encourages the type of innovative design proposed in this 
modification application. The proposed development maintains compatibility with surrounding lower 
density residential neighborhoods while providing a mix of housing types appropriate for this location. 
The proposed modification adds a diversity of land uses that adds to the fabric of the Orenco Woods 
community. The Applicant has proposed to add neighborhood commercial at the comer of Cornelius Pass 
Road and Quatama, transitioning north to mid-rise residential condominiums, and finally returning to the 
approved single family homes that line the Rock Creek corridor. The proposed development continues to 
protect significant natural resources within the site with an expansive open space and park network. 

2. General provisions. 

a. Development Review shall be accomplished through the Concept 
Development Process as provided in this susbsection if: 

(1) the project or development is within the SCR-V District; •.. 

Response: Orenco Woods Crossing was originally reviewed as a Concept Development Plan, and was 
found to meet the criteria of a CDP. The proposed modification is consistent with the original findings. 

c. Following Concept Development Plan approval, the applicant shall 
file applications for Detailed Development Plan and Final 
Development Plan approvals for each phase of the project in 
accordance with the approved Concept Development Plan and any 
conditions attached thereto; except that an applicant proposing a 
multi-phase project may request Detailed Development Plan 
approval for the initial phase or phases of the project concurrent 
with the application for Concept Development Plan approval. 

Response: The proposed project will be built in multiple phases, as shown in Exhibit E. The applicant 
has not submitted detailed architectural information for the proposed CDP modification because this 
information will not be known until the final tenants are selected. Instead, the Applicant requests a 
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condition of approval that the Detailed Development Plan be reviewed by the Planning Commission, to 
allow deferral of architectural review until the DDP application. 

d. Where an application for Development Review is for a project within 
a PUD approved prior to August 6, 1996, •.• 

Response: This development application is not for a Planned Unit Development (PUD). This stipulation 
does not apply. 

e. Except as provided in paragraph (1), below, an applicant for Concept 
Development Plan approval may propose one or more alternative 
development or design elements for all and/or specific areas within 
the plan boundaries which supersede corresponding development 
regulations or design standards set forth in Sections 137 through 
142. Such alternative elements shall be clearly and specifically 
identified within the plan submittals, and shall include an 
explanation and/or drawings justifying and substantiating the need 
for a variance from the standards of Sections 137 through 142. 

Response: No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, 
this section does not apply. 

f. Notwithstanding paragraph (e), above, no alternative development 
or design element shall be allowed to replace the development 
regulations and design standards of Sections 137 through 142 that 
would propose to vary or make an exception from: ... 

Response: No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, 
this section does not apply. 

g. The Planning Commission may authorize a proposed alternative 
development or design provision only if it finds that the proposed 
standard meets the criteria set forth in Section 136.X.B.3., Variances 
and the intent of the district. 

Response: No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, 
this section does not apply. 

3. Concept Development Plan Review Procedures 

a. Initiation of Concept Development Review. An application for 
Concept Development Plan review may be initiated only upon 
application by the record owner of the property, a contract or 
earnest money purchaser, or an agent authorized by the property 
owner in writing. Where there is more than one owner, the 
application shall be filed and signed by all owners having a record 
interest in the property within which the project is proposed. 
Submittal of an application for Concept Development Plan review 
shall be accompanied by payment of a fee equal to that fee 
established in Section 129 for a Planned Unit Development 
application. If the development involves the subdivision or 
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partitioning of land, the applicant may request review of its 
subdivision or partitioning application concurrent with Concept 
Development Plan review or defer such review until the time of 
Detailed Development Plan review. 

Response: An application for a Concept Development Plan review was initiated by the record owner. If 
the CDP modification is approved, the Application will request a modification to the approved 
Preliminary Plat to reflect the design changes. 

b. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Existing Conditions. 

A Concept Development Plan shall specifically and clearly show the 
following features and information on the maps, drawings, 
application form or attachments. The Concept Development Plan 
shall be drawn at a minimum scale of one inch equals one hundred 
feet (1"~100') and may include multiple sheets, provided a single 
sheet depicting the entire plan area at greater scale is included with 
the submittal. 

Response: Please refer to the attached plan set, provided in Exhibit A, which demonstrates compliance to 
the requirements set forth in this section. 

4. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Development Information. 

The following information also shall be shown on the Concept Development 
Plan at a minimum scale of one inch equals one hundred feet (1"=100') and 
may include multiple sheets provided a single sheet depicting the entire plan 
area at greater scale is included with the submittal: ... 

Response: Please refer to the attached plan set, provided in Exhibit A, which demonstrates compliance 
with the requirements set forth in this section. The applicant has not submitted detailed architectural 
information for the proposed CDP modification because this information will not be known until the final 
tenants are selected. Instead, the Applicant requests a condition of approval that the Detailed 
Development Plan be reviewed by the Planning Commission, to allow deferral of architectural review 
until the DDP application. 

5. Concept Development Plan: Narrative Statement. A Concept 
Development Plan shall include a narrative statement addressing the 
following: 

a. A description, approximate location and timing of each proposed 
phase of development. Unless otherwise authorized by the Planning 
Commission, a phased development may not exceed five (5) years 
between commencement of development on the first and final 
phases. If this time expires before completion of the project, the 
project is subject to reauthorization under the procedures then in 
place for similar development projects within SCPAs. However: 

(1) provided at least one phase of the approved Concept 
Development Plan proceeds into final construction and is 
completed at least every eighteen (18) months, the expiration 
date shall automatically be extended for another eighteen (18) 
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months. 

Response: A Phasing Plan was approved with the original Orenco Woods COP. The Applicant would 
like to amend the Phasing plan to include additional subareas to Phase I, and revise the general expected 
development timeline. Construction is estimated to between Fall 2008 and Summer of 2009. Frontage 
improvements for Cornelius Pass and Quatama will be completed prior to any occupancy permits in any 
portion of Phase I. Construction of the remaining Phases is anticipated to begin construction in Summer 
of2009. This standard is met. 

(2) an approved Concept Development Plan shall vest for a period 
of two (2) years even if no activity takes place to move a project 
forward to the Detailed Development Plan stage. The vesting 
period for an approved Concept Development Plan of a Major 
Institution shall be five (5) years. Upon approval of the 
Planning Director, and payment of the appropriate fees, the 
vesting period may be extended one time for a period not to 
exceed one (1) year. Notwithstanding this vesting provision, 
any traffic analysis done as a part of the original Concept 
Development Plan approval process does not vest and a new or 
revised Traffic Impact Report shall be required during 
Detailed Concept Plan review if the Planning Director or the 
City Engineer finds that traffic or the transportation system 
characteristics in the vicinity of the project have changed 
during the interim. 

Response: The applicant understands that an approved Concept Development Plan shall vest for a period 
of two years even if no activity takes place to move a project forward to the Detailed Development Plan 
stage. However, this approval may be extended with approval from the Planning Director for a period of 
one year. Due to the change in proposed land uses, a new Transportation Impact Analysis has been 
included in this CDP modification application (see Exhibit D). This analysis will be vested with the 
approval of a Detailed Development Plan. This standard is met. 

b. An explanation of how the proposed development is consistent with 
the purposes of this Section and the intent of the appropriate SCPA 
district. 

Response: Please refer to the response provided to Section 136.ll of this section which demonstrates that 
the proposed development is consistent with the purpose of this section. The SCR-V zone designation 
enables the development of a high-quality mixed-use community that blends in with the existing 
neighborhood and protects significant natural resources and open space. It also meets City goals of 
locating housing close to transit stations, which helps increase options for travel and mitigate impacts on 
the surrounding road transportation network. This standard is met. 

c. A summary statement describing the anticipated traffic impacts of 
the proposed development. 

1) The summary shall include a general description of the impact 
of the entire development on the local street and road network, 
and shall specify the maximum projected average daily trips 
and the maximum parking demand associated with buildout of 
the entire development. 
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2) In addition to this basic information, an applicant either shall: 

a) include a copy of the full traffic impact report specified in 
Section 137 .XVI.B.2 for the full development of all phases 
of the Concept Development Plan; or ..• 

3) If an applicant chooses to pursue option 2(a), the applicant 
may choose among three options for implementing required 
traffic capacity and safety improvements: ..• 

b) The applicant may choose to immediately implement all 
required traffic safety and capacity improvements 
associated with the fully executed Concept Development 
Plan. If this option is selected, no further traffic 
improvements will be required from the applicant. 
However, if a Concept Development Plan is later amended 
in a manner so as to cause tbe projected average daily trips 
or the total parking demand of the development to increase 
over original projections, an additional traffic impact 
report shall be required to be submitted during the 
Detailed Development Plan review process for all future 
phases of the development project and additional 
improvements may be required. 

4) Any traffic impact report done in conjunction with a future 
development phase is subject to review either through a public 
hearing or administrative process which includes the 
opportunity for review by affected agencies and interested 
parties, and the future development proposal is subject to 
imposition of appropriate conditions on that phase of the 
development project to mitigate identified traffic impacts of 
the proposed development. 

Response: Please refer to the Transportation Impact Analysis, conducted by Dunn Traffic Engineering 
and attached in Exhibit D, which analyzes the transportation impacts of the entire Orenco Woods 
community. Frontage improvements along Cornelius Pass and Quatama will be completed prior to the 
issuance of occupancy permits of any development in Phase I, consistent with the Conditions of 
Approval for the Orenco Woods CDP, and following the 3(b) option. This standard is met. 

d. A statement describing the impacts of the proposed development on 
natural resources and on any resources contained in the City's 
Inventory of Cultural Resources, that is within the proposed site. 

Response: The proposed modifications are limited to the southeast comer of the approved Orenco 
Woods Crossing CDP. This subarea does not affect any of the mapped and delineated natural resources 
from the approved Orenco Woods COP. This criterion is met. 

e. In addition to the submittal requirements of the Narrative Statement 
listed above, Concept Development Plan submittals by a major 
institution ... 
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Response: This application does not propose the development for a major institution; therefore this 
section is not applicable. 

Response: 
narrative. 

6. Concept Development Plan Approval. 

b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for Concept 
Development Plan approval only upon finding the following 
approval criteria are met: 

(1) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is consistent 
with the purposes identified in this section and the intent of the 
applicable SCP A district; 

The purpose statements and SCR-V district have been previously addressed in this 

(2) The phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed five (5) 
years between commencement of development on the first and 
last phases unless otherwise authorized by the Planning 
Commission; and 

Response: A revised phasing plan has been included in Exhibit E, which creates additional subareas 
in Phase I for the COP modification district. Although it is dependent on market conditions, construction 
is anticipated to begin in fall of 2008 on the Phase 0 improvements. Construction is expected to continue 
with subsequent phases with all phases are anticipated to be completed within a five year timeframe after 
commencement of construction. This criterion is met. 

(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with 
minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space requirements of Sections 137 and 
138. 

Response: The density for the Orenco Woods community has been determined through the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change approval process. Per the Conditions of Approval for 
ZC 18-05, the density for Orenco Woods shall be in the range of 240 dwelling units, plus or minus five 
percent. This is a density range of 228-252. The proposed development includes 249 residential dwelling 
units, complying with the Condition of Approval. The proposed modification (non-residential uses) 
meets the FAR minimum requirement of 0.40. The development far exceeds the open space requirements 
of Section 13 8 with the provision of a five acre neighborhood park, the Rock Creek regional trail and 
riparian corridor, one acre parcel for the McDonald house, and various pocket parks throughout the 
development. Open Space was reviewed and approved in the original Orenco Woods COP. No changes 
have been proposed to the open space plan in the COP modifications, therefore the original findings 
continue to show compliance with this criterion. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some or all of 
an applicant's proposed alternative development or design elements 
pursuant to the provisions of subsection VII.B.2.e. of this section. 

Response: No alternative design options have been proposed, therefore this section does not apply. 
d. The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as it deems 

necessary to ensure compliance with these elements and other 
applicable standards in Sections 137 through 142. 
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Response: The applicant has not submitted detailed architectural information for the proposed COP 
modification because this information is not known at this time until the final tenant mix is determined. 
Instead, the Applicant requests a condition of approval that the Detailed Development Plan be reviewed 
by the Planning Commission, to allow deferral of architectural review until the DDP application. 

e. If an applicant represents to the Planning Commission, either 
verbally, in writing as part of a submittal, the applicant's intention 
to impose restrictions beyond the minimum requirements of the 
applicable development code(s), including but not limited to Zoning 
Code Sections 136-142, or represents that certain actions or 
conditions, through the use of private Deed Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") or otherwise, will occur, the Planning 
Commission may include such representations and/or CC&R 
provisions in its Concept Development Plan Approval Order. 

Response: The applicant does not propose any specific amendments to the CC&R' s, therefore this 
section does not apply. 

f. Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute approval in 
principle for the proposed phased development; provided, however, 
that Concept Development Plan approval shall be binding as to the 
following particulars: 

(1) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space for the project as a whole; 

(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses, and 
(3) Consistency with the purposes identified in this section. 

Response: Consistent with the findings in this application, the proposed CDP modification will 
establish specific allowed uses, specific minimum densities for residential and non-residential uses, and 
minimum FAR requirements for the southeast comer of the approved Orenco Woods COP. This 
development will be further refined in the Detailed Development Plan application, in conformance with 
this CDP modification. 

g. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the applicant the 
right to proceed with the filing of applications for Detailed 
Development Plan approval in a manner consistent with the 
approved Concept Development Plan, subject to compliance with the 
provisions of this subsection, all applicable requirements in Sections 
136 through 142 of this Ordinance, all other applicable City 
ordinances and regulations, and such conditions of approval as the 
Planning Commission has attached to the Concept Development 
Plan approval. An application for Detailed Development Plan 
approval of the first phase of the Concept Development Plan shall be 
filed not more than eighteen (18) months following the date of a final 
decision approving the Concept Development Plan. 

Response: The Applicant shall file a Detailed Development Plan application within 18 months of the 
approval of the Orenco Woods CDP modification application, to be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. 

h. If a Concept Development Plan was approved by the Planning 
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Commission between August 6, 1996 and City Council approval of 
amendments to Sections 136-142 on Apri115, 1997, at the option of 
the applicant, the provisions relating to the process and 
requirements for submittals for Concept, Detailed and Final 
Development Plans, and the binding requirements of subsection (I), 
above, in effect at the time ofthe application, shall remain applicable 
to that application. 

Response: The Orenco Woods COP was approved by the Hillsboro Planning Commission on May 10, 
2006, therefore this section does not apply. 

f. If the Planning Director denies Detailed Development Plan approval 
or places conditions on the approval which the applicant opposes, 
the applicant may apply to the Planning Commission for an 
amendment to the Concept Development Plan under the applicable 
provisions of Section 136.VII.B.3-6. 

Response: The proposed modification to the approved Orenco Woods COP follows the same procedures 
of Section 136.VII.B.3-6. This procedure treats a COP modification the same as a new COP, which is 
reviewed by the Planning Commission. While this section is not directly applicable since the Orenco 
Woods DDP was approved, it does provide guidance for the review procedures for a COP modification. 

7. Review Standards for Detailed Development Plan Approval. ... 

Response: The Applicant is concurrently submitting an application for a Detailed Development Plan and 
preliminary plat subdivision approval. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

8b. 

9. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Section 137. Development Regulations for Station Community Planning Areas 

II. DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA 

Tables l.a through 1.n contain the development criteria which shall apply 
within each Station Community Planning District. Criteria may vary 
depending on the distance of the project from a light rail station site. These 
differences, if any, are shown in the applicable table as requirements 
applying to development within 1,300 feet of a station site, between 1,301 
and 2,599 feet of the station site, and development 2,600 or more feet from a 
light rail station site. The development criteria for a particular district or 
use consists of the combined requirements of Tables l.a through l.n and 
subsections III. through XI. 

a e : T bl 1 h D eve opment c 0 0 s r1ter1a, tatJon c ommumty es1 entia - 1 age R "d . I V'll (SCR V) -
equirements I allowed within requirements I allowed from 

requirements I allowed 
development criteria 2,600' or more from a lrt 1 ,300' of lrt station 1 ,301' to 2,599' of lrt station 

station 

t/,000 square feet for a single family detached dwelling without an ancillary dwelling unit; 

fl'inimum lot size 
,500 square feet for a duplex or a single family detached dwelling with a detached 

~ncillary dwelling unit; or 3,200 square feet for a detached single family dwelling with an 
~ttached ancillary dwelling unit. None for other use types. 

minimum lot width None 

~inimum lot depth None 

For non-residential uses, 0.50 within 1,300 feet of a light rail station site; 0.40 elsewhere 

minimum ftoor area ratio 
n the District. 0.50 in all areas for emergency service facilities, hotels, residential hotels 
~nd indoor recreational facilities in free standing buildings, except hotels within 800 feet 
of a LRT station shall be 0.75 

non-residential density objective Target employment density within the District is 45 persons per net acre 

fninimum setback from streets and No minimum setbacks except as necessary to accommodate building code, public utility 
lleys easement or public open space requirements. 

Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; Rear: 10 feet for structures with 
minimum setback elsewhere ront loaded garages; for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 feet or less, or 19 

eel or more, measured to the garage door. 
Front: Mid-Rise Apartments: 15 feet 

Front: Multi-Family and Garden Apartments: 15 feet 
Front: Rowhouses and Townhouses: 13 feet 

maximum setback from streets and Front: Single family detached and duplexes: 19 feet 
lleys Side (all housing types): None 

Commercial development in the SCR-V shall comply with the setback requirements for 
the SCC-SC District. 

2 stories within 800 feet of a 
~inimum building height LRT station, otherwise 1 1 story 

story. See also 137 .X 

!maximum building height 3 stories 

!minimum off-street parking Commercial: See Table 2 
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Residential: See Table 3 
Commercial: See Table 2 

14. maximum off-street parking Residential: See Table 3 

15. minimum usable open space See Section 137.XII. 

16. 1T!inimum landscaping 
See Sections 137.XIII., 137.XV.B.1., 137.XVI.B.1.a.(10), 138.1V., and 138.VIII.C.2. and 

D. 

~ere residential use is provided, retail and/or pedestrian-related office or service uses 
~re penmitted on the ground and second floors, office uses are penmitted on and above 

17. mixed use buildings he second floor, and residential units are permitted on and above the second floor. See 
~lso Sections 137.V. and XIV. for requirements in mid-rtse apartments for commercial 
~se. 

18. sidewalks See Section 137 .XV. 

19. MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE None. All lots to be served by public or private streets or alleys. 

At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be residential. Mixed use 

20. other requirements unique to the district esidential/commercial buildings may be up to an additional 20%. Up to 10% of net 
acreage may be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may be 
other employment uses. 

Response: The criteria set forth in Table l.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -
Village (SCR-V) is summarized in each of the following sections. 

lll. MINIMUM LOT SIZE 

R. Standards-

Minimum Jot size: none for other use types 

Response: Only condominium units, commercial development, and other employment uses are proposed 
in this CDP modification application. The minimum lot size for these uses is 'none', therefore the criteria 
is met. No land division is being proposed with this application; a modification to the Preliminary Plat 
will be requested after approval of this CDP modification. 

IV. MINIMUM LOT WIDTH AND DEPTH 

B. Standards -

Minimum Jot width: 

Minimum lot depth: 

None 

None 

Response: There are no minimum Jot width and lot depth requirements for the SCR-V zone, therefore 
the application meets the criteria. 

V. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES, AND 
ANCILLARY DWELLING UNITS 

B. Standards 

1. See Table 1 of this Section. 

2. Each project shall meet minimum residential density requirements. 
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Ancillary dwelling units are included for purposes of determining 
minimum density requirements in new development projects, but in 
an in-fill situation ancillary dwellings shall not be precluded due 
solely to maximum density provisions of any district. Dwelling units 
shall qualify for density calculation purposes regardless of whether 
owner or renter occupied. 

Response: The project proposes to develop 249 dwelling units on 19.4 net developable acres. Thus, the 
development project's calculated net residential density is I 2.8 dwelling units per net acre, which exceeds 
the minimum residential density of 7 dwelling units per acre for an SCR-V zone area beyond 2,600 feet 
from a light rail station and complies with the maximum density of 45 units per acre. 

The Conditions of Approval for the Zone Change outline a specific density for this property of 240 plus 
or minus five percent, which equates to a minimum of 228 and a maximum of 252 dwelling units. On 
19.4 acres, 249 dwelling units calculates to 12.8 dwelling units per net acre. For reference, the following 
table summarizes the calculation of net residential density for a standard SCR-V zone. 

Total Site Area (Gross 

Total Unbuildable Land 

Right-of-way 

Alleys with public access easement 

Stormwater tracts 

Neighborhood Park Tract R*** 

Rock Creek Corridor Tracts P, Q, GG*** 

I 00-year floodplain outside of Rock Creek Tracts 

25% slopes outside of Rock Creek Tracts 

Net Buildable Area (Net Acreage) 

Neighborhood Commercial area 
Other Employment area 

Residential area 

Dwelling Units 

Net Density (Dwelling Units I Net Buildable Area) 

35.8 

6.42 

3.14 

0.29 

5.15 

19.14 

0.45 

1.21 

19.4 

1.9 
1.2 

16.3 

249 

15.3 

***Please note that the majority of25%+ slopes, 100-year floodplain, and wetlands are contained within 
the Rock Creek corridor tracts and neighborhood park. Subsequent calculations are for lands outside of 
the Rock Creek tracts and neighborhood park 

3. Notwithstanding the minimum residential density requirements of 
this Section, one or more dwelling units may be constructed on an 
existing, serviced lot of record upon the effective date of this 
Ordinance within a residential district, in compliance with 
Implementation Measure (N) of the Housing element of 
Comprehensive Plan Ordinance NO. 2793, provided that the design 
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and siting of the dwelling unit or units would allow future 
development of the remainder of the parcel to at least the minimum 
density requirement of the applicable SCPA district in which it is 
located without necessitating demolition or redevelopment of the 
unit or units so constructed. 

Response: No dwelling units are proposed for the existing lot on the subject site. 

4. For the purpose of calculating minimum residential density, 
development proposals may include a reduction in the net acreage on 
a particular site containing driplines of existing mature trees as 
defined in Section 136 (XIII) (B) (3). The net acreage on such a 
parcel may be reduced by subtracting the area within the dripline of 
the mature trees. However, in no case shall the net acreage 
subtracted within the dripline exceed 35% of the original net acreage 
of the site. If a development proposes a reduction in net acreage for 
the purpose of retaining existing mature trees, the development 
application shall include a certified arborist's report and tree 
preservation plan. The approval of the development may be 
conditioned upon implementation of the recommendations for tree 
preservation measures. 

Response: The calculation of net residential density does not include the area contained in the drip lines 
of existing trees. Please refer to the table above which summarizes the net residential density calculation. 
This standard does not apply. 

5. Residential density within an SCR-V project is determined based on 
the amount of net developable acres within three distance categories 
as measured from the light rail station site: 

1,300 feet or less 24 dwelling units per net acre 
1,301 feet- 2,599 feet 15 dwelling units per net acre 
2,600 feet or more 7 dwelling units per net acre 

Response: The majority of this SCR-V project site is 2,600 feet to 3,900 feet from two different light rail 
station sites. A small portion of the northwestern comer of the site is just under 2,600 feet from the NW 
231 st Ave./Orenco light rail station. The net residential density calculation for the project site is I 5.3 
dwelling units per net acre, which exceeds the minimum density requirements for this SCR-V site. Please 
refer to the table above which summarizes the net residential density calculation. As proposed, this 
standard is met. 

6. Residential density requirements within an SCR-V project are 
calculated first, without any deductions or exclusions for other types 
of uses. Net acreage within each of the categories is multiplied by the 
required residential density to determine (1) the total required 
residential dwellings and (2) the average residential density per net 
acre of the project. Once the total dwelling units required for the 
project is determined, housing types and built density may vary 
within the residential village project regardless of distance to the 
station provided the overall residential density requirement of the 
project is achieved and at least fifty percent (50%) of net acreage of 
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a project is used for residential development. An additional twenty 
percent (20%) of the net acreage may be used for mixed use 
commercial/residential buildings. 

Response: Residential density has been calculated on the total net residential site area, resulting in a 
overall residential density of 15.3 dwelling units per net acre. 

7. No phase of a SCR-V project shall be permitted to develop below the 
per acre average residential minimum density unless: (1) it is the 
first phase of the development, consisting of no more than ten 
percent (10%) of the total project; (2) is a phase, when combined 
with those phases already constructed, achieves the minimum 
average density requirement of the district; or (3) the approved 
Concept Development Plan is amended to indicate where the 
proposed reduction in density will be made up through increased 
density in another phase of the project. The project shall not depend 
on redevelopment of early phases to achieve overall minimum 
density requirements. As au alternative to the phasing provisions of 
the paragraph above, an individual phase of a project shall be 
permitted to develop below the required minimum residential 
density upon a demonstration through covenants applied to the 
remainder of the site or project, or other binding legal mechanism, 
that the required density for the project will be achieved at project 
buildout. The increased density allocated to any future phase 
through such a transfer mechanism shall not increase the previously 
allocated density of the subsequent phase by more than ten percent 
(10%). The Planning Commission, as a condition of Concept 
Development Plan approval, may limit the number and total amount 
of such transfers. 

Response: No phase of this project will develop below the per acre average residential minimum density. 
As previously noted, the project exceeds the per acre average residential for this area that is primarily 
beyond 2,600 feet from the nearest light rail station site. The development will contain 249 units. This 
development density adheres to the Conditions of Approval for the Zone Change. The conditions outline 
a specific density for this property of 240 plus or minus five percent, which equates to a minimum of 228 
and a maximum of 252 dwelling units. 

8. Notwithstanding any other prov1s1on of this subsection, the 
minimum density of residential structures constructed within a 
Station Community Residential District on properties within Review 
Area 6, as identified in Figure 7 and in Table 5 of the Hillsboro 
Airport Compatibility Study (May 1993), shall not be less than 7 
dwelling units Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 Section 137. 
Development Regulations for Station Community Planning Areas 
per net acre and the maximum density shall not exceed 12 dwelling 
units per net acre. 

Response: This property is not within Review Area 6, and thus this standard does not apply. 

9. Where proposed residential uses within a district may be 
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incompatible with an adjacent industrial district created by this 
Ordinance or an industrial use existing prior to the effective date of 
this Ordinance or prior to any land use action permitting residential 
development on an affected parcel, the Planning Commission may 
establish a nonresidential buffer of up to 400 feet within the 
residential district from the property line of the industry. Such a 
buffer shall be shown on the zoning map for that district. Non­
residential buffers under this provision shall be used as open space 
or contain any nonresidential uses permitted in the district. The 
minimum required FAR in such an instance shall be 0.35. If the 
buffer/open space exceeds the calculated amount of usable open 
space required of the development project, and if such excess open 
space causes a development project to fail to meet the residential 
density requirements of the district, then the excess open space shall 
be deducted from the net acreage. 

Response: Industrial districts are adjacent to the north of the proposed community. However, the 
industrial area to the north is separated by the Westside light rail line, a buffer in and of itself. It is also 
adjacent to Rock Creek which serves as an additional buffer to the residential community, and has an OS 
designation. 

10. Where a project in the Downtown SCP A includes or abuts the 
SCRDNC District, the density, development and design standards 
contained in Section 138.XIII and Section 139 shall apply. 

Response: The proposed community is not in the Downtown SCP A and does not include or abut the 
SCRDNC District, thus the above criteria does not apply. 

11. Where a project in the Orenco SCPA includes or abuts the SCR­
OTC the density, development and design standards contained in 
Section 138.XIII and Section 140 shall apply. 

Response: The project is not in the Orenco SCPA. Thus, the above criterion does not apply. 

12. Except where a proposed residential or mixed use project is part of a 
phased or on-going development under the same or related 
ownership, residential development within a SCR-HD, SCR-MD, 
SCRLD or SCR-V District located adjacent to a neighborhood of 
single family detached houses located in a subdivision or 
development platted before tbe effective date of the Station Area 
Interim Protection Ordinance, shall transition the type and density 
of the abutting new housing to be compatible with the single family 
character of the previously established neighborhood. Development 
within 100 feet, including road right-of-way, of an existing single 
family neighborhood shall not exceed a density of 7 dwelling units 
per net acre unless the existing neighborhood is zoned at a density 
exceeding 7 units per net acre in which case the new development 
shall match the density of the existing neighborhood. 
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Response: Previously approved portions of the approved Orenco Woods CDP abut the Orenco Townsite 
Conservation (SCR-OTC) district. The design was found to meet this criterion; it does not apply to this 
proposed CDP modification. 

13. Ancillary dwelling units are permitted in the SCR-MD, SCR-LD. 
SCR-V SCR-DNC and SCR-OTC Districts upon compliance with 
the following standards: ... 

Response: The proposed community does not include ancillary units, thus the above criterion does not 
apply. 

14. Where the residential density requirements of any SCPA district 
conflict or overlap with the adopted residential density requirements 
of any other zone or district associated with land uses within 1,300 
feet of a transit trunk route where peak period service is provided on 
at least a 20 minute headway basis and service is provided on the 
route at least every 30 minutes during the off-peak period between 
the hours of 5:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. of the following day, the 
requirement with the greatest residential density provision that 
affects the property shall apply, provided such bus service is in place 
at the time of the Development Review application for the property 
in question. 

Response: The proposed community does not conflict or overlap with the adopted residential density 
requirements of any other zone or district associated with land uses within 1,300-feet of transit trunk 
route; therefore this section does not apply. In addition, the proposed project provides a dense mixed-use 
community as set forth in the Station Community Planning Area guidelines. 

15. If a project proposes to meet minimum residential density 
requirements through or partially through remodeling of and/or 
additions to an existing dwelling, plans for the additional dwelling 
units shall be confirmed during the Development Review application 
process. 

Response: The proposed project does not intend to remodel existing dwellings to meet minimum 
residential requirements. This provision does not apply. 

VI. MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIOS 

B. Standards -

For non-residential uses, 0.50 within 1,300 feet of a light rail station site; 
0.40 elsewhere in the District. 0.50 in all areas for emergency service 
facilities, hotels, residential hotels and indoor recreational facilities in free 
standing buildings, except hotels within 800 feet of a LRT station shall be 
0.75. 

Response: The proposed neighborhood commercial and other employment uses have a total building 
square footage of 53,417, on a site area of 52,619 SF, which results in an FAR of 0.4. This meets the 
standard. 
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VII. MINIMUM NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY OBJECTIVES 

A. Purpose 

Minimum density objectives are a tool for helping to achieve a desired 
intensity of development and encouraging increased use of light rail transit. 
These provisions are intended to help ensure development and employment 
opportunities will occur at levels supportive of transit in areas identified for 
non-residential uses which are within walking distance of light rail stations. 
Data on employment densities also helps the City determine the demand for 
and size of the roadway and infrastructure system. 

In residential districts where non-residential development is a permitted or 
conditional use, specified minimum non-residential density targets may not 
be applicable where such targets cannot be achieved by the size of 
commercial uses permitted in that district. 

Response: Target employment levels are guidelines, rather than standards. Actual employment levels 
will be reviewed with the Detailed Development Plan when the final detailed land uses have been 
determined. This provision does not apply to the COP modification. 

VIII. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM SETBACKS FROM STREETS AND 
ALLEYS 

B. Standards 

l. See Table 1 of this Section. 

Minimum front yard setback from streets and alleys = None, except 
as to accommodate building code, public utility easements or public 
open space requirements. 
Maxim urn front yard setback from streets and alleys = l3 feet for 
rowbouses and townhouses, 15 feet for mid-rise apartments, multi­
family and garden apartments, 19 feet for single-family detached 
and duplexes. 
Maximum side yard setback= None for all housing types 

2. Front setback standards shall apply to all sides of a building 
abutting a street or alley. 

Response: The proposed COP modification includes public streets around the perimeter of the 
modification district, and no public streets or alleys internal to the district. All buildings are within 13 
feet of the public rights-of-way, meeting the maximum front yard setback standards for all uses. Setbacks 
can be reviewed in greater detail in the Detailed Development Plan application. 

X. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS 

B. Standards 

l. See Table 1 of this Section. Within Station Community Planning 
Areas, building height is measured from native grade, four feet 
outside the foundation of the structure. 
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Response: No units are proposed under one story or over three stories. The condominium units will be 
between three stories, the office building will be two stories, and the day care and retail buildings will be 
one story, which is appropriate for a village residential neighborhood. As proposed, this standard is met. 

2. Private recreation facilities within 800 feet of an LRT station in a 
SCRV District may be one {l) story provided the footprint of the 
building and any outdoor recreation facility does not exceed 7,500 
square feet, and such facilities do not abut a major pedestrian route. 

Response: The proposed community does not contain any private recreation facilities. This provision 
does not apply. 

3. The maximum height allowed by Variance to Table l, including any 
roof-top equipment or structures, for all building types and uses in 
all Station Community Planning Area Districts shall be ninety feet 
{90'); except that industrial uses in the SCI or SCBP Districts may 
increase the maximum height for the sole purpose of accommodating 
manufacturing processes, up to a maximum of niuety-niue feet {99'). 

Response: No variance from the maximum height is requested, thus this provision does not apply. 

4. In the event a maximum building height permitted by Table l or by 
this subsection as applied to a specific building site conflicts with 
that specified in the Hillsboro Airport Compatibility Study {May 
1993), and the Federal Aviation Administration continues to certify 
the need for such a height restriction, the Hillsboro Airport 
Compatibility Study shall supersede and control. 

Response: The maximum building height does not conflict with that specified in the Hillsboro Airport 
Compatibility Study, thus this guideline does not apply. 

XI. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS 

B. Standards 

I. Table 2, below, contains the maximum off-street parking ratio 
standards for non-residential development within all SCP A 
Districts. The minimum non-residential off-street parking 
requirements of such uses within SPCAs is equal to fifty 
percent (50%) of the maximum. Table 3 contains the minimum 
and maximum off-street parking standards for residential and 
similar uses. Variance to minimum and maximum parking 
standards is allowed. Pursuant to the results of the Traffic Impact 
Study required under Section 137.XVI.B.2., the City Engiueer may 
require off-street parking above the minimum standard to mitigate 
impacts of a use on the street system. 
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Table 2: Maximu m Non-Residential Parkinq Standards in Station Community Districts (ll 

Maximum Pal1<ing More Than 1,300 Feet Minimum 
And Less Than 2,600 Feet (1/2 Mile->/-) Bicycle 
From A LRT Station (per 1000 square Par1<ing (4) 

LandUse(2) feet (greater of two 
of gross floor area, spaces or the 

unless otherwise specified } following): 

!Retail and Service Commercial (5) 6.2 II 0.25(6) I 
MedicaUDentaWeterinary Clinics, Medical Office 5.9 0.25 I Buildings 

!office and Similar Uses (7) 4.1 0.125 I 
Eating or Dnnking Establishments: 

Fast Food 9.0 2.0(9) 
Casual Dining (8) 15.0 0.25 
Fine Dining 12.0 0.125 

Theaters, Conference Centers and Assembly Halls 0.5 space per seat 1 space per 20 
seats 

!Health Spa, Gym, Indoor Sport Club 6.5 1.5 I 
!Bowling Center 6 spaces per lane jj0.5 spaces per lane! 

jSocial club, amusement or recreation facility 6.8 I 0.125 

jlibrary or Reading Room 4.8 I 2.0 

'Hotel or Residential Hotel (10) 1.0 space/ guest room, I 0.125 
plus 0.6 space per employee (11) 

College, University, Technical School, or High 0.3 space per FTE student and 5% of FTE, day 
School employee students 

Elementary, Middle and Junior High Schools 

I 
0.8 spaces per employee 

I 
10% of FTE, non~ 

bussed day 
students 

Places of Worship, Mortuaries and similar peak- I 0.5 space per seat I 1 space per 40 
loading facilities seats 

~M~ed-Use Residential 

I 
100% of the spaces per dwelling unit 1 per dwelling plus 
allowed in Table 3, plus 75% of the commercial 
spaces required for the commercial 

!Fairgrounds and OUtdoor Sports Facilities 

II 
1.0 per 1,000 sq. n. of visitor space 12.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. 

of visitor space 

Manufacturing, Processing, Compounding, light 

II 
4.5 

II 
0.20 

Industrial, Predominantly Industrial Flex Space, 
Campus Industrial And Accessory Industrial Uses 

!Laboratories and Research Facilities II 5.0 II 0.20 

Additional footnotes for Table 2: Maximum Non~Residential Parldng Standards in Station Communitv Districts. 
(1) Parking standards within this table apply onfy to property within 2,600 feet of a Light Rail Station. For property outside that distance the 
City~wide parking standards contained in Zoning Ordinance Section 84 shall apply. 
(2) Where a particular use is not listed, approximate based on the most analogous use shown in the table. 
(3) Upon the effective date of any City of Hillsboro ordinance to implement Metro legislation adopting Region-wide parking standards for all 
local jurisdictions within the Metro boundary any maximum parking standards shall be those established by such ordinance. 
(4) Except in the case of schools, the first 2 spaces of any required bicycle parking and 10% of those thereafter must be covered or within 
lockers. Except for schools, at the option of the applicant, required bicycle parking ratios may be reduced by 75% after the first fifty (50) 
spaces. 
(5) Includes automotive service uses in the SCC-HOD. 
(6) Required bicycle parking at automotive service uses within the SCC~HOD is lspace per 20 employees. 
(7) Includes office buildings, flex space and mixed use buildings that are predominantly in office use, governmental uses, and child care 
facilities. 
(8) Examples of this type include Applebee's, Elmer's, Hale's, Shari's, Newport Bay, Reedville Cafe, etc. 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
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(9) Bicycle parking for all restaurant uses shall be calculated using the dining area space only. 
(10) May add additional spaces to accommodate restaurants open to non-guests, at the applicable casual dining ratio. 
(11) Where a per employee standard is used in this table, the number of employees on the largest eight-hour working shift is to be used in 
the calculation~ except in the case of a continuous industrial process use with approximately equal shift staffing where a multiplication factor 
of 1.5 may be applied. Otherwise, no additional parking allowance is made for shift overlap. 

T bl 3 R .d r I P k. St d d . St r C a e es1 en 1a ar rn~ an ar s 1n a1on ·1 o· t · t ommunrty IS fiC S 

!Housing Type I Minimum Required Parking II Maximum Allowed Parking Jl Minimum Required 
(Per Dwelling Unil) (Per Bed10001) Bicycle Panting (1) 

jsingle Fami~ Delached II 1.0 II 0.90 II None 

jsingle Family Attached II 1.0 II 0.90 II None 

JjRowhouse II 1.0 II 0.90 II None 

JjTownhouse II 1.0 II 0.90 II 1.0 

jouplex II 1.0 II 0.90 II 1.0 

jAttached Duplex II 1.0 II 0.90 II 1.0 

jMu!O-Fami~ Dwelnng I 1.5 II 0.90 II 1.0 I 
jGarden Apartmenl II 1.25 II 0.90 II 1.0 I 
!Mid-rise Mutti..famHy II 1.5 II 0.90 II 1.0 I 
Flats and Apartments over 

II 
1.0 

II 
0.90 

II 
1.0 

I Commercial space, and for UveJVolork units 

jsenior Housing II 0.25 II 0.75 II None I 
Student Housing 

II 
0.25 

II 
0.75 

II 
1 per room 

I (Per donnitory ~pe room) 

(1) Expressed 1n number of covered b1cyde parktng spaces per dwelling. 

2. Off-street surface parking provided by any project or use within a 
Station Community Planning Area sball be at or below tbe 
maximum standards listed in this subsection. Multi-family, student 
housing and senior housing uses listed in Table 3, Maximum Allowed 
Parking, includes off-street sbort-term and guest parking. 

Response: The proposed CDP modification contains 64 condominium dwelling units. Each of the eight 
condominium buildings contains eight private garage parking spaces, plus eight driveway spaces. In 
addition, there are twelve general parking spaces in the condominium complex, for a total of 140 spaces 
for 64 units, or 2.19 spaces per unit. This exceeds the minimum standard of 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit 
required for Multi-Family Dwellings. The maximum parking requirement is based on the number of 
bedrooms, which is not known at this time. To meet the maximum parking standard, each unit would 
need an average of 2.4 bedrooms per unit. This standard will need to be confinned during the Detailed 
Development Plan process. Bicycle parking for the residential units is required as one parking space per 
unit, which can be accommodated within the private garages, therefore this standard is met. 

The proposed CDP modification contains 35,777 SF of neighborhood commercial uses, which has a 
maximum parking ratio of 6.2 spaces per thousand square feet, or a maximum of 222 spaces. The 
minimum is 50 percent of the maximum, or Ill spaces. The neighborhood retail parcel contains I 07 
spaces. The proposal also contains 17,650 SF of other employment uses, which has a maximum parking 
ratio of 4.1 spaces per thousand square feet, or 72 spaces. The minimum is 50 percent of the maximum, 
or 36. The plan proposes 46 spaces, which exceeds the standard, but when considered in combination 
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with the neighborhood retail, the overall plan meets the standard. The total maximum is 294, the total 
minimum is 147. The total number of proposed stalls is 153. 

7. No maximum bicycle parking standards apply, but a minimum of 
two (2) covered spaces (or one (1) locker) per establishment is 
required regardless of calculation results. Where a calculation 
would otherwise result in a required bicycle parking requirement of 
less than two (2) spaces, owners of one or more adjacent small uses, 
or a single owner of a commercial building with multiple tenants, 
may aggregate their respective gross square footage into one 
calculation and provide the requisite number of common or joint use 
bicycle parking spaces; in which case the requirement for a 
minimum of two (2) covered spaces per establishment shall no 
longer apply provided at least two covered joint use spaces are 
provided by the consortium of users. 

Response: Bicycle parking will be reviewed in detail with the Detailed Development Plan. 

8. Where calculation of maximum residential parking results in fewer 
parking spaces than the required minimum, the minimum 
requirement shall apply. 

Response: The maximum allowable residential off-street parking calculation does not result in fewer 
parking spaces for than the minimum, thus this provision does not apply. 

XII. MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 

B. Standards 

1. Residential subdivisions, Residential Village, commercial and 
industrial developments in all districts shall include usable open 
space within a project based on the gross acreage of the project. In 
the SCC-CBD, and SCC-HOD Districts, the minimum amount of 
usable open space shall be five percent (5%) of gross acreage within 
the project. In the SCC-MM District the following provisions apply: 
In all other Districts the following table shall apply: 

Orenco Woods Crossing- Concept Development Plan (CDP) Modification Application 

~ 
City of Hillsboro Page 33 
August I, 2008 
WRG Design, Inc. 

Orenco Woods 
CROSSING 



Response: Open space requirements were reviewed with the approved Orenco Woods COP. The 
proposed modification does not change the open space calculations. Therefore, the adopted open space 
findings show compliance with the standard. 

III. CONCLUSION 
The above narrative and the attached exhibits explain how this proposal meets all applicable code 
requirements for properties located in Station Community Planning Areas as outlined in Sections 136 -
142 of the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance. The Applicant respectfully requests approval of this modification 
to the approved Orenco Woods Concept Development Plan (COP) for the 55 acres described in this 
application. Approval of this application will allow the applicant to develop a thoughtfully designed 
mixed-use neighborhood that is respectful of the adjacent existing neighborhood's concerns, preserves 
valuable natural resources, and is consistent with the goals of the City of Hillsboro for Station 
Community Planning Areas. 
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STORM SEWER NOTES 

.® g:A~t.l:L•t63.20 
IE 10" PVC OUT 180.70 
C/L FlOW•179.40 

@ 24" CMP 
IE•1J5.17 (NE) 
IE=135.97 (SW) 

@ 8" PVC 
IE-140.80 {SW) 
1(•140.98 (NE) 

@)tz·~c 
IE•HS4.16 (E) 

® f:ri~i (st) 

SANITARY SEWER NOTES 

@ ~N ~~164.36 
IE 4" P~ IN (NW) 
IE 8'" PVC OUT (S) 
CL FlOW-176.50 

CD SAN lotH 
Rl\4 143.98 
IE 48" CONC IN (NE} 
IE 48" CONC OUT (SW) 
ru. t24.n 

-~~~~~~- ,. "' 
- ----- - ----- -

IHI c I 
I I r---------
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• CATCH BASIN 

• - STORM t.IANHC!L£ 

- SANITARY MANHCU: 

• - ~LEPHONE VAULT 

• - POVER RISER 

'"" SlREET UGHT 

• - GAS·VALVE 

~ - Host SIB 

- WA Tt:R lo!ETER 

4 - FlRE HYDRANT 
- WATER VAL\1:: 

- ~.!All BOX 

------- RIGHT-CF-'WAY LINE 
~- - ~- - CENTER UN£ 

-~~~- - SANITARY ~ UN£ 

------ - FENCE UNE 
~-------~- EXISTING 5' CONTOURS 

EXISTING 1' CONTOURS 

STORM SEWER UNE 

WETLAND UNE 

100 ~ FlOODPL.AlN UNE 

100- YR FLOOOWAY UNE 

SNRO 25 fT UPlAND TREE IWPACT UNt: 

-- - -- CWS SNRO llllE J.SElBACK LINE 
- - ~ - '- CWS SNRO 75' lt.IPACT liNE 
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IE 
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• - EXISTING ASPHALT SURfACE 

Kt~~XI-- ExtsnNc CONCIIElE SURFACE 
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~ - SNRO UPLAND RESCOURCE AREA 

*~- lREE TO Bf; ~0\IEO 
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ELEVATION so STROM DRAIN 

SHEET LEGEND 

~ 

~(!) 
Oz 
~-w(f) 
O:(J) 
w 0 w a: a: 
1- 0 
...... 

(f) (/) (/) 
z 0 w 
0 0 1-
1- a: 
0 0 w z 
~ 

o..o z o~ 
0 a:w 
0 0 o_a: 

0 
(!J 0 w f1 z z a: 
1- :::> 0 w 1- ID 
1:!2 a: z rn 

-' X 0 w -' w > :E 

PROJECT NO: """'"" DAm """' 
DESIQNEO BY: ""-
OAAWN BY: UlL 

CHECKED BY: "'" 

EX CON./ 
TREE REMOVAL 

C102 1455 



STORM SEWER NOTES 

CDWt~~,~~ ®-~ ~-"'~vc OUT (~*:) 
1£ 12" PVi::- IN ~NW) 
IE 10" ·PVC IN SW) @slOR:W I.IH 
IE 12' PVC OUT (NE) RIM.179.02 
C/1. fLOW 180.47 IE 30"" PVC IN (NW) 

®~ ~'ti'n. (NE) 

IE JO" PVC_ OUT (S) 
C/1. FLOW 158.20 

IE 12" PVC (NW) 
@ ~A~ ~-'f76.59 

@~A~Mti_.,.186.54 
@~~~~~ IE 10" -PVC OUT SE 

182.2-4 IE 30" PVC IN (NW) 
C/1. Fl.OW...181.0<(. tE 27" PVC OUT (SW) 

@sTORM MH 
C/L FlOW 164.88 

RIW 185.23 
® :~~;;~~ (Wl. IE 12" PVC IN tNW) 

IE 12"' PVC au (S) IE-tTh07 (E) 
IE 10" PVC IN (W) 
C/li'LOW 179.47 @ -36" cONe. 

@.g:A~wri. .. ,a<~..es 
IE 151.31 (SE) END 

IE 10" PVC OUT (E) 180.4-3 ® :;-,g~t (SE) END 
C/L flQW.o-179.45 · ORIGINAllON UNKO'IIN 

0~A~w~ .. ,83.n ® ~10R£~ .. ~-39 
IE 10" PVC OUT (E) !78..56 IE 36" CONC IN (W) 
C/l FLO~ln.oo IE 36" CONe OUT (E) 

@STORM MH 
C/L FLOw' 153.75 

RIW 181.07 
@ ~EA GR~~\L 110.38 IE; 12" PW IN (N) 

IE 18" PVC IN (W) TOE GRATE EL Hss:s3 
IE 18" P'ot OUT (S) 12" 'pvc OUT (N) 
'cJL FlOW 176.17 IE 187.07 

®~A~~~~ei-160.10 ® ~l~it.-~~3.39 
It tO" OUT (NE) 175.90 
C/l FLOW:-174.80 

IE 38" CONC iN (NW) 
IE 36- CONC OUT (E) 
C/1.. FlOW 158.97 

@ STORt.l IIIIi 

®~ATE EL 165.73 
RIM 177.74 
IE 18~ PVC IN (N) 
IE 24" PVC IN (W) 1£ 36" COHC OUT (SE) 
I[ JO" PVC OUT (SE) 1£=160.23 
C/1.. FlOW 169.59 

' ' I 
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I 
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•• 
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i 

/":".. • ---0 25 50 100 

LEGEND 
• CAret; BASIN 

o STORM WANHCl£ 

o - SAMITARY ~.i.NHOLE 

• - TEI..EPHoNE VAULT 

• - POWER RlstR 
H:t - SlREET UGHT 

W GAS VM.V';. 

11 HOS£ BIS 

- WATER t.IElER 

- WATEJi VALVE 
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-- - -- - CENTER UNE 
. sANITARY SEv.ER UHE 
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--···-- 'lo£1l.AND LINE 

_,,.,.,.,,_- 100 YR. FLOOOPLAIN UNE 

----• - 1~ YR Fl.OOOWAY UNE 
---~ .. ..:.. .• ..:.... -. SNRO 25 FT· UPLAND TREE IUPACT UNE 
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STORM SEWER NOTES 

@~~~42..10 

@ ~Tr~~42.50 
@> 24• )oiETAl.. 

1£•149.01 (E) 
1Ea145.42 (W) 

MATCH UNE C101 

• 
• • 
• 
• 

---0 25 _so 10:0 

- CA. TCH BASIN 

- STORM MANHOL£· 
- ~ITAAY· MANHOLE 

- 'TE!D>HONE VAULT 
POWEf( RISER 

sJREEr UGHT 
GAS VALVE 

HOSE-BIB 

WATER ME"Iffi. 

<> FIRE HYORANT 

WAlER VALVE 
MAIL BOX 

------- RtGHT-Of'..;.WAY UNE 
-- - -- - CENTtR UNE 

SANIT AAY SEWER UNE 

F'ENC£ tJNE 
··---110-·.o--...: EXIS11NG 5' CONTOURS 

···---.. ···--··-- EXISTIN.G., 1' CONTOURS 

- --~ - - stqR:Io!. SEv.£R W* 

-····-···-- 'l£1l.ANO LiNE 

_,,.,,..,,_- too YR FlOOOf>LAJN l.JNE 

c 
0 

" 

1 00 YR FlOOOWA Y UNE 

SNRO 25 fT_ UPLAND lREE ll.tPACT UNE 

CWS SNRO Tln.E 3 _ SE18ACK UNE 

CWS SNRO 75' IIAPACT UNE 

• - EXISTING AsPHALT SURf A~ 

. f2kWI - EXISl!NG CONCRETE ·SURFACE 

•• - EXISTING GRAVEL SURFACE 

• - OOSTING CfO:EEI< 

~-- ~. RO t.i.PLANO RE5CouRCE AREA 
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* 
- -· DIAM£TE:'R DECIDUOUS mEt 
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- - • OIAM£1ER CONIFEROUS JR£E 
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C::::::, - SHRUB/HEDGE 
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C101 

SHEET LEGEND 
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MATCH LINE C604 

Day Core 
8,050 st 
1 ·Le~el 

Retoil 
7,500 sf 
1 Level 

... _,. ..... 
i 
r 
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' ' 
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I ! 

~·.'·1?1·:... I -~.;1 : 
I; I 

I i 
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I L: 
I 

I~ 
1!3 
I~ 

ii 
':to 
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PROf>9SEO WOOI~TlON RjGHt-Of-WAY UN 

- - - -- PROPOSED MOOIACATION LOT UNE 

-- - -- - 'e:XISTJNG CEN~ UNE 

::::::::::::::= -· EXISTING CIJRS LINE 
P~Cf'osal WOOifiCA liON CURS UNE 
E>OSllNG gpAIJ( 
PROPOSED loiOOIFlC\TION SIDEWALK 

EXISTING_ WEn.ANO UNE 

EXISliNG 1 00 'l'R FLOODPLAIN UNE 

•w•n•••u•n••-. EXISllNG 100 YR F\.OOOWAY UNE 

SHRO 25 FT UPLAND lREE M:' ACT UN£ 

CWS SNRO llllE 3-SETBACK 

cws· SNRO 75'- IWPACT UNE 

====== -' PROPOSED t.IOOIFICA TION BUilDING OUllJNE 

- EXISTING UP!..AHD TREE ~SOURct AREA 

- EXISTING CONCRffi SURfACE 

- EXISllNG CREEK 

llJ[J 

llJ[J 

- PROPOSED -loiOOiflCAllOH PARKING SPACE 

- PARKING SPACE 

P AAKlNCl ANALYSIS 
fARK!Nf!· spACE OfiAfl S 

ON STREET PARKING: 23' 
OFF STREET PARKING; 20' 

ON/OFF" S1R£ET PARKING:- 9' 

CONOOUIN!UI.I PARKING: 140 SPACES 
OIPLOYMEN'r-PAAIONG TOTAL Sf: ·17,650; PARKING: -46 SPAC£5 
NEIGHBORHOOO c<lt.lt.IEROAL TOTAL SF: 35,777; PARKING: 107 SPACES 

WIA[ PARKING WI!NJS OADP!fJCATIONl 

Off STRE£T PARKING; 293 SPACES 
ON S1REET PARI<ING; 29 SPACES 

---0 so ... 
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CWS sNRO TillE 3 ·SETBACk 

CWS SNRO 75' ii.IPACT UNE 

PROPoSED t.IOOIFIC"TION 9UIU>ING OUTLINE 

~ - EXISliNG UPL..A.NO TREE RESOURCE AREA 

CI:;1] - EXISTING CONCRETE . SURF ACE 

~~~ - EXISTING CREEK 

(IJ[) - PROPOSED l.IOOIFICATION PARKING SPACE 

([I[) - PARKING SPAC£ 

0 25 so >00 

SHEET LEGEND 

(!) 
z 
(/) 
(/) 

·~· 
0 
(/) 

zO 

~8 
0~ z 
~a a:o 
rEz 
ww 
1-a: 
rnO 

"""-'CT ""' 

"'"' OE8!CH:D SY: 

ORA.WN 6Y: 

CHeO<ED'"' 

(/) 
w 
i= 
0: w z a.. 0 0 (!J 

0: w 
a.. a: 

0 
w 6 0: a: 
::::> 0 
1- m 
z en 
w :::l 
> :r 

"""""" 
""""' 

"" "" .... 

SITE 
PARKING PLAN 

C602 1463 



-:::] 
-.-. 

'! i 
I I 

: I 
I I 

i I 
I I 

: 1 
l 
• 

i 
' 

i 
' 

i 
• 

i 
• • 
I 
• 

i 
I 

j 
• 

i 
• 

i 
' 

I~ 
I~ 
I~ 
~~ 

I 
I 

I 

~! 
_j 

OWNED BY 
CITY OF HILLSBORO 

' ' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~- I 
o~ I 

--~- : 
-~, I. 

-~ I 

--~ : 
--~-- I. 

----..__ I ',---: 

'I 
I 

I§ 
lo 
lUI 
I~ 
l:t: 
If;! 
l:i 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 

c_ _________ _ 

---------.--
ElOSllNC RJGHT-Of-;-WAY UN£ 
f"RClPosEo WOOIFJCAllON _RIGHT-Of-WAY UHE 

~ WOD!F1CATJ6H LOT UNE 

- - - - EXlSllNG CENTtR UNE :=== -EXISTING OJREJ UN£ PROPOSED t.ICX)IACAllotl OJRB UN£ 
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EXISTING RIG'HT-Of"-WAY UN£ 
PROPOSED t.tOOIF1CA110N RIQiT-Of-WAY UN£ 
PROf)OSED hiODIRCA110N LOT UN£ 

- - - - EXISTiNG CENTER UNE 
- EXISllNG CURB UNE 

=
=== PROPOSal MODiflCATlON CURB UNE - EXISTING SIDEWALK 

PROPOSED NOOiRcA TION SIDEWALK 

EXISllNG 'fiElt.AND UNE 

---- - EXIS;TlHG 100 )'R flCIOOPI...A!N UNE 
••u•u••u••w• -. EXISTiNG 100 'rR n.OOOWAY UNE 

- --·-- _, -- SNRO 25FT UPI..ANO JR;E· IWPACT UN£ 

- - - - - CWS SNRO 1ln.£ 3 st'TBACK 
- - - ~ - CWS SNRO 15' UoiPACT LlNE 

=--= - PROPOSED MODIRCAllON BUILDING OUTliNE 

. ~ - EXISliNG vP1.AN0 18EE RESOURCE AREA 

fTII3 -EXISllNG CQIICRETE SI.JR10 ACE 

Ill -EXISTING CREEK 

[JJ!) - f'fiOPOSED WOOIACATIOH PARI<lNG SPACE 

(IJ[) - PARKING SPACE 

0 25 so >00 
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.,,. 
l.ANOSCAPE STRIP 

vmES 
O.!l'-2.0' 

SEE ~TE PLAN 

0.50' -'-H---'0.~. 

ALLEY TYPE A 
SCAlE: NlS 

ALLEY TYPE B 
SCAL£:. NlS 

PRIVATE STREET TYPE A 
SC~ NTS 

PRIVATE STREET TYPE B 
SCALE: NTS 

LOCAL STREET 
SCALE: NTS 

STREET B 
STREET 2 

1.00' 

1.00' 

VARIES 
0.5'-2.0' 

S£! SIT£ Pl.AN 

SIRE£1 SECTION TABLE 

. LOCAL STREET/ BRIDGE SECllON 

A LOCAl: STREET -
B LOCM. SlRE£T 
C . LOCAl- STREET 

" 20 
21 

2\o 

. CORNEUUS PASS 
QUAHTAI.t,O. 

All£Y TYPE" B 
Ai..L£y TYP£ 8 

AU£Y TWE 0 
Al.l£Y TYPE A 

"" ~NaJUS- PASS HAlF SlREE1j 
QUATANA.HALF SlREET . I 

(') 
z 
(/) 
(/) 

0 
(/) a: z 0 0 
1- (/) (/) 
0 0 LU 
LU 1-(/) 0 a: 
1- 0 LU z LU 
~ 

0. 0 LU 0 Cl a: a: w 
1- 0 0. a: 
(/) 0 

...J 0 LU c5 
<(Z a: a: 

:::> 0 ow 1- !D 

o.a: z (/) 
...J 

~0 LU ...J 

> :r: 

STREET 
SECTIONS 
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f-------------28.5' ... ---,--------,-----r--,--,-------,-~- , .... ~--------j 

CULVERT CROSSING 
SCAL£: NTS 

------'---j f----t-~---r- ~~SCAPE SlRIP 

PUBLIC PARK STREET 
SCALE: NTS 

!---------------------,--HAlF RI~~O~ WAY------------4, 
I 

7.90' Of 
14' lURN_LANE-t--~~TIM;a_"j ' ' L,_so· 

' 
AC tiFT CLASS 'c' 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO Planning Department 

m 
150 East Main Street, Hillsboro, OR 97123 

4'" Floor • 503/681-6153 
FAX 503/681-6245 

www.ci.hillsboro.or.us 

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

NOTICE TO APPLICANT: On original application form, please print legibly using black/dark blue ink or type. Applicants are 
advised to review the list of submittal requirements and recommendations indicated on each land use application form and in 
the applicable Ordinance prior to submitting an application. When applicable, applicants are also advised to submit three (3) 
draft application packages in advance of deadline dates for public hearings: a list of meeting dates and deadlines is available 
on request. INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE SCHEDULED FOR PUBLIC HEARING UNTIL THE PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT RECEIVES ALL REQUIRED SUBMITTAL MATERIALS. 

~
TRACKING INFORMATION (For Office use onty) J 
F1le # Planner _________________ ,Hearing Date:---------

Applicant Property Owner ________________ _ 

APPLICATION TYPE:rplea se checkoneJ 

0 Original Concept Development Plan: original application for a new concept development plan. 

18 Concept Development Plan Modification: modification of an existing concept development plan. 

SITE LOCATION & DESCRIPTION 
Tax Map #(s) 1N23500, 1 N235CB & 1 N235CA Tax Lot #(s) 3400, 8200 & 1 00(.5 acre portion) 

F t St t Add 
22180 NWBirch Street (Formerly 22200 NW Birch Street) ron age ree or ress _________________________________ _ 

N C S 
Northeast corner of NW 225th Avenue and NW Birch Street earest ross treet. ______________________________________ _ 

Plan Designation RL, RM, FP, OS Zoning SCR-V Site Size,_5_5_·0_5 _______ acres or sq. ft. 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 
Project Type/Narrative Summary: (Provide a brief summary and specify project type: Single Family Residential (SFR}, Multi­

family Residential (MFR), Commercial, Industrial, Mixed Use) The applicant requests approval of a modification to 

the approved CDP 1-06. The modification will add an additional type of residential structures and add 

neighborhood commercial and other employment uses to the southeast corner of the site. 

Proposed Project Name Orenco Woods Crossing 

4 251 
# of Phases Proposed Total# of Lots -----

16.36 
Useable Open Space & Improvements _____ % 

If ResidenUal. please indicate the no. of units: Tota1
249 120 65 64 

SFR Detached SFR Attached ___ MFR_ 

Maximum Lot Size 
8

•
850 

sq.ft. Minimum Lot Size_1_·0_8_0 _______ sq.ft. 

Average Lot Size 3•
252 

sq.ft. I# of lots below average size __ _ (not to exceed 30% - applicable only to residential) 

NOTE: If a residential proJect is proposed, a Residential Density Calculation Worksheet (attached) must be submitted. 

If Mixed Use please specify types of uses and approx1mate percentages of overall site are in each use: 

C . 110 " I d . I 5.5 " R .d . 184.5 ,, ommerc1a 1o n ustna 10 es1 entia ____ " 

If Commercial or Industrial: # of Non-residential buildings: _
6 ___ _ 53,427sf 

Total square footage:------

CONTINUED ON PAGE 2 
last ReV1sed· February 1. 2006 
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CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

(CONTINUED) 

DETAILED SITE INFORMATION 

Are any of the following present on the site? If so, please specify number of acres and/or percentage of site affected. 

Floodplain 13.6 acres/25% Wetlands 4.11 acres/7% Significant Natural Resources 15.89/29% 

Cultural Resources 0·51 ac 11 % Airport Noise Contours N/A Slopes greater than 25% 6·59ac/12% 

Are alternative design standards requested? 0 Yes 11!1 No (If Yes, cffe applicable code standards.) 

Water Provider: Ill City of Hillsboro 0 Tualatin Valley Water District 0 Other:---------------
. . . NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east· 

Does the srte have access to Crty Street(s) Ill Yes 0 No (Please explam) ' 

NW Quatama Rd to the south; and pedestrian and emergency vehicle access off NW 225th Ave to the west. 

Does the site have access to County Road(s) 0 Yes Ill No (Please explain)----------------

Are there existing structures on the site? Ill Yes 0 No (If Yes, briefly explain future status of structures.) McDonald House 

will be retained. Golf buildings to be removed. 

OWNERSHIP AND APPLICANT INFORMATION 

P Ow N ) 
Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC - Kelly Ritz 

roperty ner(s) ame(s ---------------------------------

M .
1
. Add IS rz· 4230 SW Gatewood Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97035 arrng ress tate rp ________________________________ _ 

Phone# 503-387-6702 Fax# 503-387-7617 Email Address kritz@dmrealty.com 

Does the owner of this site also own any adjacent property? 0 Yes 13 No (If Yes, please list tax map and tax lots) 

Property Owner's Sign~ture @SJ ~ ·· Date:_I-'---Z,_4.:...-_0_D-=-----

(/f more than one property owner. please attnB:ditional sheet with names and signatures.) 

A I
. t N Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC - Kelly Ritz 

pprcan ame·--------------------------------------
4230 SW Galewood Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97035 Mailing AddressiStatefZip ________________________________ ___ 

Phone# 503-387-6702 E .
1 
Add kritz@dmrealty.com 

?"><;::;==--==--- mar ress. ________ -:------

Applicant's Signature._..c;::=r;...,;>t,.._-+11-'f'-"f------------Date I -'2..4'- D a' 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3 

las! Revised: February 1, 2008 2 



CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

(CONTINUED) 

DETAILED SITE INFORMATION 

Are any of the following present on the site? If so, please specify number of acres and/or percentage of site affected. 

Floodplain Wetlands Significant Natural Resources ___ _ 

Cultural Resources. ____ _ Airport Noise Contours. ____ _ Slopes greater than 25%. _____ _ 

Are alternative design standards requested? 0 Yes 0 No (If Yes, cite applicable code standards.) 

Water Provider: 0 City of Hillsboro 0 Tualatin Valley Water District 0 Other:----------------

Does the site have access to City Street(s) 0 Yes 0 No (Please explain)----------------

Does the site have access to County Road(s) DYes D No (Please explain)----------------

Are there existing structures on the site? DYes 0 No (If Yes, briefly explain future status of structures.). ______ _ 

OWNERSHIP AND APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Property Owner(s) Name(s) Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. 

Mailing Address/State/Zip 21865 NW Ouatama Road, Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Phone# 503-648-1862 Fax# Email Address ----------------------
Does the owner of this site also own any adjacent property? 0 Yes ~No {If Yes, please list tax map and tax Jots) 

Applicant Name ___________________________________ _ 

Mailing Address/State/Zip ________________________________ __ 

Phone # __________ .Fax # _________ Email Address _____________ _ 

Applicant's Signature _____________________ Date··-------------

Applicant's interest in property _______________________________ _ 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3 

last Rev1sed· February 1, 2008 2 
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CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

(CONTINUED) 

ADDITIONAL PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

C 
.. 

1 
E . WRG Design, Inc. -John Howorth, P.E. 

lVI ngmeer----------------------------------

M 
.. S /Z' 5415 SW Westgate Drive, #100, Portland, OR 97221 

a1hng Address/ tate IP·------------------------------
Phone # 503-419-2500 Fax# 503-419-2600 Email Address john.howorth@wrgdesign.com 

Architect~-----------------------------------

Mailing Address/State/Zip. _____________________________ _ 

Phone# _________ ,Fax# _________ ,Email Address. ___________ _ 

dd
.. WRG Design, Inc.- Mimi Doukas, AICP, RLA 

A 1t1onal Personnei•--------------------------------

M 
.
1
. S /Z' 5415 SW Westgate Drive, #100, Portland, OR 97221 

a11ng Address/ tate 'P·------------------------------

ph 503-419-2500 F # 503-419-2600 E .
1 
Add mimi.doukas@wrgdesign.com one# ax mat ress. ___________ _ 

Additional Personnel'--------------------------------

Mailing Address/State/Zip. _____________________________ _ 

Phone #· _________ ,Fax # _________ ,Email Address. ___________ _ 

COMPLETENESS CHECK 
(For Office Use Only) 

Received by __________________ Date ______________ _ 

Accepted as complete by _____________ _ Date _______________ _ 

Additional reviews pending? 0 Yes 0 No If yes, File# ___________________ _ 

Receipt# ___________________ Fee(s) Paid ____________ _ 

last Revised_ February 1. 2006 3 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
Planning Department 

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, OR 97123 
Suite 250 • 5031681-6153 

FAX 5031681-6245 
www.ci.hillsboro.or.us 

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
CALCULATION WORKSHEET 

To monitor compliance with State regulations and the Metro Functional Plan, the City must track the net densities 
of new residential developments in the City. This worksheet must be completed by the applicant and submitted 
with the preliminary application for any residential Subdivision, Planned Unit Development, Concept Development 
Plan, Major Partition, Minor Partition, or Development Review approval. 

Project Name: Orenco Woods Crossing 

Developer 1 Applicant: Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC -Kelly Ritz 

Project Site Address: 22180 NW Birch Street 

Tax Map #(s) 1 N23500 & 1 N235CB 

Plan Designation RL, RM. FP, OS 

Tax Lot #(s) 3400 & 8200 

Zoning SCR-V 

Minimum density is calculated on net residential acreage, which is gross acreage minus "undevelopable land": 

1. Dedications for public rights-of-way and easements, and for internal streets required for fire access; 
2. Storm water treatment and detention facilities; 
3. Required usable open space (varies according to application); 
4. Optional open space within inventoried Significant Natural Resource areas or in proximity to inventoried 

Cultural Resource structures. 
5. Delineated wetlands and vegetated con'1dors as required by Clean Water Services; 
6. Any land with 25%+ slopes, or within the 100-year floodplain, unless used for building or parking 

purposes. 

Residential Density Calculations: Fill in the blanks below to calculate the net residential density. 

Total Gross Area of Subject Site (1 acre= 43,560 sq. ft.): "f(:l( ~ '"b <2A- ~square feet 

Less "undevelopable land": 

(as applicable) 

Public street right-of-way dedication 

Public easements 

c;k *'e.. Y\.O...V'V~VC.. .fc. V 

~s; ~ (..0.\c.,Wo..::h ~""-

Private street tracts 

Required fire access drive areas 

Storm water treatment 
and detention areas 

Wetlands and required CWS 
vegetated corridors 

Slopes greater than 25% 

1 DO-year floodplain 

Required usable open space 

Total Net Area (total gross area minus undevelopable land): 

Net Acreage of Subject Site (total net area divided by 43,560): 

Total Number of Residential Units Proposed: 

Net Residential Density (proposed units divided by net acreage): 

Last Re\oised February 1, 2008 

____ square feet 

____ acres 

____ units 

____ units per net acre 

4 
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Fidelity National Title Company 
The Closing Company 

Prepared For: Prepared By: Alexander Cotgreave I InfOrmation Services Department 
1001 SW Fifth Avenue Suite 400 • Portland, Oregon 9720i 
Phone: (503) 227-LIST (5478) Fax: (503) 274-5472 
E-mail: csrequest\alfilfcom 

Owner 

CoOwner 
Site Address 

Mail Address 
Telephone 

Transferred 
Document# 

Sale Price 
Deed Type 

% Owned 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION 
:Hillsboro City Of Ref Parcel Number 

: T: OIN R: 02W 
: *no Site Address* Parcel Number 

: 123 W Main St Hillsboro Or 97123 Map Number 
:Owner: 503-681-6146 

: 02/20/2007 
: 18348 

Tenant: County 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION 
Loan Amount 
Lender 

Loan Type 
Interest Rate 

Vesting Type 

: IN235CB 08200 
S: 35 Q: 252 

: R2153304 

:Washington (OR) 

l.~oPage & 
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION 

Grid : Mkt Land : $4,138,840 
sus · Tract: Block: Mk.J Structure 

"-:JdivisioniP!at ; Other : 

\ 

Neighborhood Cd : ZTV Mkt Total : $4,138,840 
Land Use : 2005 Vacant, Commercial %Improved : 

Legal : ACRES 11.36 07-08 Taxes ; $2,895.29 
: Exempt Amount : 

Exempt Type : 
Class Code Levy Code : 00117 

Millage Rate ; 17.1015 
M50 Assd Value: $169,300 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Bedrooms Lot Acres : 11.36 Year Built 
Bathrooms : Lot SqFt : 494,841 EffYearBit : 
Heat Method : Bsm Fin SqFt ; Floor Cover 
Pool ; Bsm Unfin SqFt : Foundation 

Appliances Bsm Low SqFt : Roof Shope 
Dishwasher ; Bldg SqFt ; Roof Mat/ ; 

Hood Fan Jst Fir SqFt Interior Mat 

Deck : Upper Fir SqFt : Paving Mat/ ; 

Garage Type ; Porch SqFt : Canst Type : 
Garage SF Attic SqFt Ext Finish 

DeckSqFt 

This title information has been furnished, without charge, in conformance with the guidelines appro\00 by the State of Oregon Insurance 
Cormissioner. The Insurance Dhision cautions intermediaries that this sen,tce is designed to benefit the ultimate insureds. Jndiscrin1nate use 

only benefitirg interrrediaries will not be pernitted. ·said ser'.!ces may be discontinued. No liability is assumed for any errors in this report. 
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1kl>ll ,.. .. 

Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon 

Map # 1N235CB 08200 

The drawing below is copied from the public records and is provided solely for the purpose of assisting 

in locating the premises. Fidelity National Title assumes no liability for variations. if any, in dimensions, 
area or location of the premises or the location of improvements ascertained by actual survey. 

1-17 

1N 2 36C8 



Fidelity Natioml Title Company of Oregon 

Map # 1N235CB 08200 

The drawing below is copied from the public records and is provided solely for the purpose of assisting 

in locating the premises. Fidelity National Title assumes no liability for variations, if any. in dimensions, 
area or location of the premises or the location of improvements ascertained by actual survey. 
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After recording return to: 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge #1862 

Attn: Robert Smith 

22200 NW Birch St. Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Until a change is requested all tax statements 
shall be sent to the following address: 
Same as above 

Escrow No. 
Title No. 

r---- -·---·---------

w ....... """~· ··- 2007..018348 
THIS SF 021201200710:21:28 AM 

D.OSI C~•1 ttn-7 K GII:UNIWALO 
120.00 lt.OOt1UO ·ToW' t37,00 

BARGAIN AND SALE DEED FOR PROPERTY LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Grantor, conveys to, Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Grantee, the following described 
real property: 

SEE EXHIBIT "B·I, B·2"FOR NEWLY CONFIGURED TRACT 2 

GRANTOR I GRANTEE ARE VESTED BY DOC. NO. FEE NO. 2006·13 1962, Washington County Doed Records 

GRANTOR AND GRANTEE EXECUTE THIS DEED TO FACILITATE AN APPROVED PROPERTY LOT LINE 
ADnJSTMENT FOR THE CITY OF HILLSBORO CASE FILE NO. PlA 24·06 

This property is free of liens and encumbrances, EXCEPT: TI!OSE OF PUBLIC RECORD,THIS INSTIWMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF 
THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED JN TiltS INSTRUMENT JN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. 
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTiNG THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TJTLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK 
WJTH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY 
LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMrNG OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFR~ED lN ORS 30.930. 

True consideration for this conveyance is $, _ ___,Q.L.. __ (Here comply with tllcrequircm:nu ofORS 93 030) 

Dated this ___lie_ day of fC:.brUD¥'1 
Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862- Grantor I Grantee 

By: Robert Co;( 

By: Michael Plester 

STATE OF OREGON 
County of Washington 

' Ul6't . 

~d~ 
By: Michael Marceau ~ 

By: Ellis Shipley 

.. - -ThiS illstru~~fit was ac~owledged before me on this ~ day of }"i~.bYll~ - -: if;03: · 
by Robert Cox, Michael Marceau, Michael Plester, Ellis Shipley and Ray Wold as aulhorized repre7elltalves of the Hillsboro 
Elks Lod e No. 1862 

-

Ofl'\CW. SE<L 
C LSHIREY 

NOTARY PUBUC.QAEGON 
COMMlSSJON NO. 411306 

t l"'o' r:Qf.~MISS10N EXPIRES DEC. 14,2010 

4~~~<j ~-~~"" e>< f'l~ [)rG i'f 110 I 0 

Notary Public for Oregon 

My commission expires: --'J-'1,_·_,_(t.I-.:..£JO""------



LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
Oronco Woods (VEN3778.10) 

Exhibit "8·1'' 

LLAII2 Resultant Tract 2 Legal Description 
January 12, 2007 
Page 1 OF3 

A portion of that land described as Tract 1 (Resultant Parcel of Orenco Woods) in Deed 
Document Number 2006-131962, Washington County Deed Records, located in the east haW of 
Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian, Washington County, 
Oregon, being more particularly described as follows: 

COMMENCING at a 2 inch brass disk at the Southwest Comer of the Isaac Butler D.LC. No. 48 
on the centerline of NW Quatama Road (County Road Number 462); Thence along said 
centerline South 88' 28' 14" East, 1958.14 feet to the intersection of said centerline with a 
southerly extension of the easterly line of that land described as Tract 2 (Resultant Parcel of 
Elks Lodge Number 1862) of said Deed Document Number 2006-131962; Thence along said 
southerly extension and said easterly line North 02' 08' 47" East, 354.22 feet to an angle point 
in said line; Thence along the northeasterly line of said Tract 2 North 54'21'35' West, 161.77 
feet to an angle point in said line; Thence along northerty line of said Tract 2 North 88'29'41' 
West, 266.67 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; Thence leaving said northerty line North 08' 
55' 59" East, 29.06 feet; Thence North 86' 30' 23'West, 68.55 feet; Thence North 01' 29' 37" 
East, 18.66 feet; Thence South 86' 30' 23" East, 21.92 fee~ Thence North 43' 43' 09" East, 
27.51 feet; Thence North 09' 09' 46" East, 71.16 feet; Thence North 09' 09' 48" East, 63.25 
feet, to a point of 316.00 foot radius curve to the righ~ Thence along said curve to the right (The 
center of which bears North 20' 55' 15" East, 316.00 feet) through a central angle of 02' 54' 32" 
an arc distance of 16.15 feet (the chord of which bears North 67' 37' 29" West, 16.14 feet); 
Thence South 23' 49' 47" West, 4.34 feel; Thence North 63' 32' 49' West, 271.66 feel; Thence 
North 33' 27' 25" East, 5.57 feet, to a point of 205.00 foot radius curve to the right; Thence 
along said curve to the right (The center of which bears North 33' 27' 25" East, 205.00 feel) 
through a central angle of 12' 41' 51' an arc distance of 45.43 feet (the chord of which bears 
North 50' 11' 39" West, 45.34 feet); Thence North 46' 09' 16" East, 4.50 fee~ to a point of 
200.50 fool radius curve to the right; Thence along said curve to the right (The center of which 
bears North 46' 09' 16" East, 200.50 feet) through a central angle of 50' 53' 33" an arc distance 
of 178.09 feet (the chord of which bears North 18' 23' 57" West, 172.30 feet), to a point of 
409.50 foot radius curve to the left; Thence along said curve to the left (The center of which 
bears North 82' 57' 11" West, 409.50 feel) through a central angle of 27' 47' 51" an arc 
distance of 196.67 feel(lhe chord of which bears North 06' 51' 06" West, 196.73 feel), to a 
point of 115.50 fool radius curve to the rtghl; Thence along said curve to the rtght (The center of 
which bears North 69' 14' 58" East, 115.50 feet) through a central angle of25' 48' 05" an arc 
distance of 52.01 feet (the chord of which bears North 07' 50' 59" West, 51.57 feet); Thence 
North OS' 03' 03" East, 13.14 feet, to a point of 23.50 foot radius curve to the left; Thence along 
said curve to the left (The center of which bears North 84' 56' 57" West, 23.50 feel) through a 
central angle of 33' 53' 08" an arc distance of 13.90 feet (the chord of which bears North 11' 53' 
31" West, 13.70 feet); Thence North 82' 16' 06" West, 25.55 feel; Thence South 10' 01' 25" 
West, 262.24 feel; Thence North 62' 16' 08" West, 151.13 feet; Thence North 07' 43' 52" East, 
76.86 feet, to a point of 66.00 fool radius curve to the right; Thence along said curve to the right 
(The center of which bears North 36' 26' 56" East, 68.00 feet) through a central angle of 18' 28' 
56" an arc distance of 21.94 feel (the chord of which bears North 44' 18' 33"West, 21.84 feel), 

M. \Da!a\VEN3778.1 0\legat D&scription~\YEN377S..SUR.u..A#2-Legai-Resuttanl Tract 2·2007 .Q1-12.doc 
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Exhibit "8·1" (Continued) 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
Orenco Woods (VEN3778.10) 
LLAf2 Resultant Tract 2 Legal Description 
January 12, 2007 
Page 2 OF 3 

to a point of 25.00 foot radius curve to the right; Thence along said curve to the right (The center 
of which bears North 05' 50' 02" West, 25.00 feet) through a central angle of 114' 38' 20" an arc 
distance of 50.02 feet (the chord of which bears North 38' 30' 52" Wes~ 42.08 feat); Thence 
North 79' 58' 35" West, 118.84 feet, to a point of 25.00 foot radius curve to the right; Thence 
along said curve to the right (The center of which bears South 65' 37' 46" West, 25.00 feet) 
through a central angle of 115' 21' 02" an arc distance of 50.33 feet (the chord of which bears 
South 33' 18' 17" West, 42.25 feet); Thence South 30' 55' 46" West, 34.92 feet; Thence South 
01' 31' 19" West, 26.39 feet; Thence North 88' 28' 41"West 106.18 feet to a point on the west 
line of said Tract 1; Thence along said west line South 01' 31' 46'West, 622.70 feet to the most 
westerly southwest corner of said Tract 1; Thence along the southerly line of said Tract 1 South 
88' 28' 14" East, 299.31 feet; Thence along the westerly line of said Tract 1 South 00' 59' 43" 
West, 104.17 feet; Thence along the southerly line of said Tract 1 South 88' 29' 49' East, 
274.05 feet to the westerly line of said Tract 2; Thence along said westerly line North 01' 08' 22' 
East, 50.00 feet to the most westerly northwest comer of said Tract 2; Thence along the 
northerly line of said Tract 2 North 73' 06' 09" East, 256.61 feet; Thence continuing along said 
northerly line South 88' 29' 41" East, 91.62 feet to said POINT OF BEGINNING; 
Contains 11.399 acres, more or less. 

The attached E:<hibit 'B-2' entitled 'Resuttant Tract 2' is made a part hereof. 

I ft"1..f07 

REGISIMD 
PROFESSIONAL 

, WID SURVEYOR 

WJ5.'1711. 
OREGON 

JANUARY 10, 200e 
PAULDGAW 

76970 

M:\Oata\VENJ77a 10\l..egal Oescrlpt!ons\\IENln8-SUR·Ll..M2-Legai-Resultant Tract 2·2007..01·12.doc 



Fidelity National Title Company 
The Clo.~ing Company 

Prepared For: Prepared By: Alexander Cotgreave I InfOrmation Services Department 

1001 SW FiHh Avenue Suite 400 - Portland, Oregon 9720i 
Phone: (503) 227-LIST (5478) Fax: (503) 274-5472 

E-mail: csrequest@fufcom 

I 

Owner 

CoOwner 
Site Address 

Mail Address 
Telephone 

Transferred 
Document # 

Sale Price 
Deed Type 

% Owned 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION 
·. Orenco Woods Crossing Lie Rif Parcel Number 

T: OIN R: 02W 
: 22180 NW Birch St Hillsbor·o 97124 Parcel Number 

: 4230 Galewood St Lake Oswego Or 97035 Map Number 
:Owner: 

10112/2007 
108906 

Tenant: County 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION 
Loan Amount 
Lender 

Loan Type 
Interest Rate 

Vesting Type 

I N23500 03400 
S: 35 Q: 

- R0727271 

: Washington (OR) 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION 
·Page & Grid : 594 84 

.....,-sus 
i Subdivision/Plat 
Neighborhood Cd 
Land Use 

· Tract: 324.05 Block: 2 
Mkt Land 
Mkt Structure 

Other 

: $15,735,660 
: $448,330 

Legal 

Class Code 

Bedrooms 
Bathrooms 

Heat Method 
Pool 

Appliances 
Dishwasher 
Hood Fan 

Deck 
Garage Type 

Garage SF 

: ZTV 
: 2015 Com, Improved 
: ACRES 43.19, PORTION OF ACCOUNT 
:NON-ASSESSABLE 

: E4 

Mkt Total 
% Improved 

07-08 Taxes 
Exempt Amount 

Exempt Type 
Le1y Code 

: $16,183,990 
:3 

: $11,084.52 

:00117 
MillageRate 17.1015 
M50 Assd Value: $648,160 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Lot Acres : 43.19 Year Built 
Lot SqFt I ,881,356 EjJYearB/t 

Bsm Fin SqFt Floor Cover 
Bsm Unfin SqFt Foundation 

Bsm Low SqFt Roo/Shape 
Bldg SqFt : 4,402 Roo/Mat/ 
1st Fir SqFt : 4,402 InreriorMar 

Upper Fir SqFt Paving A1at! 
Porch SqFt Canst Type 

Attic SqFt Ext Finish 
Deck SqFt 

This title information has been furnished, vvithout charge, in conformance v.ith the guidelines appro\ed by the State of Oregon Insurance 
Commissioner. The Insurance Division cautions intermediaries that this service is designed to benefit the ultimate insureds. lnd1scrimnate use 

only benef1!ing intermediaries \Mil not be permitted. Said services may be discontinued- No liability is assumed for any errors in this report 
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Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon 

Map# 1N23500 03400 

The drawing below is copied from the public records <~nd is provided solely for the purpose of assisting 

in locating the premises. Fidelity Nativnal Title assumes no liability for variations, if any, in dimensions, 
area or location of the prcm ises ,,r the location of improvements ascertained by actua I survey. 



\ 

Fidelity N a tiona! Title Company of Oregon 

Map# 1N23500 03400 

The drawing below is copied fnlm the publi' records <~nd is provided solely for the purpose of assisting 

in localing the premises. Fidelity Natio~al Title assumes no liability for vt~riations, if any, in dimensions, 
area or !ol:ation of the prem iscs or the location of improvements asccrwined by actual survey. 

* 
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After recording return to: 
Venture Properties, Inc. an Oregon 
Corporation 
4230 Galewood 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 

Until a change Is requested all tax statements 
shall be sent to the following address: 
Venture Properties, Inc. an Oregon 
Corporation 
4230 Galewood 
lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 

File No.: 7034·378816 (GJM) 
Date: October 10, 2007 

,r-;;----------· --- - - --
Washington County, Oregon 2007 1 OSQOS · · 
1011212007 09:58:47 AM • 
O·DBS Cnt:1 9tn:8 C PFEIFER 
$25.00 15.00 111.00. Total: $41.00 

II IIIII 
THIS SPACE RESERVED 

STATUTORY BARGAIN AND SALE DEED 

Venture Properties, Inc. an Oregon Corporation , Grantor, conveys to Orenco Woods Crossing 
LLC, an Oregon limited liability Company, Grantee, the following described real property: 

See Legal Description attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein. 

The true consideration for this conveyance is $1.00. (Here comply with requirements ofORS 93.030) 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD 
INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 197.352. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT 
ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPliCABLE LAND 
USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON 
ACQUIRING FEE IDLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES, TO DETERMINE ANY liMITS ON LAWSUITS 
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930 AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE 
RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 197.352. 

Dated this I ~ay of ~a..y- , 20d. 
Venture Properties, Inc. an Oreg n poration 

( 
'\.,....~ft-----
1 --.• 

t\ 
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APN: R2069672 

STATE OF Oregon 

County of Washington 

) 
)ss. 
) 

Bargain and Sale Deed 

- continued 

Notary Public for Oregon 

File No.: 7034-378816 (GlM) 

Date: 10/10/2007 

My commission expires: 4-16-2010 

• 

OFFICIAL St::AL 
GLORIA MILLER 

NOTARY PUBUC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 404368 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES APR. 16,2010 

Page 2 of 7 
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APN: R2069672 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

PARCEL I: 

- !498 

Bargain and Sale Deed 
·continued 

EXHIBIT A 

Page 3 of 7 

File No.: 7034·378816 (GJM) 

Date: 10/10/2007 



APN: R2069672 Bargain and Sale Deed 
-continued 

file No.: 7034·378816 (GJM) 

Date; 10/10/2007 

A PORTION OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 1 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ORENCO WOODS) IN 
OEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006·131962, WASHINGTON COUN1Y DEED RECORDS, LOCATED IN THE 
EAST HALF OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, 
WASHINGTON COUN1Y, OREGON, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
COMMENQNG AT A 2 INCH BRASS DISK AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE ISAAC BUTLER D.L.C. 
NO. 48 ON THE CENTERUNE OF NW QUATAMA ROAD (COUN1Y ROAD NUMBER 462); THENCE ALONG 
SAID CENTERUNE SOUTH 88° 28' 14" EAST, 1958.14 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION OF SAID 
CENTERUNE WITH A SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE EASTERLY UNE OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS 
TRACT 2 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ELKS LODGE NUMBER 1862) OF SAID DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 
2006-131962; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY EXTENSION NORTH 02° 08' 47" EAST, 25.aa FEET TO 
THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 2 BEING THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE ALONG SAID 
EASTERLY UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 02° a8' 47" EAST, 329.22 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID 
UNE: THENCE ALONG THE NORTHEASTERLY UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 54°21'35" WEST, 161.77 
FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID UNE; THENCE ALONG NORTHERLY UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 
88°29'41" WEST, 266.67 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE LEAVING SAID NORTHERLY UNE NORTH 08° 55' 
59" EAST, 29.06 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 30' 23" WEST, 68.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01° 29' 37" 
EAST, 18.68 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 88° 3a' 23" EAST, 21.92 FEET; THENCE NORTH 43° 43' 09" EAST, 
27.51 FEET; THENCE NORTH ago 09' 48" EAST, 71.16 FEET; THENCE NORTH ago 09' 48" EAST, 63.25 
FEET, TO A POINT OF 318.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO 
THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 20° 55' 15" EAST, 318.00 FEET) THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF a2o 54' 32" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.15 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS 
NORTH 67° 37' 29" WEST, 16.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 23° 49' 47" WEST, 4.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
63° 32' 49" WEST, 271.68 FEET; THENCE NORTH 33° 27 25" EAST, 5.57 FEET, TO A POINT OF 205.aO 
FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 33° 27' 25" EAST, 205.0a FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 12° 41' 51" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 45.43 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 50° 11' 39" WEST, 45.34 FEET); 
THENCE NORTH 46° a9' 16" EAST, 4.Sa FEET, TO A POINT OF zaa.sa FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE 
RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 46° a9' 
16" EAST, 2ao.sa FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF sao 53' 33" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 178.09 
FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 18° 23' 57" WEST, 172.3a FEET), TO A POINT OF 4a9.5a 
FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 82° 57' 11" WEST, 409.5a FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 27° 47' 51" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 198.67 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 06° 51' 06" WEST 196.73 
FEET), TO A POINT OF 115.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO 
THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 69° 14' 58" EAST, 115.50 FEET) THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25° 48' 05" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 52.a1 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS 
NORTH 07° 50' 59" WEST, 51.57 FEET); THENCE NORTH 05° a3' a3" EAST, 13.14 FEET, TO A POINT OF 
23.5a FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 84° 56' 57" WEST, 23.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 53' 08" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 13.9a FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 11° 53' 31" WEST, 13.7a FEET); 
THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" WEST, 25.55 FEET; THENCE SOUTH lao al' 25" WEST, 262.24 
FEET; THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" WEST, 151.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 07° 43' 52" EAST, 76.86 FEET, 
TO A POINT OF 68.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE 
RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 36° 26' 58" EAST, 68.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 18° 28' 58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 21.94 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 44° 

18' 33" WEST, 21.84 FEET), TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE 
ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 05° 50' a2" WEST, 25.00 

Page 4 of 7 
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APN:R2069672 Bargain and Sale Deed 
·continued 

File No.: 7034-378816 {GJM) 
Date: 10/10/2007 

FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 114° 38' 20" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.02 FEET (THE CHORD OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 38° 30' 52" WEST, 42.08 FEET); THENCE NORTH 79° 58' 35" WEST, 118.64 
FEET, TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO 
THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 65° 37' 46" WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 115° 21' 02" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.33 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS 
SOUTH 33° 18' 17" WEST, 42.25 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 30° 55' 46" WEST, 34.92 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 01° 31' 19" WEST, 26.39 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 28' 41" WEST, 106.18 FEET TO A POINT ON 
THE WEST UNE OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST UNE NORTH 01° 31' 46" EAST, 1060.83 
FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY UNE OF SAID 
TRACT 1 SOUTH 63° 41' 50" EAST, 1905.75 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE OF NW 
CORNEUUS PASS ROAD (COUNTY ROAD 1014), TO A POINT OF 848.51 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE 
LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY AND SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER 
OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 70° 18' 33" EAST, 848.51 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 10' 58" 
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 298.89 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 09° 35' 58" WEST, 297.35 
FEET); THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY SOUTH 00° 29' 31" EAST, 983.86 
FEET TO THE INTERSECTION WITH THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE OF SAID NW QUATAMA 
ROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE NORTH 88° 28' 14" WEST, 417.22 FEET 
TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING. 

Page 5 of 7 
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SCALE 

NOTE: SEE ATTACHED 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION. 

RESULTANT TRACT I 
43.234 ACRES± 

RESULTANT TRACT 2 
11.J99 ACRES± 

-o::J- RESULT ANT TRACT 2, A PORTION OF 
DESIGN INC. TRACT 1 OF DEED DOCUMENT NO. 2006-131962 

&415 SW Wastga~ Dr, 
~ 100 I PorUand, OR E V2 Of SEC. 36, T()\\!j5HIP I ~ RANGE 2 WEST, WM 

97221/ Tel 50:14192500 CITY OF HUSBOOO. W~ COUIITY, OREGON 

PROJECT NO. VEN377ato 

DATE: W\mOO) 

BY: Ml.J 

SCAlE: r. 3011 

SHfET NO. 3 Of3 
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Fidelity National Title Company 
The Closing Company 

Prepared For: Prepared By: I Information Services Department 
1001 SW Fifth Avenue Suite 400 - Portland, Oregon 97204 

O.Vner 
CoOwner 
Site Address 
Mail Address 
Telephone 

Tran.iferred 
Document# 
Sale Price 
Deed Type 
%Owned 

Phone: (503) 227-L!ST (5478) Fax: (503) 274-5472 
E-mail: csrequest@fnf.com 

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION 
: Benevolent Prot Order Of Ref Parcel Number 
: Elks Lodge No 1862 T:OIN R:02W 
: 21865 NW Quatama Rd Hillsboro 97124 Parcel Number 
: PO Box 455 Hillsboro Or 97123 Map Number 
:Owner: Tenant: County 

SALES AND LOAN INFORMATION 
Loan Amount 

: 9680839 Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Rate 
Vesting Type 

: IN235CA 00100 
S: 35 Q: 252 

: R0727262 

: Washington (OR) 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION ASSESSMENT AND TAX INFORMATION 
,. Page & Grid : 594 B5 Mkt Land : $22,700 
;us : Tract: 324.05 Block: 2 Mkt Structure : 

uubdivision/Plat : Other : 
Neighborhood Cd :ZGC Mkt Total : $22,700 
Land Use : 9555 Soc,Fraternal Organization %Improved : 
Legal :ACRES 5.03, NON-ASSESSABLE 07-08 Taxes : 

Exempt Amount : 
Exempt Type : 

Class Code Levy Code :00117 

\ 

Millage Rate : 17.1015 
M50 Assd Value : 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Bedrooms : Lot Acres :5.03 Year Built : 
Bathrooms Lot SqFt :219,106 EjJYearB/t 
Heat Method Bsm Fin SqFt Floor Cover : 
Pool Bsm Unfin SqFt Foundation 
Appliances BsmLowSqFt : Roo/Shape 
Dishwasher Bldg SqFt Roof Mat/ : 
Hood Fon 1st Fir SqFt Interior Mat : 
Deck Upper Fir SqFt : Paving Mat/ 
Garage Type Porch SqFt : Cons/ Type : 
Garage SF Allie SqFt Ext Finish 

Deck SqFt 

This title infonnation has been furnished, without charge, in conformance with the guidelines approved by the State of Oregon Insurance 
Commissioner. The Insurance Di\lision cautions intermediaries that this service is designed to benefit the ultimate insureds. Indiscriminate use 

only benefiting intermediaries will not be permitted. Said services may be discontinued. No liability is assumed for any errors in this report. 
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Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon 

Map# 1N235CA 00100 

The drawing below is copied from the public records and is provided solely for the purpose of assisting 
in locating the premises. Fidelity National Title assumes no liability for variations, if any, in dimensions, 

area or location of the premises or the location of improvements ascertained by actual survey. 

"f '~~' ~'·,' 
)', . . '• 
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Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon 

Map# 1N235CA 00100 

The drawing below is copied from the public records and is provided solely for the purpose of assisting 
in locating the premises. Fidelity National Title assumes no liability for variations. if any, in dimensions, 

area or location of the premises or the location of improvements ascertained by actual survey. 
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·_ .. · ... :. ,..... 
--· .... 2309 ... 

KNOW ALL MBN BY THESB PRESENTS, That 
......... t'l ...... lt~"-hl! ... ,\.n.~.I!.T.II9n, .n\'.e~ba.nd amt •U•, . 

A, Htlvin And orson .a.nd . 

........... .. . h... • • ......... . . . .... .. • , horelnall•r Clflltd th• llrllnlor, lor 1ho CPnddotatlon hottln•ll" •• altd, 
to lrttntor ptt/d by ...... J:..'?~.&!.J~.P..~ .. J-~.~2 .. .lJl;\.Uftl:!.Rr.Q.).., .. J~JI.11.9.Y.9.~~-l!~ .an.d .Pr.!t'.~9ctiy.!L9f.~.~.r. ........... . 
......... 9..f. .. Jf.l.~.'- .......... e.9.n:::P.""-9..f.U .. 9.o.r.P9.~.•~-~.9.,;1 .......... . 

...................... , lllrtiMfttt calltd tho _,Mill, 
doe• h~reby gro~~nl, bllrtlt~fn, •olt 1nd convoy unto tha wid"''"''' and lrtmt.:o'" helra. IUCC"SOtl and .ulllnr. that 
uttaln tottl property, with tho tene~mnlt, hfre!lltamenl• 1tnd oppuftenanul th~~tt.:unto btfonti~ or apJHrtalninl, •It· 
uat~d In the Cout~IY ol . . W~a.~~.!!K~.!?.Il ........................... and_.,,,,, ol Ore§on, d0$CI/bod atlolfowe, to-wit: 

A tl'act or land in the Isaac. Butler DLC !fiiH, in Section 35 1 Township l Hortb, 
Raago 2 We6t, W.M., Washington County, Orogon, described as tollows, to-wit: 
Beginning at a point on the soutb line of tbe Iaoao Butler·DLC #48, •bicb ie 
East 1669.48 feet from the Southwest coraer of said DLC, aaid point being 
also tbe Southeast coner of tbat tract or land coftve:yed to 1-'rederick Allen 
Serjent et ux bT d&ed recorded in De~d »ook 408, psge 442, on August 2?, 1958; 
thence North 00 3}' West 445.00 feet along the East line or eaid Serjent tract 
to an iron rod on the Nort~east c.orner thereof! thence East 297.42 feet to a 
Ur tree !rom which an iron pipe bearo W&et 1.0 teet1 thence Scilith 0°26• Ylest 
445,00 feet to a point on the Soutb line of said Butler DLC; thence West 
289.82 teet along said South line to the place o! beginning. 

UF SPI<t INW!fltlllll', CONillf.lt DUCli1JtON 011 UV(UE SSOlj 

To HGve and to Hold tht tame unto tha $tid lfrantet and lftontee'a Miu, $U«ea~a pnrJ udgne lorevu. 
And uid ;rsntor htroby coven11nb ro and with StJjd ftllntee and lltantte't hein, IUCU'-'OtiJ and ~tsallfU, !hat 

lfr.nlor i' lawfully Wud in I«~ ,;mple ol the ebo~e ;rented premise•, lree from all encumiwanCI:!oll 

and that. 

fltanlor WIU warrant lUid torever delond the above granted pramla~ tutd ev•tY part and paru/ thueol ~mt thO_fAW·· 
lui claim• and dema.nda o/ all puwm whonuoever, ac.ept thOM dalmin• under tM abon r!o~ MCUrnbtaneO.. 

Th11 tttJfl and actual comideration pttid lor thh tnm31er, Uated in tetmll ol dolfan, iJ $ ... :n,,ooo ... oo .. : . ...: ... 
I!)HolffVIt, thr octulll C{)nsiderlllion cconsi'ts ol or include, othor pi'OIJ(JrlY or v.Juo ginn or p~ wlrlth H . 
f'i:1:1..:/: oonsidu~ttion (indicate whklt).~ 

In con,truinjl this deed and whtra tho c.ontnlm requireJ, ltu. !5inJu{ar includes the plural. 
WITNESS jftanlot'a hand thll ... JS?.t:~- ..... d~ty ol ... ~ ........ -.... _ ...................... , 192~-· 

7~-...Uh,.~ 
tf't> '3-ri q.J ·j-

'~-

I~Oit'f <IU fl<l • 
.... Cit UllltYID 
POll lttcOIIIOIIIQ 
Ulr\.111 tO\IIf• 

ni•WIIUI 
UUO.) 

r.ltt839 

:·,..· ., 

' 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study evaluates the transportation impacts associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan for the approved Orenco Woods Crossing development. The modified site plan 
includes a new mixture of housing types as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
employment area building space. The addition of commercial and employment area building space 
conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village) zoning that now applies to 
the subject site. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhomelcondominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• All but one of the study intersections within the defined "impact area" of the proposed 

development currently operate at levels which meet the transportation standards supported by 
Washington County and the City of Hillsboro with respect to intersection levels of service and 
volume-to-capacity ratios during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The NW Cornelius 
Pass RoadiNW Wilkins Street intersection currently operates at LOS E during the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours, which does not satisfy the City of Hillsboro's "preferred" standard of LOS D. 

• The NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection is a Washington County High 
Accident SPIS location. 

YEAR 2011 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

• A traffic signal installation is planned for construction prior to the year 2011 at the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection. This signal installation is part of a conditional 
improvement for an on-going development adjacent to this intersection. 

• Year 2011 background traffic conditions (without the proposed development) were evaluated 
based on an accounting of residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" developments 
in the site vicinity, in addition to a 2% annual increase in existing traffic levels over a three-year 
period (6% total growth) to accounl for regional growth patterns. 

• The year 2011 background traffic operations analysis results revealed that all study intersections 
will operate at levels which rneet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation 
standards during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
• This transportation impact study accounts for the development of 120 single family detached 

homes, 129 townhome/condominium units, with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of 
neighborhood commercial building space and up to 17,650 square feet of employment area 
building space. 

• The estimated site trip generation IS as follows 

o 4,672 total primary trips for an average weekday; 
o 344 total primary trips for the weekday a m. peak hour; and 
o 437 total primary trips for lhe weekday p m peak hour. 

July2008 
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• Construction of the proposed development will begin in 2009, with full build-out and occupancy of 
all phases expected to occur by 2011. 

• Proposed access to the site will be from two external public street connections consisting of a full 
access to NW Quatama Road (directly across from NE 761

" Avenue) and a limited right-in/right­
ouVIeft-in only access to NW Cornelius Pass Road Uust over 600 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road). The proposed location and traffic control features at these two external street connections 
have not changed relative to the original site plan. 

• Proposed site frontage improvements along NW Quatama Road will consist of widening the 
roadway to three travel lanes and establishing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street and a new 
planting strip and sidewalk on the north side of the street. 

• Proposed site frontage improvements along NW Cornelius Pass Road will consist of widening the 
roadway from two to three travel lanes between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street 
access. A right-turn deceleration lane will be constructed on the southbound approach to the 
proposed street access. A continuous sidewalk will also be provided along the site frontage in its 
ultimate location, connecting the regional trail access with NW Quatama Road. 

• Proposed improvements at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection will 
consist of widening the eastbound and westbound approaches to establish exclusive left-turn 
lanes and the addition of a right-tum lane on the southbound approach. The existing permitted 
left-turn signal phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches will be maintained, as will 
the protected/permitted left-turn s1gnal phasing which now exists on the. northbound and 
southbound approaches. 

YEAR 2011 TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• Under forecast year 2007 total traffic conditions (with the proposed development and 

street/intersection improvements in place), all study intersections are forecast to operate at levels 
which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation standards during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m peak hours. 

• 95'"-percentile vehicle queues can be accommodated within the existing or proposed lane 
storage at the study intersections under year 2011 total traffic conditions during the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours. 

• The proposed street access to NW Quatama Road complies with the Washington County access 
spacing standards. However, the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road does not. 
An "Access Modification Request" letter containing a long-range traffic impact analysis has been 
prepared separately from this study and submitted to Washington County to seek an exception to 
the County's access spacing standard. A previous access modificatton request was approved by 
Washington County for the original site plan. 

• Intersection sight distance will be adequate at each of the proposed street accesses to NW 
Quatama Road and NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the transportation impact analysis findings documented in this report, the proposed Orenco 
Woods Crossing development can be developed while maintaining acceptable levels of operation and 
safety on the surrounding transportation system. This study resulted in the following recommendations: 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road at a distance of approximately 
715 feet north of NW Quatama Road (centerline-to-centerline distance) Construct a right-turn 
deceleration lane with appropriate storage and taper transition on the southbound approach of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road at the proposed new access Construct a left-turn lane with 75 feet of 
storage distance on the northbound approach. Umit traffic movements at the proposed new 
intersection to right-in/right-out/left-in only through the constructiOn of a raised median and 
installation of appropriate signing and striping. 
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• Widen NW Cornelius Pass Road from two to three travel lanes between NW Quatama Road and 
the proposed public street access to the site, with an appropriate taper transition back to two 
travel lanes north of the proposed access; 

• Construct a continuous sidewalk along the site frontage of NW Cornelius Pass Road in its 
ultimate planned location, between the regional trail access and NW Quatama Road. 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Quatama Road, directly across from NE 761
h Avenue. 

• Widen NW Quatama Road along lhe site frontage to facilitate a three-lane section (one travel 
lane in each direction and a center left-turn lane) with bicycle lanes on both sides of the street, 
and a new planting strip and sidewalk along the north side of the street. 

• Widen the eastbound and westbound approaches of the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass 
Road intersection to establish 125 feet of striped storage on the eastbound approach and 175 
feet of striped storage on the westbound approach. Install a right turn lane with 150 feet of 
storage on the southbound approach. Maintain the existing permitted left-turn signal phasing on 
the eastbound and westbound approaches of this intersection, and maintain the 
protected/permissive left-turn signal phasing that now exists on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

• Maintain any landscaping provided along the site frontages of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 
Quatama Road to ensure adequate sight distance along these roadways. 

rJ~!nJl July 1008 
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INTRODUCTION 

This study represents a revision to the original December 2005 transportation impact analysis prepared 
for the Orenco Woods Crossing Development, located on the site of the former Orenco Woods Golf 
Course, which fronts the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road 
in Hillsboro, Oregon. The purpose of preparing this study is to assess Venture Property Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan originally approved for the Orenco Woods Crossing Development to include a new 
mix of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and employment area building space 
in a manner that conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- VJ!Iage) zoning. 
A site vicinity map is illustrated in Figure 1 with the modified site plan shown in Figure 2. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

STUDY SCOPE 

The Orenco Woods Crossing development was previously approved for development by the City of 
Hillsboro through a detailed process that involved a Conceptual Development Plan, a Detailed 
Development Plan, and a Subdivision Plat. Under the CDP/DDP process, Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
No. 1945 - Section 137-XV/ applies, which establishes the guidelines for preparing a transportation 
impact study and traffic operations standards. Based on this city ordinance and the transportation impact 
study requirements of Washington County R&O 86-95, the limits of this study extend to those 
transportation facilities that are contained within the "impact area" of the project and within a one-mile 
radius of the site. The "impact area" is defined by Washington County R&O 86-95 to include those 
roadway sections and intersections that will experience a ten percent or higher increase in average daily 
trips as a result of the site traffic generation and assignment Table 1 defines all roadway sections which 
lie within the "impact area" of the site. 

TABLE 1 
Determination Of Impact Area Roadways 

' Impact 
Existing Site Percent 

Area 
Roadway Section Location 

ADT ADT Impact Road? 
- -

~78! NW Quatama Road to the north 19,792
1 8.0% No 

NW Gemellus Pass Road 
21.168, NW Quatama Road to the south 792 3.7% No 

---
2,593 

2 \---
NW Wilkins Street NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east 285 11.0% Yes 

NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east 4,765 
2 894 18.8% Yes 

NW Quatama Road 

I 
----~-------- ~-- .. ~·:;~~---j I NE 761

h Avenue to the west 1,406 113.0% Yes 
- - ··-]-Nw 231 11 Avenue to the east 

---·-··----· -----.. ---· - . ~~-;~'"j"' _:=:_694-1_:61o•;: .. -··- Yes I NW Dogwood Street I , _____ _j -.-------.. --------
I 3 I 0 ' 

J NW 231st Avenue j_~; ::::::: ::;::: ::::: ::~:- .. ________ j __ :~;~, .. c-; -::-:----11 ::~: lli I 

1. Based on 2007 ADT station count conducted by Washington County. 

2. Based on proportional relaf1onsh!p between the weekday p.m peak hour turn movement count conducted at the adjacent study 
intersection and the 2007 ADT station count for NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

3. Based on 2008 ADT traffiC counts conducted by City of Hillsboro 
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As a requirement of Washington County R&O 86-95, this study also focuses on those roadways and 
intersections located within the "influence area" of the site. Based on the Minor Arterial classification of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, the "influence area" along this roadway extends along the site property 
frontage plus an additional 600 feet north and south of the property boundary. The "influence area" along 
NW Quatama Road, which is a Collector street, extends along the site frontage plus 100 feet to the east 
and west of the property boundary. Figure 3 illustrates the "influence area map" for this study. 

For this study, operational and safety analyses were performed at the following five existing intersections 
within the "influence area" and "impact area" of the site: 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Klan Lane; 

• NE 761
" Avenue/NW Quatama Road; and 

• NW 231" Avenue/NW Dogwood Street. 

This study identifies the transportation-related impacts associated with the proposed development. 
Specifically, this report addresses the following transportation issues: 

• A review of current year 2008 transportation system conditions, including an inventory of 
transportation facilities and access locations, analysis of weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic 
operations, and a review of intersection safety; 

• A review of planned transportation improvements and in-process developments in the study area; 

• An assessment of build-out year 2011 background traffic conditions without the proposed site 
development during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours at all existing study intersections; 

• Site trip generation estimates for an average weekday and for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• A forecast of build-out year 2011 total traffic conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours at all existing and proposed new study intersections; 

• A review of access spacing, sight distance, turn lane and vehicle queue requirements, and traffic 
signal warrants for all study intersections; 

• Identification of off-site transportation system deficiencies, and 

• Conclusions and recommendations. 

dum.t July 2008 
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EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 

The existing conditions analysis identifies conditions of the development site and surrounding land uses, 
provides an inventory of the geometric characteristics of roadways in the study area, and summarizes 
existing traffic operations and safety at the study intersections. The purpose of this discussion is to 
provide a basis for comparison to future conditions analyses. 

SITE CONDITIONS/SURROUNDING LAND USES 
The site of the proposed development is located in the northwest quadrant of the NW Cornelius Pass 
Road/NW Quatama Road Avenue intersection. Prior to August 2004, the site was in unincorporated 
Washington County but has since then been annexed into the city limits of Hillsboro. The underlying 
Comprehensive Plan designation has also been changed from Open Space to a mixture of Open Space, 
Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and Floodplain. As mentioned previously, the 
underlying zoning of the subject site is now SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village), which 
allows for residential uses and a certain portion of "Neighborhood Commercial" uses. 

As shown in the site plan in Figure 2, the site is bounded by features such as the MAX light rail line to the 
north, NW Quatama Road to the south, NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east, and NW 2251

" Avenue to 
the west The subject property is approximately 55 acres in size, but roughly 17 acres are located in 
wetland or environmentally sensitive areas and cannot be developed. 

The proposed development site is located on the former Orenco Woods Golf Course and was previously 
owned by the Hillsboro Elks Lodge. Venture Properties, Inc. has since purchased the property. Near the 
golf course driveway entrance at the east end of NW Birch Street and adjacent to the driving range is the 
"McDonald House", where services and living quarters are provided for women in need. Although the 
northwest portion of the golf course area will be redeveloped with residences, the "House of Ruth" 
structure and business function will remain as they exist today. 

The subject property is surrounded by a mixture of land uses, most of which are residential in nature with 
pockets of newer urban or older established residential neighborhoods. Examples of established 
residential areas include the Old Orenco Neighborhood immediately west of the site out to NW 231" 
Avenue. The newer Orenco Station neighborhood lies further to the west past NW 231" Avenue. The 
Danbury Park residential subdivision is located on the south side of NW Quatama Road just west of the 
site property frontage. A series of townhome developments and an assisted living center have been 
approved for development or have been recently constructed south of NW Quatama Road, between NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and NE 761

" Avenue. A new residential subdivision known as "Stonewater" has 
been fully developed on the north side of the MAX tracks adjacent to the northwest corner of the site. 
Other land uses in the site vicinity include the Orenco Industrial area, which is industrial property 
bordering the northeast corner of the site and the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road. There is also 
the Orenco Elementary School located along a portion of the site's western property boundary along NW 
225'" Avenue. Immediately east of the site, there is a PGE substation on the northeast corner of the NW 
Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road Intersection. The remaining area across from the site frontage 
along the east side of NW Cornelius Pass Road contains a large field and a single-family residence. 
Lastly, the site of the Hillsboro Elks Lodge located between the site property boundary and NW Quatama 
Road will remain an established meeting hall for the Elks Lodge. 

ROADWAY FACILITIES 

An inventory was performed in July 2008 of all roadway facilities within the site's study area. These 
facilities are described in Table 1 and the following sections. Figure 4 identifies the location of all study 
intersections and their respective lane configurations and traffic control devices. 

d~!l1!l July 2008 
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TABLE 2 
Roadway Facility Inventory 

Speed 
Cross- Limit 

Roadway Jurisdiction Clasaiflcatlon Section {mph) 

NW Cornelius Pass Road County Arterial 2-tanes 45 

NW W~klns Slreel City Collector 3-lanes 35 

NW Quatama Road County Collector 2-lanes 25wesV 40 
east' 

NE 76th Avenue Cily Local 2~1anes NP 
NW Kian Lane Clly Local 2-lanes 25 

NW 225th Avenue Clly local 2-lanes 25 
(20 school) 

NW 227th Avenue County" Collector 2-lanes 25 

NW 231stAvenue City Collector 3-lanes 35 

NW Dogwood Street Cily Collector' 2-lanes 25 

1. 25 mph west of NW Cornelius Pass Road and 40 mph east of NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

ProjeCt#: 0092 

Side- Bicycle On-Street 
walke? Lanes? Parl<lng? 

Partial No No 

Yes Yes No 

Partial No No 

Yes No Yes 

North No Yes 

West No West 

No No No 

Partial Yes No 

Partial No No 

2. NW 227111 Avenue is a County road from Elm Street to Quatama Road. The remaining roadway segment north is City-owned. 

3. NW Dogwood Street is classified as a Collector from~ 227th Avenue to rfW 231st Avenue. All other segments are 
designated as a Local street. 

Arterial Streets 

Within the project area, SW Cornelius Pass Road is classified as an Arlarial and is under the jurisdiction 
of Washington County. Forming the eastern boundal)' of the site, this two-lane, north-south roadway 
serves as a regional connector between major east-west arterial facilities such as US Highway 26, NW 
Evergreen Parkway, and NW Cornell Road to the north and NW Baseline Road and Tualatin Valley 
Highway to the south. In the vicinity of the site, NW Cornelius Pass Road is rural in nature with open 
drainage ditches and narrow paved shoulders on both sides of the road. Along the frontage of the PGE 
substation, there is an existing sidewalk separated from the roadway by a planting strip and open 
drainage ditch. On the west side of the road, there is a berm along the site frontage which rises in 
elevation to the north as the roadway proceeds through a crest vertical curve and then downhill. North of 
the site, NW Cornelius Pass Road proceeds along a reverse horizontal curve as the roadway passes 
under an overpass for the MAX light rail line and past NW Wilkins Street. North of Cheri)' Lane, the 
roadway begins to widen out and eventually becomes a five-lane urban facility. 

Collector Streets 
In the site vicinity, NW Quatama Road and the connecting sections of NW 227'" Avenue and NW 
Dogwood Street establish an east-west Co/lector route between NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 231" 
Avenue. The street sections which make up this route alternate between Washington County and C1ty 
ownership. This east-west route facilitates two lanes of travel with narrow paved shoulders and/or 
intermittent sidewalks. There is a bridge crossing over Rock Creek along NW 2271

" Avenue just north of 
NW Quatama Road which is wide enough for two-way vehicular travel but lacks appropriate pedestrian 
facilities. Pavement conditions along this route are generally adequate, but it is worth to note here that 
the segment of NW Dogwood Street from NW 2271

" Avenue to NW 231" Avenue has been recently 
overlayed with new pavement and added shoulder width. 

NW 231st Avenue, west of the site, is a north-south Co/lector route, and is under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Hillsboro. This roadway has a three-lane cross-section with a center left-turn lane, bicycle lanes. 
and intermittent sidewalks. The pavement surface is in good condition. 

NW Wilkins Street, northeast of the site, is an east-west Co/lector route and is under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Hillsboro. This roadway has a three-lane cross-section with a center left-turn lane, bicycle lanes, 

July 2008 
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and sidewalks. The pavement surface is in excellent condition. Its connection with NW Cornelius Pass 
Road was made recently as a part of a new subdivision. 

Local Streets 

It should be mentioned that the Local streets west of the site and within the old Ore nco Neighborhood, 
such as NW Birch Street, NW Dogwood Street (east of NW 22710 Avenue), and NW 225" Avenue, are not 
expected to be impacted by traffic from the proposed development because public street access has 
been restricted along the western site boundary of the Orenco Woods development. 

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

There are no continuous pedestrian facilities along the streets surrounding the proposed development 
site. Sidewalk sections are present in sporadic locations where recent land development activities have 
resulted in half-street improvements required by the City of Hillsboro. There are no existing bicycle lanes 
along the adjacent roadways of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Ouatama Road. 

TRANSIT FACILITIES 

Tri-Met currently operates one public transit route in the site vicinity. Route 47 provides service in a 
north-south direction along NW 231" Avenue west of the site. A Tri-Met bus stop is located along NW 
231 ''Avenue, just north of Alder Street. Route 47: Baseline Road provides transit service only within 
Fare Zone 3, between Hillsboro and the Tanasbourne area. Service is provided between the hours of 
5:30 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on weekdays. During peak time periods, service is provided at approximately 
30-minute headways. In addition to the Tri-Met transit service, there is also the MAX light rail line 
providing service between Portland and Hillsboro. The Orenco MAX Station is located along NW 231" 
Avenue, just north of Alder Street, about one-half of a rnile away. The Quatama MAX Station is located 
along 205'" Avenue just north of NW Quatama Road, over one-half of a mile away. There are no public 
transit services along NW Cornelius Pass Road or NW Quatama Road. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
A review of the historical traffic counts collected to the support all analyses leading up to the original 
December 2005 transportation impact study for the Orenco Woods Crossing CDP/DDP applications 
indicate that the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours represent the most critical time periods for evaluating 
traffic conditions at the identified study intersections. A 24-hour road tube count was conducted back in 
December 2004 along NW Dogwood Street. just east of NW 231" Avenue. This count revealed that the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours are the critical, or worst-case time periods for the NW Dogwood 
Street/NW 231'' Avenue intersection. Furthermore, a more recent 24-hour road tube count was 
conducted along NW Cornelius Pass Road, just north of NW Quatama Road in July 2008. This count 
also showed that the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours are the critical time periods. These road tube 
count results are provided in Appendix "A" of this study. Taken together, these counts show that the 
weekday midday peak hour' is not a critical time period for any of the study area intersections. Therefore, 
the midday peak hour time period was not analyzed as part of this study. 

New turn movement traffic counts were collected at all study intersections on a mid-week day in July 2008 
during the weekday morning (7:00 a.m. -9:00 a.m.) and evening (4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.) peak periods at 
the following five key study intersections,: 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street; 
• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road; 
• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane; 
• NE 76'" AvenueiNW Quatama Road; and, 
• NW 231st Avenue/Dogwood Street. 

' The Midday Peak Hour is identified in H11fsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945- Section 137 XVI as one of 
the periods for which level of service standards apply in Station Community zones. 

rJ~uJJt July 2008 
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Based on the turn movement traffic counts collected for this study, the weekday morning peak hour was 
found to occur between 7:05 and 8:05 a.m., while the evening peak hour was found to occur between 
4:45 and 5:45 p.m. Figures 5 and 6 illustrate year 2008 turn movement traffic volumes at all study 
intersections during the respective weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The detailed worksheets 
summarizing the turn movement traffic counts are also provided in Appendix "A". 

INTERSECTION OPERATING STANDARDS 

All intersection operations analyses described in this report were performed in accordance with the 
procedures stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 1}. A description of level of service 
and the criteria by which thGy are determined is presented in Appendix "B." This appendix also indicates 
how level of service is measured and what is generally considered the acceptable range of level of 
service. 

To ensure that this analysis was based on reasonable "worst-case" conditions, the peak 15-minute flow 
rates during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were used in the evaluation of all intersection levels 
of service. For this reason, the analysis reflects conditions that are only likely to occur for fifteen minutes 
out of each peak hour. The traffic conditions during all other weekday hours, including the weekday 
midday peak hour, will likely operate under better conditions than those described in this report. 

At signalized intersections, such as the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Quatama Road intersection, 
operational performance is measured by the level of service (LOS} and the volume-to-capacity (v/c} ratio. 
LOS is based on the average control delay per vehicle for the entire intersection, while the v/c ratio is a 
measurement of intersection's capacity to accommodate only the critical movements. For unsignalized 
intersections, operational performance is also measured by level of service and the volume-to-capacity 
ratio, however, the LOS and vic ratio is based on the average control delay per vehicle for the critical 
movement or approach. 

For intersections along NW Cornelius Pass Road and under the jurisdiction of Washington County, the 
County enforces a volume-to-capacity ratio policy of 0.99 or less at all signalized and unslgnalized 
intersections, as specified in Washington County's 2020 Transportation System Plan (TSP, Reference 2}. 

Given that the Orenco Woods Crossing development involves a CDP/DDP application process and 
because the site is located within an area zoned for "Station Community" uses, the City enforces a unique 
set of intersection operating standards. These standards are specified in Table 137.4 of Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance No. 1945- Section 137-XVI(C). This table indicates that all intersections (signalized and 
unsignalized} along NW Cornelius Pass Road shall operate with an "acceptable" level of service rating of 
LOS D or better during the peak hour. The table also defines an "acceptable" level of service rating of 
LOS E or better during the peak 20-minute period of the peak hour for all other intersections involving 
Collector-to-Collector and Collector-to-Local streets (signalized and unsignalized). Given the variation in 
the operating standards for Washington County and the City of Hillsboro, the operations analyses results 
presented in this study are compared to both jurisdictional standards. 

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS 

Figures 5 and 6 also summarize the year 2008 operations analysis results for all study intersections 
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. As the results show, all but one of the study 
intersections currently operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds 
during both the weekday a.m. and p.m peak hours. based on Washington County and City of Hillsboro 
operating standards. The westbound left-turn movement at the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Wilkins 
Street intersection currently operates at LOS "E" during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, which 
exceed the City of Hillsboro's "acceptable" level-of-service standard. Appendix "C" includes all year 2008 
traffic conditions level of service worksheets. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project#: 0092 

INTERSECTION SAFETY REVIEW 

Washington County maintains a Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) database of high crash locations in 
the county. This system is used to help identify existing hazard locations. According to the 2004-2006 
SPIS database (the most recenl three-year history on record), the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW 
Quatama Road intersection is a SPIS intersection with a ranking of #137 out of 275 total SPIS 
intersections. Due to its ranking, the crash history of this intersection was reviewed closely to Identify any 
potential existing safety issues, using crash data provided by Washington County. The crash data for this 
intersection is presented in Appendix "0". Table 3 summarizes the crash history for this intersection with 
subsequent analysis of the intersection crashes. 

TABLE 3 
Crash History For NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road Intersection 

Collision Type Severity 

Number of 
Property 

Rear- Fixed Damage Personal 
Year Crashes Turn End Object Other Only Injury 

2004 4 0 4 0 0 2 2 

2005 6 1 5 0 0 4 2 

2006 7 1 6 0 0 2 5 

I Total 17 2 15 0 0 6 9 

In reviewing the crash history for the above intersection, two interesting points are clear from the data; the 
~ncrease in the frequency of the number of crashes from 2004 to 2006 and the rising occurrences of rear­
end collisions and personal injuries. A closer inspection of the rear--end collision data indicates that 
almost all incidents occurred on the north and south approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road. Based on 
observations made in the field, it is the presence of the traffic signal control at this intersection that 
creates stop-and-go conditions for drivers traveling along NW Cornelius Pass Road, which increases the 
potential for rear-end type collisions. Also, the traffic signal at this intersection is semi-actuated and is not 
interconnected with other traffic signals in the NW Cornelius Pass Road-corridor. One solution to reduce 
the potential for rear-end collisions would be to synchronize or interconnect the traffic signal with other 
signals along NW Cornelius Pass Road with the goal of establishing better traffic progression. Therefore, 
it is recommended that Washington County continue to monitor this intersection on an annual basis and 
install a signal interconnect between this intersection and other traffic signals as they are established in 
the corridor The likely time period tor such an improvement would be when NW Cornelius Pass Road is 
widened to its planned five-lane cross-section. 

It should be mentioned here that the proposed street widening along the site frontages of NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW Quatama Road will create more lateral clearance for drivers, and will result in 
additional turn lanes and vehicle storage space at the intersection of these two roadways. These 
improvements can help facilitate more green time to the major north-south traffic movements on NW 
Cornelius Pass Road during peak travel periods, which could help further alleviate the potential tor rear­
end type crashes by reducing the frequency of the stop-and-go effect created by the traffic signal control. 

There were no crashes reported at any of the remaining study intersections, based on Washington 
County records for the three year period from 2004 to 2006. 
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BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The background traffic conditions analysis examines how the study area's transportation system will 
operate in the year 2011, when all phases of the proposed development are expected to be fully built-out 
and occupied. The background analysis accounts for traffic growth due to in-process developments 
within the area and from general growth in the region, but does not include traffic from the development. 

PLANNED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 
A traffic signal is programmed to be installed at the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street 
interseclion. This traffic signal installation will be a result of on-going development activity along NW 
Wilkins Street, which included the recent connection of this roadway with NW Cornelius Pass Road. The 
traffic signal is expected to be installed prior to the year 2011, based on conversations with engineering 
staff at the City of Hillsboro. 

Washington County has identified a project through its "Traffic Impact Fee" program to widen NW 
Cornelius Pass Road to a five-lane urban cross-section from NW Baseline Road to NW Aloclek Drive, as 
envisioned by the Washington County TSP. However, project funding has not yet been secured. Only 
the funds for improving one or two of the bridge crossings along this roadway segment have been 
secured under Washington County's MSTIP 3 program. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, it has 
been assumed that the current cross-sectional street features along NW Cornelius Pass Road will remain 
as they are up through the forecast build-out year of 2011, without the proposed site development in 
place. Longer-term, the Washington County TSP identifies a long-term project to extend a new Collector 
street from NW Baseline Road just east of NW 231~ Avenue to a new intersection with NW Quatama 
Road/NW 2271h Avenue, west of the site. An extension of SW 231" Avenue south of NW Baseline Road 
is also planned. 

Based on the traffic signal installation presumed to be in place by the year 2011 at the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection, Figure 7 identifies the assumed lane configurations and traffic 
control devices for the study intersections under background traffic conditions, without the proposed site­
development in place. 

IN-PROCESS DEVELOPMENTS 
Research was conducted to consider traffic that will be generated by "in-process" developments located 
in the site vicinity. "In-process" developments are projects that have been approved for construction but 
have yet to be occupied or are partially occupied. Based on recent discussions with Washington County 
and City of Hillsboro staff, a review of land use approval records, and field reconnaissance, there are 
numerous "in-process" developments in the vicinity of the proposed site. Their development names and 
site occupancy status are as follows: 

• Nexus Apartments (50% Occupied) 
• Crossroads at Orenco Station (90% Occupied) 
• Stonebrier (75% Occupied) 
• Villages at Orenco (50% Occupied) 
• Dolores Park (0% Occupied) 
• Arbor Crossing Condos (70% Occupied) 
• Arbor Pass Creek Condos (5% Occupied) 
• Kalahai Ridge (0% Occupied) 
• Rock Creek Ridge (30% Occupied) 
• Townhome Development south of Quatama Gardens (0% Occupied) 
• Touchstone -Quatama Park Townhomes (30% Occupied) 
• Pittman Place (0% Occupied) 
• Cherry Park at Orenco (0% Occupied) 
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• Beavercreek Manor Assisted Living (0% Occupied) 
• Alder Creek (95% Occupied) 
• Evergreen Meadows (0% Occupied) 
• Orenco Medical Office (0% Occupied) 
• Hillsboro Elementary School #26 (0% Occupied) 

The residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" developments have been incorporated into the 
year 2011 background traffic volumes estimated for this study. The trip assignments for these 
developments through the study intersections are summarized in Appendix "E". 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
Background traffic volumes for the build-out year 2011 (without the site development) were developed by 
combining all residual trips associated with the "in-process" developments with year 2008 traffic volumes 
and by increasing base year 2008 traffic volumes by six percent to account for a two-percent annual 
increase in regional traffic growth in the study area over the next three years. Figures 8 and 9 illustrate 
the resulting year 2011 background traffic volumes during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively. 

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS 
Figures 8 and 9 also summarize the year 2011 background operations analysis results for all the study 
intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. respectively. As the results show, all study 
intersections will operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds during 
both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, based on Washington County and City of Hillsboro 
operating standards. Appendix "F" includes the year 2011 background traffic conditions level of service 
worksheets. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Oevelopment- Hillsboro Project#: 0092 

. SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Venture Properties, Inc. is proposing to modify the approved site plan for the Orenco Woods Crossing 
Development to include a new mix of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
employment area building space in a manner that conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station 
Community Residential- Village) zoning which now applies to the subject site. It should be emphasized 
that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, which was established as 
part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. The modified site plan now 
accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium units with the addition of up 
to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 17,650 square feet of 
employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is expected to begin in 
2009 with lull build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the year 2011. 

As shown in the modified site plan in Figure 2, proposed access to the site will be from two external public 
street connections consisting of a full access to NW Quatama Road (directly across from NE 76'" Avenue) 
and a limited right-in/right-outlleft-in only access to NW Cornelius Pass Road uust over 600 feet north of 
NW Quatama Road). The proposed location and traffic control features at these two external street 
connections have not changed relative to the original site plan. 

SITE FRONTAGE IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvements proposed along NW Cornelius Pass Road include widening the roadway along a majority 
of the site frontage from two to three travel lanes, in order to develop a channelized left-turn lane 
northbound into the proposed street access. A right-turn lane with taper transition wrll also be constructed 
in the southbound direction to facilitate right-turn movements entering at the proposed street access. A 
raised median and appropriate signing and striping will be provided to limit all movements at the proposed 
street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road to right-in/right-outlleft-in only. Also, a continuous sidewalk will 
be established along the site frontage at its planned location. 

Proposed improvements along the site frontage of NW Quatama Road include widening the roadway to 
facilitate a three-lane section (one travel lane in each direction and a center left-turn lane) with bicycle 
lanes on both sides of the street, and a new planting strip and sidewalk along the north side of the street. 
These improvements will bring this section of roadway up to the full urban Collector street design 
standard for Washington County and the City of Hillsboro. 

At the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, the proposed street widening 
enhancements on the north leg of the intersection will result in a new southbound right-turn lane from NW 
Cornelius Pass Road onto NW Quatama Road. Also, the proposed street widening enhancements on 
west leg of the intersection will trigger additional street widening requirements on the east leg to establish 
proper lane transitions through the intersection along NW Quatama Road With proposed improvements 
in place, an exclusive left-turn lane will be established on both the eastbound and westbound approaches 
of NW Quatama Road. For this study, it was assumed that the existing permitted left-turn signal phasing 
on the eastbound and westbound approaches of this signalized intersection will be maintained, along with 
the protected-permissive left-turn signal phasing that now exists on the northbound and southbound 
approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

With all proposed off-site transportation improvements in place, Figure 10 illustrates the assumed lane 
configurations and traffic control devices at the existing and proposed new study Intersections. 
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SITE TRIP GENERATION 
Estimates were prepared of average daily and weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour vehicle trip ends for the 
subject site, based on the modified site plan. These estimates were prepared using the standard 
reference Trip Generation, 7'" Edition (Reference 3) and the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (Reference 
4 ). Both publications are published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 

Because the modified site plan now includes a mixture of residential, neighborhood commercial, and 
employment area uses, there is the potential tor three different trip types. These include internal, pass-by 
trips, and primary trips. ITE defines each type of trip as the following: 

• Internal Trips: These are trips made between adjacent land uses on the development site. 
These trips do not impact the surrounding roadway network, but are completely internal to the 
development. Internalization reduces the number of trips generated by the proposed project. 

• Pass-By Trips: These trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a 
primary destination without a route diversion. Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the 
site on an adjacent street that offers direct access to the generator. With the addition of the 
proposed development, these trips would stop at the site before continuing. As such, these trips 
do not represent new trips to the adjacent roadway beyond the site access points. 

• Primary Trips: These trips made for the specific purpose of visiting the generator. The stop at 
the generator is the primary reason for the trip. The trip typically goes from origin to generator 
then returns to the origin. 

Table 4 summarizes the estimated site trip generation during a typical weekday as well as during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the proposed development based on the modified site plan. 

TABLE4 
E f d S't Trl G s 1mate 18 lP enerat1on 

ITE Average Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Land Uses Code Size Daily Total In Out Total In Out 

Single Family Homes 210 120 units 1,230 93 23 70 126 79 47 

Town homes/Condos 230 129 units 797 63 11 52 74 50 24--

lntemal• (2031 (11) (61 (51 (371 (221 (151 

Pharmacy w/Drive Thru 861 10,000 sq. ft. 882 27 15 12 66 42 44 

lntemsre (681 (41 (21 (21 (11 I (51 (61 
-

49% Pass-By- (3891 (361 (161 (181 
··------

Shopping Center 820 25,777 sq. ft. 2.813 69 42 27 256 123 133 
.. 

lntemar (2811 (81 (41 (41 (331 (131 (201 ----
34% Pass-Byu (8611 (761 (381 (381 

Daycare 565 ~!050sq. ft 638 103 5S------.8 63 39 44 
--- ----. ·---- ---

General Office 710 9,600 sq. ft. 220 15 13 2 14 2 12 

lntem81" (861 (31 (1 I (21 191 (51 
----,-_-

(41 -
Total Trips 6,580 370 159 211 639 335 304 

Internal Trips (6581 (261 (131 (131 (901 (451 (451 

Total External Trips 5,922 344 146 198 549 290 259 

Total Pass-By Trips (1,250) (112) (56) (56) 

Total Primary Trips 4,672 344 146 198 437 234 203 
--=--<-~ - =--~"''"'""""'' 

.. ~ - =£•._ .•.. . -Internal tnps are est1mated to travel1nterna!ly between the residential, commerc1af, and employment areas of the s1te 
without accessing the external streets of Quatama Road and Cornelius Pass Road. 

··-Pass-by rates contained in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition. were applied to the weekday p.m. peak hour as 
well as the average daily period 
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For the purposes of this study it was assumed that a pharmacy with drive-through window (10,000 square 
feet in size) and a shopping center (25, 777 square feet in size) would occupy the neighborhood 
commercial element of the site. It was also assumed that a daycare facility (8,050 square feet in size) 
and an office building (9,600 square feet in size) would occupy the employment element of the site. As 
for the residential component, a total of 120 single family detached units was assumed along with 129 
townhome/condominium units. 

As shown in Table 4, trip internalization is estimated to occur between the residential, neighborhood 
commercial, and employment area uses. Trip internalization figures were estimated for the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hour periods using procedures identified in the /TE Trip Generation Handbook (See 
Chapter 7 for internal capture rates involving Multi-Use developments.) For this study, an average 
internal capture rate of 7.0 percent was determined for the weekday a.m. peak hour, with an average rate 
of 14.1 percent determined for the weekday p.m. peak hour. An internalization factor of 10 percent was 
applied to the total daily trip generation figures, as this represents a rough average of the internal capture 
rates for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour periods. All trip internalization calculations are provided in 
Appendix "G" of this study. 

Pass-by trips will also be generated by the proposed neighborhood commercial uses on the site. 
Specifically, the assumed pharmacy and shopping center land uses are estimated to have pass-by 
capture rates of 49 percent and 34 percent, respectively. These values were obtained from the ITE Trip 
Generation Handbook and were assumed to apply to the weekday p.m. peak hour as well as the average 
daily period. 

The modified site plan is expected to generate 4,672 total primary vehicle trips over an average weekday, 
with 344 primary trips (146 in, 198 out) occurring during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 437 primary 
trips (234 in, 203 out) occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

The distribution of site-generated trips onto the study area roadways was determined separately for the 
residential and neighborhood commercial/employment portions of the site due to the different origin and 
destination patterns of drivers associated with these land uses. For the residential portion of the site, the 
site trip distribution pattern is identical to what was utilized in the previous December 2005 traffic study, 
whereby the lack of any public street connections along the westem site boundary with the Old Orenco 
Neighborhood resulted in an estimated residential trip distribution pattern of 47.5% to/from the north along 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, 10% to/from the east along NW Quatama Road, 20% to/from the south along 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, 10% to/from the southwest along NW 231'1 Avenue, and 12.5% to/from the 
northwest along NW 231" Avenue. Figure 11 illustrates the site trip distribution pattern for the residential 
portion of the site. 

For the neighborhood commercial/employment portion of the site, a separate and unique trip distribution 
pattern was selected to reflect the commercial business and employment-related activities that will be 
present on-site. Also, because there are much larger commercial businesses and employment-related 
land uses present north of the site up along NW Cornell Road and south of the site down along NW 
Baseline Road, much of the commercial and employment-related site traffic is assumed to be local in 
nature. For example, it was assumed for this study that 25 percent of all the primary 
commercial/employment trips would originate from or be destined to the various residential subdivisions 
located immediately south and west of the site along NW Quatama Road and NW 22?'" Avenue (i.e. 
Danbury Park and Old Orenco Neighborhood). Figure 12 illustrates the resulting site trip distribution 
patterns selected for the commercial/employment portion of the site. 

Based on the selected site trip distribution patterns and various trip generation estimates for the individual 
land uses proposed for the site development. Figures 13 and 14 display the total site traffic assignments 
for the study area intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. respectively. 

tJ~Hl~l, July 2008 
Page25 



PROJECT NAME: Orenco Woods Develo menl PROJECT#: 0092 

N 

A 
(NO SCALE) 

NE CHERRY DR 

0 

"' "' ;n NWALDER ST 

NW BIRCH ST 

NW DOGWOOD ST 

LEGEND 

-.:...=PERCENT SITE TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION 

L 

> 
<( 

:r: 
I;; 
N 
N 

~ 

ELM 

ST 

"' 0 
0 

~ NW WILKINS ST 

~ 
~'---~N~W~Q~U~A~T~A~M~A~R~D ______ _w~~~-----------

• • "' 
~ • • 22.5% 

;;: 
I 
>­
"' ,._ 
w 
z 

0 oc 

NW KlAN LN 
10% 

ESTIMATED SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION PATTERN 1-F-'1 ~=~"-.RE-1! 
(RESIDENTIAL PORTION) 

11 
JULY, 200B 

!537 



PROJECT NAME: Orenco Woods Development 

dY.n..n. 

NE CHERRY DR 

NWALDER ST 

NW BIRCH ST 

NW DOGWOOD ST 

> 
"' ~ ELM 
J: :X: ST ,_ 

~ m 
N gj N 

~ 

t~ 
:;;: :;;: 
z z ~ ,_ 

Ul :r: NW QUATAMA RD 
;;; 1:::: 
N N 

N 

~ ' :;: :;;: 
z z 

35%* 
> 
"' J: ,_ 
"' .... 
w 
z 

f 

u:l 
~ 
0 
() 

t~ 

PROJECT#; 0092 

N 

A 
(NO SCALE) 

~ NW WILKINS ST 

t ~ 
10% 

. ~ 
NWKIANLN 25% 

Cl 
oc 
VJ 

t~ 
Ul 

"' 0. 

,5' 
~ 

0' 
!l 

8 

• · 25% of the Cornmerclai/Employmsnt site trips are anticipated to travel to/from \he residences within the old Oranco Neighborhood. <Jml lhtl subdivisions at:ljacentlo NW Qualama Ro<~d 

LEGEND 
ESTIMATED SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION PA TIERN 1-F-'-I~=~R"--' E-ll 

(COMMERCIAL/EMPLOYMENT PORTION) 
....:.."'PERCENT SITE TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION 

12 
JULY. 2008 

1538 



PROJECT NAME: Orenco Woods Develo ent 

29" 

~t 

\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 

PROJECT #: 0092 

N 

A 
(NO SCALE) 

NE CHERRY DR ------~--~~~~~~------------------~··, 
(' 12 

tr 

F 
F 

NWAlOER ST 

NW BIRCH ST 

NW DOGWOOD ST 

F 
F 

F 
F 

' F 
F 

F 

' F 
F 

' 

F 
F 

F 

F 
F 

F 
F 

F 
F 

F 

/~'------------~------

~ 
\. 19 

(' 16 

r 

LEGEND 
EAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUME 

~ 
\. 41 

"" N 

' 76 .J 
32 ... -32 

6'\ 

... t 
"" ~ 

NW WILKINS ST 

NWKlN"t.N 

' I 
I 
I 

' ' ' 0 ' no I 

"' ' ~ \ 
' ' I 
' ' ' ' ' I 

I 

' ' 

t 
"' N 

TOTAL SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR 

JULY, 2008 

FIGURE 
No.: 

13 

1539 



PROJECT NAME: Orenco Woods Development 

\ 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PROJECT#: 0092 

N 

A 
(NO SCALE) 

----~~--~NE~C~H~ffi~R~Y~O~R~----------------~\ 
(' 

tr 

0 
N 

~ 
\. 

I' ,. 
" 

NW ALOERST 

NWBIRCH ST 

NW DOGWOOD ST 

' ' ' 

' / 
/ 

' ' / 

I 
/ 
' ' / 

' ' ' ' 

/:._' -----------'------~ 

14 

13 

LEGEND 

##"' PEAK HOUR TRAFF!C VOLUME 

1540 

... 42 

NW WILKINS ST 

I 
I 
I 

t 

TOTAL SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES 1-F---',~-'-"~~~E-ll 
WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 

14 
JULY, 2008 



Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project#: 0092 

TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
The year 2011 total traffic conditions analysis forecasts how the study area's transportation system will 
operate when the proposed development is expected to be fully built-out and occupied and all related off­
site transportation improvements are made. 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
The 2011 background traffic volumes for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours shown in Figures 8 and 
9 were added to the respective weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour site-generated traffic volumes shown in 
Figures 13 and 14 to arrive at the year 2011 total traffic volumes shown in Figures 15 and 16. 

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS 
Figures 15 and 16 also summarize the year 2011 total traffic operations analysis results for the study 
intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. As the figures show. with the 
site development and all proposed off-site improvements in place, all existing and proposed new study 
intersections will operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds during 
both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, based on applicable Washington County and City of 
Hillsboro operating standards. Appendix "H" includes the year 2011 total traffic conditions level of service 
worksheets. 

TRAFFIC SIGNAl WARRANTS 
A signal warrant analysis was conducted for key unsignalized public street intersections in the study area. 
These include the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. the NW Dogwood Street/NW 
231" Avenue intersection, and the NW Quatarna Road/NE 761

" Avenue intersection. 

The traffic signal warrant analysis was based the procedures described in the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD, Reference 5), using the estimated year 2011 total traffic volumes. Specifically, 
the weekday p.m. peak hour was selected as the basis of the signal warrant analysis because it 
represents the peak travel period of a typical weekday. The weekday p.m. peak hour traffic volumes 
were also used to estimate the fourth and eighth highest hourly traffic flows at the study intersections. 
Historical evidence shows that the fourth and eighth highest hourly traffic flows represent approximately 
80- and 60-percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour volumes. 

The results of the analysis indicate none of the volume-based traffic signal warrants (Peak Hour. Four­
Hour, or Eight-Hour Volumes) will be satisfied at any of the three identified unsignalized study 
intersections. Appendix "/"contains the traffic signal warrant analysis worksheets. 

LEFT-TURN LANE WARRANTS 
Year 2011 total traffic volumes were used to determine if left-turn lanes would be warranted at any of the 
unsignalized study intersections where left-tum lanes are not already provided or proposed. For this 
study, left-turn lane warrants were assessed only for the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Kian Lane 
intersection. The remaining study intersections either already have a left-turn Jane along the major street 
like those study intersections along NW 231" Avenue, or a left-turn lane is proposed as part of the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, such as at the proposed site access intersections on NW 
Quatama Road and NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

The procedures used to determine if left-turn lane warrants are satisfted at the NW Cornelius Pass 
RoadiNW Kian Lane intersection are based on a queuing model developed by M.D. Harmel ink titled 
Volume Warrants for Left- Tum Storage Lanes at Unsignalized Grade Intersections (Reference 6). The 
procedures take into account left-turn arrival rates, the volume of advancing and opposing traffic, the 
percentage of left-turning vehicles. posted speed, and the tirne interval required to make a left-turn 
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maneuver. It should be emphasized that the focus of the turn lane warrant analysis is on the left-turn 
movements from the major street where drivers must yield to oncoming traffic. Satisfaction of the left-turn 
lane warrant criteria is an indication that traffic circulation on the main street can be enhanced by the 
addition of an exclusive left-turn lane. Installation of a left-turn lane would separate left-turning vehicles 
from the through traffic stream, thus, reducing traffic delay and eliminating standing vehicle queues for the 
through traffic Jane. 

The Harmelink analysis was conducted using the estimated year 2011 total traffic volumes for the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, with the understanding that amount of left-turn traffic demand from 
NW Cornelius Pass Road onto NW Kian Lane is very low relative to the amount of through traffic (less 
than one percent). Due to the low percentage of left-turning vehicles, Washington County employs a 
modified version of the Harmelink analysis. This analysis methodology along with the left-tum fane 
wa"ant analysis results are provided in Appendix • J". 

Based on the analysis results, a left-turn lane will not be warranted for the southbound left-turn movement 
from NW Cornelius Pass Road onto NW Kian Lane during the weekday a.m. peak hour, but would be 
warranted during the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, further testing indicates that the left-turn lane 
warrant would also be satisfied during the weekday p.m. peak hour of the 2011 background traffic 
condition, without the site development. Based on this finding, a left-turn lane improvement at NW Kian 
Lane would not be proportionate to the impacts of the proposed site development. Therefore, the 
Applicant should not be responsible for implementing any left-turn lane treatment at this intersection. It is 
also important to emphasize here that the operational analysis provided in the previous section indicates 
that this intersection will operate sufficiently under current lane configurations and traffic control. 
Additionally, when NW Cornelius Pass Road is eventually widened to five lanes, access to NW Kian Lane 
will likely be restricted to right-in/right-out only movements for safety reasons and to eliminate conflicts 
between standing vehicle queues. It is also possible that the residences along NW Kian Lane may 
eventually have a secondary access to NW Quatama Road as the vacant land to the north develops. 

RIGHT-TURN LANE WARRANTS 

The potential need for right-turn lanes at all the unsignalized study intersections was also examined for 
year 2011 total traffic conditions. The analysis procedures were based on the volume-based guidelines 
described in National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 279: Intersection Channelization 
Design Guide (Reference 7). Based solely on the NCHRP Report 279 volume-based guidelines, a right­
turn lane will only be warranted for the southbound right-turn movement from NW Cornelius Pass Road 
into the proposed street access during the weekday p.m. peak hour. It should be emphasized here that a 
right-turn lane is proposed for this movement as part of the site frontage improvements to be made along 
NW Cornelius Pass Road. Appendix "K" contains the right-tum fane warrant analysis worksheets. 

VEHICLE QUEUING 

A vehicle queuing analysis was conducted to ensure that adequate lane storage will be available at all 
study intersections upon full development of the proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development. For the 
queuing analysis, a Poisson distribution was applied at a 95-percent confidence level to determine queue 
length probabilities. (In essence, random arrivals were assumed and the queue lengths shown at 
signalized intersections will not be exceeded during 95-percent of the signal cycles occurring in the 
weekday peak hour.) The assumed length-of-red interval at each signalized intersection was obtained 
from the signal timing parameters used in the 2011 total traffic level-of-service analysis. At stop­
controlled intersections, the 95'"-percentile vehicle queue length was determined using Equation 17-37 
presented in the Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 1 ). All vehicle queuing analyses conducted for 
this study assume one vehicle will occupy 25 feet of storage length. 
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Table 5 summarizes the results of the queuing analysis under year 2011 total traffic conditions during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. As shown in the table, the queuing analysis determined that the 95'"­
percentile vehicle queues can be accommodated within the existing or proposed lane storage at all study 
intersections .. Appendix "L" contains the queuing analysis worksheets. 

Intersection 

NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 
NW Wilkins St 

-------

TABLE 5 
Estimated 95'" -Percentile Queue Lengths 

(Year 2011 Total Traffic Conditions) 

Storage Demand 
(feet) 

Approach Movement AM Peak PM Peak 

Northbound Through~Right 275 300 

Left 
Southbound 

75 150 

Through 125 250 

Left 100 100 
Westbound 

Right 150 125 
•. 

Available Adequate 
Storage Storage 

(feet) Available? 

Cont. Yes 

150 Yes 

Cont. Yes 

200 Yes 

200 Yes 

75 
~ NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 

Northbound Left 25 25 
(proposed) 

Yes 

I 

Proposed Street Access 
Eastbound Right 25 Cont. 25 

(proposed) 
Yes 

Left 50 
Northbound 

100 100 Yes 

Through--Right 300 325 Conl Yes 
---

I Left 50 100 150 Yes I (proposed) 

Southbound Through 175 350 Cont. Yes 
---

NW Cornelius Pass Rd) Right 25 50 150 Yes 
NW Quatama Rd --- --j--·-- (proposed) 

Left 150 150 300 l Yes 
Eastbound ~ (proposed) 

-
' Through-Rig hi 125 150 Cont. Yes --
! 
i Left 75 175 175 Yes 

Westbound (proposed) 

Through-Right 150 150 Cont. Yes 
---~----~--·- --
NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 

Westbound Left-Right 25 25 Cant Yes NW Kian Ln 
-----··-·---~~---··--

Northbound Left-Through·Right 25 25 Cont. Yes 

Southbound Left-Through-Right 50 75 Cont. Yes NW Quatama Rd./ (propo$ed) 

Proposed Site ACA;€ss/ --
65 NE 761

t> Ave Eastbound Left ~5 (proposed) 
Yes 

Westbound Left 25 300, Yes 
(proposed) 

------ .. --· -·-- ------
Northbound Left 25 25 75 Yes 

Southbound Left 25 ' 25 Cont. Yes NW 231$1 Ave./ ' 
NW Dogwood St 

.. --+········ ----- ··---- ------- ---
Eastbound Left-Through-Right 75 J 50 Cont. Yes 1- ...... 
Westbound left-Through-Right 50 I 75 Cont. Yes 

.. 
'""'"""-"'"-=-'-'"""' -Notes. Cont.o:Con!lnuous travel lane 

'Along NW Quatama Road, there is 375 feet or distance (centerline-to-centerlme) between the intersections of NE 76'h Avenue and NW 
Cornelius Pass Road This distance between these intersections allows eastbound vehicles approximately 300 or storage distance to 
queue up during a red s1gnal phase without blocking the NE 761

" Avenue Intersection 
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ACCESS SPACING 
Figure 3 illustrates all existing and proposed accesses within the "influence area" of the site. As shown in 
this figure, a public street providing access to the site is proposed along NW Quatama Road directly 
across from NE 761

" Avenue, creating a common four-way intersection. The proposed location of this 
new street access is 140 feet east of the easternmost driveway to the Elks Lodge on the north side of NW 
Quatama Road and 335 feet west of NW Cornelius Pass Road. Under these conditions and according to 
Section 501-8.58(3) of the Washington County Community Development Code, the access spacing 
standard of 100 feet for a Collector street, such as NW Quatama Road, is satisfied. 

Figure 3 also shows the proposed location for a new public street access along the west side of NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, at a distance of 715 feet north of NW Quatama Road, 450 feet north of the PGE 
substation driveway on the east side of the street, and 140 feet south of another driveway to a single 
family residence on the east side of the street. Although the proposal to have direct access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road does nol satisfy the 600-foot access spacing standards outlined in Section 501-
8.56(4) of the Washington County CDC for an Arterial street such as NW Cornelius Pass Road, Section 
501-8.5C of the CDC does allow for an exception to the access criteria through County approval of an 
Access Modification Request. Such a request has been prepared separately from this study and 
submitted to Washington County for review. 

It is important to emphasize that the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will allow site traffic to 
circulate more efficiently between the development and the adjacent street system. It will lessen overall 
trip lengths for drivers related to the development and place less demand on the traffic signal at NW 
Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Street intersection, thus preserving its capacity and minimizing 
vehicle delays and standing vehicle queues. It is also expected that having the proposed access in place 
will reduce cut-through traffic demand within the old Orenco Neighborhood immediately west of the site; a 
goal established by the City of Hillsboro during the process to change the underlying Comprehensive 
Plan designation for the proposed development site. Lastly, the proposed street access to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road will be designed to limit access to right-in/right-out/left-in only movements via the construction 
of a raised median and appropriate signing and striping. All left-out movements will be directed to the 
proposed street access to NW Quatama Road where drivers can safely access NW Cornelius Pass Road 
in the northbound direction from the signalized intersection at NW Quatama Road. 

SIGHT DISTANCE 
Sight distance measurements were made in the field to ensure that the proposed street connections to 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road will have adequate intersection sight distance. All 
intersection sight distance measurements were made from a point 15 feet behind the edge of the traveled 
way, and from a height of 3.5 feet above the ground looking at an object that is 3.5 feet above the ground, 
which is consistent with AASHTO (Reference 8) standards. 

From the location of the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, intersection sight distance 
was measured to be more than 680 feet in the northbound direction and more than 600 feet in the 
southbound direction. These distances exceed the minimum standard of 450 feet as required by 
Washington County for a roadway with a posted speed of 45 mph. 

At the proposed location for the new street access to NW Quatama Road (directly across from NE 76" 
Avenue) intersection sight distance measured more than 400 feet in the eastbound and westbound 
directions, which exceed the minimum standard of 250 feet as required by Washington County for a 
roadway with a posted speed of 25 mph. 
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Orenco WOOO's Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project #: 0092 

PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 

Section 137-XVI(C) of the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 indicates the need for a pedestrian 
circulation study to be included within the traffic impact report for a development located within a 2,600-
foot radius of an LRT station. Given that the entire Orenco Woods Crossing site is located more than 
2,600 feet from the Quatama/NW 205'" Avenue station and only a small portion of the northwest corner of 
the site is located within 2,600 feet of the Orenco/NW 231'1 Avenue station, a pedestrian circulation study 
is not required. However, it should be stated that the proposed street system within the Orenco Woods 
Crossing development will be designed according to City of Hillsboro standards and will facilitate 
continuous sidewalk facilities along all streets, with external pedestrian connections provided to each of 
the public streets surrounding the site, such as NW Cornelius Pass Road, NW Quatama Road, and NW 
225'h Avenue. Direct pedestrian connections will also be provided to important destinations such as the 
Orenco Elementary School, the McDonald House, internal park areas, and the multi-use path proposed 
along Rock Creek. 
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Orenm Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project#: 0092 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the transportation impact analysis findings documented in this report per the modified site plan, 
the proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development can be developed while maintaining acceptable 
levels of operation and safety on the surrounding transportation system. This study resulted in the 
following recommendations: 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road at a distance of approximately 
715 feet north of NW Quatama Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Construct a right-turn 
deceleration lane with appropriate storage and taper transition on the southbound approach of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road at the proposed new access. Construct a left-turn lane with 75 feet of 
storage distance on the northbound approach. Limit traffic movements at the proposed new 
intersection to right-in/right-ouVIeft-in only through the construction of a raised median and 
installation of appropriate signing and striping. 

• Widen NW Cornelius Pass Road from two to three travel lanes between NW Quatama Road and 
the proposed public street access to the site, with an appropriate taper transition back to two 
travel lanes north of the proposed access; 

• Construct a continuous sidewalk along the site frontage of NW Cornelius Pass Road in its 
ultimate planned location, between the regional trail access and NW Quatama Road. 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Quatama Road, directly across from NE 761
" Avenue. 

• Widen NW Quatama Road along the site frontage to facilitate a three-lane section (one travel 
lane in each direction and a center left-turn Jane) with bicycle lanes on both sides of the street, 
and a new planting strip and sidewalk along the north side of the street. 

• Widen the eastbound and westbound approaches of the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass 
Road intersection to establish 125 feet of striped storage on the eastbound approach and 175 
feet of striped storage on the westbound approach. Install a right turn lane with 150 feet of 
storage on the southbound approach. Maintain the existing permitted left-turn signal phasing on 
the eastbound and westbound approaches of this intersection, and maintain the 
protected/permissive left-turn signal phasing that now exists on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

• Maintain any landscaping provided along the site frontages of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 
Quatama Road to ensure adequate sight distance along these roadways. 
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Printed: 12/14/2004 al5:42:00 PM 

!cVIewer v1. 1.1.2 

Quality Counts, LLC 

Daily Vehicle Volume Report 

Location: Dogwood btwn 230th and 231 th 
Unit ID: QUALITY COUNTS 

Study Date: Tuesday- December07, 2004 

West Bound 
Time Volume 

00:00- 00:59 5 
01 :00 -01 :59 1 
02 00-02:59 2 
03:00- 03:59 2 
04:00- 04:59 10 
05:00 - 05:59 16 
06:00-06:59 23 
07:00- 07:59 81 
08:00-08:59 70 
09:00 - 09:59 35 
1000-10:59 31 
11:00-11:59 44 
12:00- 12:59 51 
1300-13:59 52 
14:00- 14:59 69 
15:00- 15:59 54 
16:00-16:59 35 
17:00 -17:59 50 
18:00 - 16:59 41 
19:00-19:59 29 
20:00 - 20:59 23 
21:00-21:59 20 
22:00 - 22:59 9 
23:00 -23:59 5 

ADT 758 
AM Peak Time 07:30-08 29 
AM Peak Volume 97 
PM Peak Time 14:15-1514 
PM Peak Volume 75 

East Bound 
Volume 

4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 

10 
62 
26 
35 
33 
40 
32 
53 
49 
34 
51 
72 
41 
41 
28 
21 

9 
6 

654 
0715-08:14 

66 
17 00- 17:59 

72 

J:\Tube Coun\s\10069200 Alder and Birch Streels\Basics\10069204 Dogwood btvm 230th and 231sUvd 

ROADRUNNER V1.27 (slrr# RD84268) 

Total 
Volume 

9 
2 
3 
4 

11 
18 
33 

(@AfY\PeAt 
96 
70 
64 
84 
83 

105 
118 
88 
86 

@ Pf'1 ~ ~\( 
82 
70 
51 
41 
18 
11 

1412 
07:15-08:14 

159 
13:45- 14:44 

123 
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Printed: 1211412004 el5:42:00 PM 

TrafflcViewer v 1.1.1.2 

Quality Counts, LLC 

Daily Vehicle Volume Report 

Location: Dogwood btwn 23oth and 231th 
Unit ID: QUALI1Y COUNTS 

Study Date: Wednesday- December 08, 2004 

West Bound 
Time Volume 

00:00-0059 1 
01:00- 01:59 0 
02:00- 02:59 2 
03:00 - 03:59 3 
04:00 - 04:59 10 
05:00- 05:59 11 
06:00- 06:59 27 
07:00 - 07:59 69 
08:00 - 08:59 74 
09:00 - 09:59 31 
10:00-10:59 19 
11:00-11:59 42 
12:00 - 12:59 44 
13:00- 13:59 39 
14:00-1459 84 
15:00- 15:59 54 
16:00- 16:59 46 
17:00 - 17:59 62 
1800-18:59 30 
19:00- 19:59 33 
20:00- 20:59 19 
21:00-21:59 12 
22:00- 22:59 8 
23:00- 23:59 6 

ADT 726 
AM Peak Time 07:45- 08:44 
AM Peak Volume 93 
PM Peak Time 14:00- 14:59 
PM Peak Volume 84 

EastBound 
Volume 

4 
2 
1 
0 
3 
2 
7 

54 
21 
22 
23 
39 
25 
34 
49 
32 
57 
72 
44 
29 
15 
10 
5 

10 

560 
07:15-08:14 

57 
16:45- 17:44 

77 

J:\Tube Counts\10069200 Alder and Birch Streets\Basics\10069204 Dogwood btwn 230th and 231sUvd 

1554 

ROADRUNNER V1.27 (s/111 RDB4268) 

Total 
Volume 

5 
2 
3 
3 

13 
13 
34 

@)fl(11 pe11i( 
95 
53 
42 
81 
69 
73 

133 
86 

103 
@~1'1 PtJi\( 

74 
62 
34 
22 
13 
16 

1286 
07:15-08:14 

140 
17:00- 17:59 

134 
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Printed: 1211412004 at 5:42:00 PM 

cViewerv1.1.1.2 

Quality Counts, LLC 

Daily Vehicle Volume Report 

Location: Dogwood btwn 230th and 231 th 
Unit ID: QUALITY COUNTS 

Study Date: Thursday- December 09, 2004 

WestBound 
Time Volume 

0000-00:59 2 
01:00-01:59 1 
02:00- 02:59 1 
03:00- 03:59 5 
04 00-04:59 7 
05:00 -05:59 11 
06:00- 06:59 26 
07:00- 07:59 70 
08:00- 08:59 62 
09:00- 09:59 35 
1000-10:59 36 
11 :00 - 11 :59 38 
12:00- 12:59 51 
13.00 -13:59 44 
14:00-14:59 57 
15:00- 15:59 61 
16:00- 16:59 33 
17:00- 17:59 47 
18:00-18:59 44 
19:00-19:59 20 
20:00- 20:59 25 
21:00-21:59 18 
22:00- 22:59 10 
23:00- 23:59 9 

ADT 713 
AM Peak Time 07:15-08:14 
AM Peak Volume 85 
PM Peak Time 13:45 - 14:44 
PM Peak Volume 61 

EastBound 
Volume 

1 
2 
0 
1 
1 
5 

10 
48 
30 
25 
16 
33 
37 
35 
40 
31 
36 
53 
60 
36 
18 
11 
12 
5 

546 
07:15-08:14 

50 
17 30-18:29 

64 

./'\Tube Counts\ 10069200 Alder and Birch Streets\Basics\ 10069204 Dogwood btwn 230th and 231st.tvd 

ROADRUNNER V1.27 (sin# RD84268) 

Total 
Volume 

3 
3 
1 
6 
8 

16 

~AnJ 
--'-7 

prli-K 
92 
60 
52 
71 
88 
79 
97 
92 
69 

10~ 
cl4jA'll POll( 

56 
43 
29 
22 
14 

1259 
07:15-08:14 

135 
1715-18:14 

117 
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U\ 
a-, 

Cl = Classification: 
A= Arterial 
C =Collector 
NR = Neighborhood Route 
L.;:: Local 

As ofOS/19/2008 

2008 ANNUAL TRAFFIC COUNTS 

CITY OF HILLSBORO, ENGINEERING DIVISION 
PHONE: 503-681-6146 
FAX: 503·681-6245 

SL = Speed Limit 
85th % = 85th Percentile Speed in MPH 

2008 Traffic Counts 

N/E = Northbound and Eastbound Direction of travel 
S/W = Southbound and Westbound Direction of travel 

AOT = Average Daily Traffic 
AM Peak = Morning Peak Hour Volume 
PM Peak = Evening Peak Hour Volume 
SZ = School Zone 
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V> 
V> 
--J 

Cl = Classification· 
A= Arterial 
C:::: Collector 
NR = Neighborhood Route 
L::: LoC31 

As of 05119/2008 

2008 ANNUAL TRAFFIC COUNTS 
CITY OF HILLSBORO, ENGINEERING DIVISION 
PHONE: 503-681-6146 
FPV<: 503-681-6245 

SL = Speed Limit 
85th % = 85th Percentile Speed in MPH 

200o t raTTle L.ounts 

N/E = Northbound and Eastbound Direction of travel 
S/W = Southbound and Westbound Direction of travel 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic 
AM Peak = Moming Peak Hour Volume 
PM Peak = Evening Peak Hour Volume 
SZ = School Zone 
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Type of report· Tube Count· Single Page Summary Page 1 of 1 

LOCATION: Cornelius Pass Rd btwn Quatama and Wilkins QC JOB#: 10369601 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 500 ft from Quatama DIRECTION: NBISB 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR DATE: Jul 15 2006 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
' 

• ! 

l 
I 

I 

I 
' 

.. 

. t . ' 

l 
I 
i 
I 

i 
StartT mo N sa TOtal 

'~:g: ;~ :~ 
124 

! '~: 58 
2:00AM " 45 85 PEAK HOUR (AM): 7:00AM 3:00AM 50 40 90 
4:00AM 107 43 150 PEAK HOUR (PM): 4:00 PM 
5:00AM 358 87 "' 6:00AM 695 276 qm)'* 7:00AM 873 375 i .. 8:00AM 737 448 AVERAGE SPEED: 
9:00AM 578 426 1004 .. 10:00 AM 617 453 1070 MODAL SPEED: 

11:0QAM 606 664 1160 
12:00 PM 535 683 1296 MEDIAN SPEED: . 1:00PM 650 602 1252 

2:00PM 564 690 1254 85th PERCENTILE: 
3:00PM 572 773 

~~ POSTED SPEED: 4:00PM 592 862 
6:00PM 277 '" 861 
6:00PM 421 674 1095 
7:00PM 516 '" 1160 

TOTAL TRUCKS: 6:00PM 445 593 1038 
9:00PM 331 514 845 (Class 4 thru 13) 10:00 PM 192 351 543 

11_j!QPM 109 ,., 304 
Cay Tobll i 10087 10074 

\ 
20161 

Percent 50.0% 50.0% 

Report generated on 7/21/200810.52 PM SOURCE. Quality Counts, LLC (http.//www.qualltycounts.net) 
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V1 
V1 
'D 

Type of report Tube Count -Volume Data 

LOCATION: Cornelius Pass Rd btwn Quatama and Wilkins 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 500 ft from Quatama 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro. OR 

Start Time Mon Tue Wed Thu 
14-Jul-08 15-JuHJ8 16-Jul-08 

12:00 AM . 81 51 
1:00AM 
2:00AM: 
3;00 AM 
4:00AM 
5:00AM 
6:00AM 
7:00AM 
8:00AM 
9:00AM. 

10:00 AM 
11:00 AM 
12:00 PM . 

1:00PM 
2:00PM 
3:00PM 
4:00PM 
5:00PM 
6:00PM i 
7:00PM I 
8:00PM 
9:00PM 

10:00 PM 
11:00 PM 
Day Total . 

%Weekday 
Average 

%Week 
Average 

622 
585 
619 
535 
587 
625 
481 
400 
286 
202 
109 

5051 

49.3% 

49.3% 

41 
40 
50 

107 
358 
695 
873 
737 
578 
617 
606 
635 
650 
564 
572 
592 
277 
421 
516 
445 
331 
192 
109 

10087 

98.5% 

98.5%. 

56 
35 
46 

106 
360 
649 

1303 

12.7% 

12.7% 

AM Peak 7:00AM 5:00AM 
Volume . 873 649 

Fri 

Page 1 of 1 

QC JOB#: 10369601 
DIRECTION: NB 

DATE: Jul14 2008- Jul16 2008 
, Average Weekday Sat Sun Average Week i Average Week Profife 

Hourlv Traffic Hour!J( Traffic 
66 66 • 48 48 1111 
37 37 • 48 48 • 106 106 ! •• 

359 359 
672 672 
873 873 
737 737 
578 578 
617 617 
606 606 
635 635 
636 636 
574 574 
595 595 
563 563 
432 432 
523 523 
498 498 
422 I 422 
308 ' 308 
197 

I 
197 

,_ 
! 

109 i 109 
I 

10239 10239 

100.0% ____ ! _______ _ 
7:00AM I 7:00AM 

' 873 ' 873 PM Peai<-T6~oo PM ____ i oo"PM ______ _ --------~--. worM ______________ _ 
1:00PM 

636 Volume : 625 650 i 636 
Comments· 

Report generated on 7/21/200810:50 PM SOURCE: Qual<)< Counts, LLC (htlp:llwww.qualnycounts.net) 



-v. 
~ 

1111
t: 14-Jul-08 15-Jul-08 16-Jul-08 

AM 124 121 
1:00AM 58 55 
2:00AM 45 61 
3:00AM 40 32 
4:00AM 43 46 
5:00AM. 87 95 
6:00AM 276 244 
7:00AM 375 
8:00AM. 448 
9:00AM 426 

10:00 AM 453 
11:00 AM 554 
12:00 PM 663 
1:00PM, 607 602 
2:00PM 700 690 
3:00PM 776 773 
4:00PM, 845 862 
5:00PM' 945 584 
6:00PM' 768 674 
7:00PM 671 644 
8:00PM · 634 593 
9:00PM 456 514 

10:00 PM ' 332 351 

%Week 
67.5% 97.9% 6.4% 

11:00 AM 6:00AM 
554 244 

5:00 PM 4:00 PM 
945 862 

Report generated on 7/21/2006 10:51 PM 

Hourly Traffic 
122 
56 
53 
36 
44 
91 

260 
375 
448 
426 
453 
554 
663 
604 
695 
774 
853 
764 
721 
657 
613 
485 
341 

100.0% 

11:00 AM 
554 

4:00PM 
853 

Sun 

I 56 • I 53 • I 36 • i 44 • ! 
91 • 260 

375 
448 
426 
453 
554 
663 
604 
695 
774 
863 

i 764 

I 
721 
657 

' 
613 



Method 

_j ':'F-1~, L Peak·liour: 7:06 AM -8:06AM 13.7 •• 
0 364 24 Peak 15-Min: 7:35AM·· 7:60AM _J: ... ,:,L 
~ . ~ .. . .. 0 +O J ... &4. 78 

ro~~] 0 r o88J 0 [~~l 
oo•ooJ + 1.. 19+26 • .. 

00 • • 00 
0 •o ~ r z.a • ,. -r. ~~ cr oo .. oo'\ r.t2• " ,~. ~~ 0 828, JO Quality Counts o,o 5.0 6~7 

• ! ' t 
3M~0.82/S!>a ... ;; 1- \ •• - :, ' " · 'l ;-, :. ·' 

' . : ~ . . •. ,, ~ :' · .... -~ . 137 50 

_j 0 L _j~ ~L • 
~~ _jll ~ J~/ 0 0 : ·"- .. ; 

'/ 

I I "-- ,~ • ~~ 0 .-

_j L r·r _j • L 
~ . 

~ ~· "9'1 r,'~ • ~o~<~o 
~ '• 

I I I • I 

II10AM 0 0 0 4 0 94 1283 
8:15AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 62 1256 
8:20AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 " 1259 
8:25AM 0 60 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 100 1243 
!1:30AM 0 57 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 95 123!1 
8 35AM 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 71 1182 
!140 AM 0 51 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1157 
6:45AM 6 0 1112 
8:50AM 1103 

Report generated on 7/8/2008 PM 
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3858844 _J············L 17 343 25 ..... 
49 .31 J ~ 75 • 128 

l1.00]39 • 1 o.tz[ • 16 l~:~.l .. • 23 .. r 37 • t34 

,~·~, 
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0 
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_j 

I 
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Peak-Hour: 7:05AM ··8:05AM 
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' . ' ,,, . : ,. '· ·" ~ 

~H 

-+ 

'1 

23 
32 
28 

" 

32 

• 

I 
0 
0 
2 
3 
2 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

• 
5 
2 
0 
2 
0 
6 

0 

l_ 
+-

ll·rr 

2 
2 , 
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~ r 

,~ trl 
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o8o Peak-Hour: 7:05AM •• 8:05 AM 00 00 _J: . :L Peak 15-Min: 7:35AM·· 7:50AM _j·: ~L 0.0 
~ . .. • 43 •o ~ .. 0 .. 49 

~:~J .. [0.821 .. [o_68] 93 ... J + .. 00. 82 • • 6J • ,. I• • 96 .. •• .. r •• 00 
63+00~ roo• 44 ,~. ~, 
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8:10AM 0 0 0 1 
8:15AM 0 0 0 0 2 
8:20AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 13 
8:25AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 
8:30AM 0 0 0 0 0 ' 1 12 
8:35AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
8:40AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 ' 0 0 119 
8:45AM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 ' 0 0 9 112 
8:50AM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 12 111 
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10f!B747 Peak·Hour: 4:45 PM - 5:45 PM 2.2 36 _j: ,.., :L Peak 15·Min: 5:10PM·· 5:26PM 

_j·; ~L 2.2 
J • ~ • 0 ., J \. ,. 3 

1 o.oo 1 o [D.eTj o[§J 00 ••• J + \. 00. 0.0 • .. 0.0. . . • 00 

0 • 0 .. r •• oo • o.o" r o.o• o.o 
~~. ~~ 1·: • ~·I : 7~4 ; (J: Quality Counts 36 

10~8745 ·'-!li'-1' >11' ••. ,, •j ,, •• :. 

• (,. ~-( : ....... •h;;•,-·· '·. 22 36 

_j 0 L _j~ ~L • 

+ _j~ ~ 
J +\. 0 2 . -~·,. •. -t 
• '~- r 

I I )-- ,~ • r~ 0 

_j L T- _j • L 
1,1" ~l·c, ~ ·~· ,~ .. 
~q;. .,.., 

I I I • I 

Report generated on 7/8/2008 12:03 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http:ltwww.qualitycounts.net) 

1568 



_j L 

I I 

1 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Report generated on 7/B/2008 12·.03 PM 

MethOd 

Peak-Hour: 4:46PM •• 5:46 PM 
Peak 16-Min: 5:10PM·· 6:26PM 

L 

•• 

I 

0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 4 1 
0 0 0 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
2 

3 

0.0 

_j o•o o.o ... 

Volume 

0.0 

~L 
22 •OOJ £ t. 00.18 

00. v· 22 

00 ~0: :0 :,F, 
00 4 5 

L 
·~· 

I 

_j • 

t 

0 
0 11 

2 0 0 7 
4 0 0 11 
7 0 0 1J 
5 0 0 12 

(http:/ twww. qua I itycounls . net) 

1569 



soaEJ2<1a 

_j!M,!L 
~ . .. 

41 .9 .I \.. 27. 59 

t~~J 1 • [ __ ~.a1 1 .. 6 ~ 
47 •31 '\ r ze• os 

1:;7:r 
l•r::.1.1 
504~271 

_j L 

I I 

Report generated on 7/8/2008 12:03 PM 

1570 

Method for 

Peak·Hour: 4:46 PM •• 6:46 PM 
Peak 16·Min: 5:10PM·· 6:26PM 

a:Quality Counts 
' -l' I ' •. :. ,. J • :, _.. 

,_ . . - ·.. . ~ ~ · ... ' 

12 

~L 

_j L 
·[e)· 

• 

• I 

Volume 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/r\vww quatitycounts.net) 



APPENDIX B 

1571 



LEVEL OF SERVICE CONCEPT 

Level of service (LOS) is a quality measure describing operational conditions for drivers as they travel 
through an intersection or along a roadway segment. LOS is defined by such service measures as speed 
and travel time, freedom to maneuver, impediments caused by other vehicles, and comfort and 
convenience. Six LOS grades are used to denote the various levels of service, from A to F, with LOS A 
representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst. 

Signalized Intersections 

At signalized intersections, level of service is defined by the average control delay per vehicle. Average 
control delay is defined to include initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final 
acceleration delay. The following table presents the relationship between the six LOS grades and 
average control delay, plus a qualitative description of each level of service grade. The level of service 
thresholds acceptable to the specific reviewing jurisdiction(s) are descnbed in the body of the report. 

Average Control 
Level of Delay Per Vehicle 
Service (Seconds)1 

A S10.0 

B >10 and S20 

c >20 and :i'35 

r-·---· 

D >35 and S55 

E >55 and seo 

F >60 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 
FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

Description of Conditions 

Very low average control delay with extremely favorable traffic progression and 
most vehicles arriving during the green phase Vehicles clear the intersection 
every signal cycle. 

Low average control delay w·1th good progression, but more vehicles stop than for 
a level of service A condition, causing higher levels of average control delay. 
Operating speeds are beginning to be affected by other traffic. 

Higher delays from fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle 
failures may begin to appear at th1s level. The number of vehicles stopping is 
significant at this level, although many still pass through the intersection without 
stopping. Operating speeds and maneuverability are closely controlled by other 
traffic. 

--~·--· 

The influence of traffic congestion is noticeable. There are longer delays resulting 
from some ccmbination of unfavorable traffic progression, long cycle length, or 
high volume/capacity ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not 
stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are also noticeable, but operaflng 
speeds are tolerable. 

---------
Very long traffic delays generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, 
and/or high volume/capacity ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent 
occurrences. Operating speeds are restricted and traffic flow has become 
unstable, meaning any interruptions will cause vehicle queues to form and 
operations to deteriorate to level of service F. __ " ____ ,. ----"-·· 
Extreme delays resulting in conditions that are unacceptable to most drivers_ This 
condition often occurs with oversaturation. lt may also occur at high 
volume/capacity ratios below 1.0 with many mdividual cycle failures. Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths may also contribute to such high delay values. 

1. The average control delay ranges presented in this table are from the Transportation Research Board, Highway 
Capacity Manual, (2000). 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Unsignalized intersections include two way stop controlled (TWSC) and all way stop controlled (AWSC) 
intersections. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual provides models for estimating average control delay 
at both TWSC and AWSC intersections Both quantitative and qua"iitative descnptions of the various 
service levels associated with an unsignalized intersection are presented in the following table. Again, 
the level of service thresholds acceptable to the speCific revrewing Jurisdiction(s) are described in the 
body of the report. 

Pagel 
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Average Control 
Level of Delay Ptr Vehicle 
Service (Seconda)1 

A <10.0 

B >10 and S15 

c >15 and S25 

D >25 and S35 

E >35 and S50 

F >50 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 
FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

DescrlpUon of Conditions 

Nearly all drivers find freedom of operation. Very seldom is there more than one 
vehicle in queue. 

Some drivers begin to consider the delay an inconvenience. Occasionally there is 
more than one vehicle in queue. 

Many times there is more than one vehicle ln queue. Most drivers feel restricted, 
but not objectionably so. 

Often there is more than one vehicle in queue. Drivers feel quite restricted. 

Represents a condition in which the demand is near or equal to the probable 
maximum nlJmber of vehicles that can be accommodated by the movement. There 
is almost always more than one vehicle In queue_ Drivers find the delays 
approaching intolerable levels. 

Forced tlow. Represents an intersection failure condition that is caused by 
geometric and/or operational constraints external to the intersection. 

1. The average control delay ranges presented in this table are from the Transportation Research Board. Highway 
Capacity Manual, (2000) 

It should be noted that the level of service criteria for unsignalized intersections are somewhat different 
than the criteria used for signalized intersections. The primary reason for this difference is that drivers 
expect different levels of performance from different kinds of transportalion facilities. The expectation is 
thai a signalized intersection is designed to carry higher traffic volumes than an unsignalized intersection. 
Additionally, there are a number of driver behavior considerations that combine to make delays at 
signalized intersections less onerous than at unsignalized intersections. For example, drivers at 
signalized intersections are able to relax during the red interval, while drivers on the minor street 
approaches to TWSC intersections must remain attentive lo the task of identifying acceptable gaps and 
vehicle conflicts. Also, there is often much more variability in the amount of delay experienced by 
individual drivers at unsignalized intersections than signalized intersections. For these reasons, it is 
considered that the control delay threshold for any given level of service is less for an unsignalized 
intersection than for a signalized intersection. While overall intersection level of service is calculated 
for AWSC intersections, level of service is only calculated for the minor approaches and the major 
street left turn movements at TWSC intersections. No delay is assumed to the major street through 
movements. For TWSC intersections, the overall intersection level of service remains undefined: level-of­
service is only calculated for each minor street lane. 

In the performance evaluation of TWSC intersections, it is important to consider other measures of 
effectiveness (MOE's) in addition to delay, such as vic ratios for individual movements, average queue 
lengths, and 95th-percentile queue lengths. By focusing on a single MOE for the worst movement only, 
such as delay for the minor-street left turn, users may make inappropriate traffic control decisions. The 
potential for making such inappropriate decisions is likely to be particularly pronounced when the HCM 
level-of-service thresholds are adopted as legal standards, as is the case in many public agencies. 
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AM Mon ,Ju.l 2J, 2008 11:50:27 Page 2-1 

Dunn Tr~ffic Engineering, LI,C - Project #0092 
Occnco Woods Mixed Usc- Hillsboro 

2008 Ex.istinq Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Loved Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignali~cd Nethod (!~a.'lc Vo.lum(~ Alternat-..ive) 

*'""***·k* ~*k***;. *****'"'~ l*~ A** J.k*.O Jo.·k,.t A kk k A lr* k A k t k *"'-"** k *** * k kk ** k 0 l kkl·k k·A** A·** kk ·k k 

Intersection ffl Cornelius P~:~ss Rd./Wilkins St. 
************~*•*******~*****'***kwklk*~kkkkkkiAkkkkAtkkk*kkk*************k****** 

Aver:age Delay (sec/veh}: 1. 6 Wor~ot Case Level Of Service: C{ 24 .5J 

l\pproach: North Bound South Bound E.<:ast Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T n L T R I. T R L T R 
------------1------------ II ------11---------------11 ----------------1 
Contr:ol 
Rights: 

Unconti.oiJ.~d 

Inclnr::ho 
Lanes; 0 0 0 0 

-----·-------!----------------1 
Volume Modnlr'-:At1 Peak HoUl' 

Base Vol: 0 828 ~0 

CrOHth Arlj: . 80 1. 00 . (0 
Initial 9se: 0 828 ~0 

User Adj: 1. 00 1 . 00 i . 00 
FHF Adj: 0,88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 9~' ~4 

Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 
FinalVolwne: 0 9·1 ~ ~q 

Un.::o:1t. roll•;)d 
1 nc:lude 

l 
1-

/.4 
1. en . co 

2 ·1 ·' •) -~ 
. 0~) . (;() 

0.0~3 G.tl8 

() 

.GO 
0 

1.00 
0.88 

0 
J 

Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Inclu~e lTlclude 

vODliO 10001 
i---------------11----·------- -----1 

(J 0 
. 00 . 00 

u 0 
1.00 1.00 
0.88 C.88 

0 0 
0 
0 

0 
.00 

0 
1.00 
0.88 

0 

2' 
1. GO 

24 
.00 

0.88 
n 

0 

0 
.00 

0 
1-00 
0.88 

0 
0 

54 
1-00 

54 
] . 00 
0.88 

61 
0 

0 ?_7 0 61 
------------1---------------j)- -------11 ----- --I 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
CrlLical Gp:xxxxx xxx~ xxxxx 
Foll01·1UpT:in:: xxxxx xxxx xx;-:xx 
-----"------1---------------
C,~pacity tl:ndulc~: 

Cnflict Vol xx:-:x XJ-:xx xxxzx 

Po 'cent Cap. xxxx x:-:xx xxxxx 

.) XX~~ XXXXX XZXXX XXZX XXXXX 6.4 XXXX 6.2 
-~ XXYX XXX~X XX~X% XXXX XXXXX 3.5 XXXX ].] 

---------------1 -------.-----------1 1---------------1 

~;: : .. xxxx ;.:zxxx 

o t~ x:-c~>: xxxxx 
XXXX XXXX XXXXX :426 XXX~ 958 
XXXX XXKX XKXXX 14A KXXX 3]1 

Move Cap.: 
Volume/Cap: 

XXX~ XXXX XXXXX 66) XXXX XXXXX 

xxxx x:w:xx xxxx 0. 04 X XXX: xxxx 
XXXK XXXX XXXXX 114 XXXX 3.11 
xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.19 xxxx 0.20 

·-------1!---------------i -----------1 1----------------1 
I,evcl Cf Servic>:! Modul<::: · 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxx~ xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Nov0: 
Movement: LT i.'l'R - H"i' 
Shared Cap. xxxx xxx~ xxxxx 
Sh.3redQucue: xxxxx xx;.::--: x;~xx1·: 

j)," xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

"G XXXY XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX 

P. 
LT - LTR - RT' 

0.7 xxxx 
.1,:'",_8 xxx;-; 

F. 

LT - :.TR 

0.7 
19- 4 

c 
RT 

}:Y.XX XX>,:;.: Xi-:XXX XXX;{ XX:-<:X XY.XXK X;{XX ZXXY. XXXXX 

xx:.>:x;.. xxx.-: xxxx:-: x;..:xx.:-; xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx x:xxxx 
Shrd ConDel: XX}: XX XXX:'{ XXXX:>' XXXX.'\ XXX:~: XX XXX X:<XXX XXXX XX XXX XXXY.X )-:XXI': XXXXX 

Shared LOS: .;, 4' 

ApproachDel: X}::<xxr: xx:-:x.xx :<xxxxx 

ApproachLOS: 

Note: Queue reported L; ":ht~ n.Hltl1<·~:_· oJ ~_:;:::.··; [X:Y' LJ:l(':. 

2<1. s 
c 

~ A 1 ~ ~ ; 1 -!- ~ ~ ~ ·1 J. k -.1 A A !, A J. ! ->. 1 ~ A A !< + . • ' ;, < • ' + • ·' , ~ ; ~ j >< ~ * "' • • ' * ~ -< A * * * .T ;. • k * ' * _\ ;, * * !< ~ • * I- ~ • * 1 ;, ~ ·- j 

1'raffix 7.9.0115 
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11M Man Jul 21, 2008 11:50:27 

Dur1r1 Traffic Engineering, Ll~ - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed U~Je - Hillsboro 

2008 Existing Tr:aff.it: Condit.i.uns, Ar4 Peak Hou.c 

Level Of Service Cornputdtion Report 

Page 3-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alte.rnative) 
•*******~*******~***'********l*****~*******~·~·····~···········~················ 

Intersection #2 Cornelius Pas;; Rd../Qna tarna Rd. 
**************+*****************'*****'******~***~····~········~···· ************ 
Cycle (sec); 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R"'4.0 ~H::c) 

58 

Critical Vol./Cap. (XI: 
Ave rag<:: Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Ser:vice: 

l\ppr.oac:h: Ncntb Bound Suuth Bvund Ea~-; t Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R 1.. ~ R L 

0. 702 
13.6 

B 

We::>L Bound 
R 

------------1----------
Cont r-ol: Prot I· Pe t-m.i_ \. 

11----- -··--------\ 1-----------
Frot+?er:m~l 

Include 
Pcr-rn.i. L Lt~d 

Include 

I 1--------------- i 
Petmitted 

Rights: 
Min. Gn~en: 0 

Incluct~·~ 

0 
Lones: 1 \) c 1 0 
------------1------ ··-------1 
Volume !''ludule:AM PeaK Ho;n­
Base Vol; 16 738 70 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 :.'.. 00 l, 00 
Initial 3se: 
User Adj: 
PHF Adj: 
PHF Volume: 
Reduct Vol: 

16 738 
1.00 l.OO 
o. 92 

l7 
0 

0. 92 
802 

0 
Reduced Vol: 17 802 
?CE A.dj : 1 . Ou 1. 00 
Y!LF Adj : 1. 00 1. 00 
Fir1~lVoJ.ume: 17 802 

Sat .. ur·dtion f} ow l"'lod~.;.le: 

70 
1.00 
f). 92 

76 
0 

76 
1. ()(1 

1. DO 

Sa~/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 
.<ldjusUEent: 0.90 0.93 0.93 
Lanes: l.JO 0.91 i).09 
Fi~al Sat.: 1702 1615 153 
------------1---------------
Co.pdcit.y Analysis Hodule: 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 (l 

---------------1 

25 343 l7 
1.00 :.oo 1.00 

2::1 313 
1.00 ~ .. 00 
0.92 0.92 

27 37 3 
0 0 

27 j7 3 
l.OO :.CO 
1.0\) l.OO 

2' 37 j 

17 
1. 00 
0. 92 

18 
" v 

13 
1. co 
1. 00 

13 
1---~-~~---------: I 

0 0 J 
0 0 1! 0 t) 

---·------------ i I 

31 39 23 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

31 39 23 
1.00 1.00 
0.92 0.92 

34 42 
0 

3·1 
1.00 
1.00 

34 

0 
42 

l. 00 
1. 00 

4 
., 
< 

l. 00 
0.92 

25 
0 

25 
1. 0;) 
1. 00 

------1 

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
0.03 O.G7 0.81 0.78 0.78 0.-18 
1 .co 0.95 0.05 0.33 0.42 0.25 
1583 1577 78 492 619 365 

1---------------11-- -·---------1 

0 
0 

Include 
0 0 

0 l ! 0 

37 16 
l.OO l.OO 

37 16 
l.OO l.CO 
0.92 0.92 

40 17 
0 0 

tJQ '! 7 
1.00 :. .• GO 
1.00 1.00 

0 

7S 
]. 00 

75 
J. DO 
0.92 

82 
0 

82 
1.00 
1.00 

<JCi 1"! 87. 
--------------· I 

1.900 1300 1900 
0.78 0.78 0.78 
0.2.9 J.l2 0.59 

·1:?.7 185. 86S 

Vol/Sal: 0.01 0.50 0.50 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Cr-il Noves: 
Gr:-ccr:/Cyc1e: 
vo::..~une/Cap: 
Delay/Veb: 
Use.r.: DelAdj: 
AdjDel!Vell: 
LOS hy Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0. "78 0. 71 
0. 03 0. "iO 

2.6 9.1 
1. 00 ·: .. 00 
2.6 9.4 

A ·' 
0 15 

0. 7l 
0."10 

9.4 
l. 00 

9.>1 
A 
15 

0.73 
0.09 

6.0 
1. 00 

6.0 
II 

() 

0. J1 

LJO 
:; .. 4 

[\ 

0. 71.) 
0. 34 

~_-.. • I} 

1. OG 
,'). 1 

P. ., 

0.13 0.13 
O.Sl 0.51 
38. '] 38. ·1 
1.00 1.00 
38.4 38.4 

D D 
3 3 

Hot•:;: Q~;eue .L"I::!porl ed .U> Lhe number vf: c21 rs per .lane. 

(! •. 1.3 
\}. 5 J 
38.4 
l. 00 
~:>8 . /j 

D 
3 

0.13 O.lJ 
0, 70 8.70 
1"7. 9 n. 9 
1.00 1.00 
17.9 47.9 

f) 0 
5 5 

0. 13 
0.70 
4"7.9 
1. 00 
47.9 

D 
5 
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AM Mon .-Jul 21, 2008 J.\:~)0:27 Page 4-·-1 

Dunn TLaf[lc Fnq.iwc~eri_ng, LLC Pr.ojf~Ct '0092 
Orenco Woods r·1i.xed Use. - Hillsboro 

2008 Ex.i:-;Ung Traffic Cond.i.t".ions, AM Peak Uour 

Level Of ServicP. Conlputat.i.on Report 
2000 HCM Un~.ignali.;-;ed Method (Base Volume Alternat·.ive) 

* 1- A· A· * 'It A· ·k lr .;. 1< lr o • .- ~ tc * * l l • ! * i * t * * J, -;. * * ,o * *..! o * * * ;. * * ~ * t ;.- * * ,.. " 1r k * * * * * * * * * * * lr * k k lr • * k -k k * * * * * 
Intersect ion ·# 3 c:ornl?d ius Pass Rd. /Ki ~n Ln. 
k • ·J, :.1- * * * -!.- * * l ~- ~ ,;. ' !. o!- ,;. A .1r ~ • * <- * * 0 ~ ' * * ~ * 1r < * * " ~ • o * ' 1r k * j ;.- " * 1r * * * • * l * * * t 1< l t *' * * * l k I< * -; k * ,. * * * * 
Average Delay (;,ec/v1~h): 

l\pproach: North Bound 
Movement: L T R 
------------1---------------1 
Control: 
Rights: 

t;nccr.t rol i.cd 
r r:c: ·.~elF~ 

Lane3: U C (; 1 0 
------------1---------------1 
Volume r·:odu.lc:Af1 Pcrtk Hc;n 
P.use Vol: 
G!·owth 1\,_ij: 
initial Bsc.:: 
lJS!:'\.1':" [l.dj: 
PHE' Adj : 
PHF Volume: 
Reduct Vol: 
F.ina.l.Vo 1 U'TH:."': 

(; Jl6 
. (i:'; 1. ()() 

G ~~ l E, 
l. ();) :;_. 00 
0.92 

D 
0.92 

88' 
0 

u 287 

cu 
I 

.co 
0.0.2 

1 
,; 

0.? worst· C.1c.e Level Of Ser:vice: C( 19.5) 

Sonth A01~nrl 

[, 1' R 

Cnc:ont'r:oJ J.•;d 
T ne ~ 1.1dr~ 

l) () (: 0 

J • llO l. r:r.: 
) 4 (:J 

l.l)O ·_.no 
0.9? O.S•2 

J 438 
0 () 

438 

.00 
c 

.00 
0.92 

P.ast Rr>u:1d \'lest Bound 
L R L ~ R 

-.-~---------11-----------~-----' 

Stop Si.g~ Stop Sigr1 
Inc1urle Include 

OOL10D 001~00 
l 1- --------·--- f !---------------- i 

D 
l. 00 

0 
.00 

0.92 

0 

0 
. 00 

0 
1 . 00 
0. 92 

0 
0 

0 
.00 

0 
.00 

0.92 
0 
0 

4 ;) 
1. oo .1 • on 

4 ("; 

.00 l.OD 
0.92 0.92 

4 u 

o n 

9 
1.00 

9 
1 . 00 
0. 92 

10 
0 

0 0 ;) 10 
------------1~--~-~--~--~--~ 11--------~~-- -----1 .--------- r r ---------------! 
Critical Gap 1'-:k .. du··e: 
Critic~J Gp:xxxxx ~xxx xxxxx 
?c.] )GW!JpT.im: XAXXY. XXX;..;. XX:.{X}: 

------------·---------------1 
Capacity t-t;orlu',C': 
Cnflict Vol: XXXX XXX% 

POlAn. Cap.: XXKX X~XY 

t"love CC~p.: xxx:-; >:Xxl-: 

VolumE-/Cap: Y.XX.'< XXXX 

xr:;\x~: 

xx:..:xY. 
Y.XXX 

------------I--------------··--- i 

Level Cf s.-~r·vicf.' OV:ockle; 

Cont .. r nJ Del : xxxxx %X.'<X xx;co: 

LOS hy MO'.TC'.: 
'•'.ovemP-n t.: !.T - T.TR - RT 

Sharc.-:i Cc~>-
:>hat {.:;dQ'-H~u~~: xxxxx :-:xc;::-: xxz ;.;x 
Sh !."d COOl De .I : XX.V:XX ·.-:xxx 1->XY.XX 

Shared : .. OS: 
ApproachD8.1 
Appr-o<lchLOS: 

4.2 XXXX X}XX}: XXXXX X:<XX XXXXX 6.4 6.5 6.2 
.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.J 3.3 

····------------ 1--~-------------1 ---------------1 

fiGS xxx:-: x;-:xxx 
; 30 :<x>-;:-: X}:;~x>: 

7 :~0 XXX X. XX XXX 

(1. 00 XXY.:< t:XXX 

!---------------

J. (_) xxx:.: xxxxx 

x>::{x r::->:xx x>:xxx 
xx>:x l-::{XX xxxxx 
XXXX Y,){XX XXXXX 

XXXX >::-{XX XXXX 

1------~--------1 

XX}::< XXXX XXXXX 

}33? 1332 
17/ 156 
17 l -L55 

888 
J16 
346 

0.03 0.00 0.03 
---------------1 

xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
10.0 ~XXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX 

1.'1' - ~,T~ - RT LT - !.TR - RT : .• T - L':'R - HT 
XXX:< XXX/. XXXX:-< XXXX XXXX XY.XXX xxx:< ?. (3 ;-;xxx~-: 

0.0 X~XX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX 0.2 XXXKK 

::._o. 0 >:xxY. xxxx:-: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 19. 5 :-:xxxx 

xx;..:xxY. :<xxxxx 

' 

N;·)te: ()IeetH~ n:pnrt·1.·d i~-: the numbc:;;· of ~::-:~rs 9E:r Jc.ne. 
j- * • ~ ~ ; \ * ; ~ • * ~ .\ > ~ ·' • ,;- ·< ' ' ~ • J, > > ~ ' ~ • ' .\ > y > ' -\- ~ t ' • •j.- ' J •o• ~ * ~ ~ ~ • ,;- * ~ * ;,- • >< o'; "' -o; " j.- ~ ~ ~ A !o f A ~ ,\ ~ A Ac.\ * ~ * 
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AM Mon ,Jul. 21., 2008 11:50:27 

Dunn Tr-affic Eng.\.m~~J:.ing, LLC - Pr:oject lt0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2008 Existing Tr·aff:ic Cond.itiorw, AM Peak Hour: 

L~~vcl Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCN Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative) 

k~************~********'*************************~·····~··········~············· 

Intersection il'l Quata.ma Rd. /76th Ave./Site Access 
ltll*tllltttll~ltltlltttllllklll*******************************~**************** 

~verage Delay (sec/veh) : 2.2 Worst Case Level Of Ser:vice: A[ 8. B] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
~lovemen t : L '" R L 'I' R L 'J' ,_L 'f R 

------------1---------------; 1-------------- I I -----11---------------1 
Contr.ol: Stop Sign 
Righls: Ir.clude 
Lar;es: 0 0 l! 0 0 
------------1---------------1 I 
1/o.lume Module:/\H Peak P.our 

Stvp :;;iqn 
lnclmle 

0 D 0 0 0 

Case Vul: 2 0 2 6 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: l.L)0 1.01) 1.00 1.00 l.OO l.OO 
Ir1ltial Bse: 2 0 26 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 l.OC 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PBF A.dj: 0.92 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
PHF Volume: 2 0 32 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 G 0 0 0 
Fine.lVolu.me: 2 r1 32 0 0 0 
------------l---------------ll----------------1 
Critical Gap Nociule: 

Uncontrolled 
Inc.ludt~ 

0 0 1 0 0 

Uncontn).l..led 
Include 

G 1 0 0 0 
1-----·- --1 ! ---------------1 

0 64 
l.CO 1.00 

G 64 

l.CO 1.00 
0.82 0.82 

c 
.00 

1. 00 
0.82 

0 
0 
0 

'18 0 
8 c 

78 c 
-----------1 

8 41 
l. 00 1. 00 

8 41. 
l.OO 1.00 
0.82 0.92 

10 
0 

10 50 

0 
.()() 

0 
.00 

0.82 
0 
0 
0 

1---------------i 

Cr-iLLcal Gp: 6.4. 6.::. 6.2 x:{XXX xxxx xxxxx xx;..:xx xxxx :.-:xxxx 1,,2 xxxx :-~xxxx 

Fo.:.l.o;-:Up'Ti m; i. 5 11. 0 3. 3 xxxxx. xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx ~;xxxx 2, 3 x:~zx :-:xxxx 
------------1---------------1 1--------------- ! ---------------11-------------
C.::~pac i -~y t-1-.xiule: 
Cnrlic'. Vol: UH xxxx xxxx xxxxx X.t-\:XX :XX:KX XXXXX '78 xx,.;x :,-;xxzx 
Potent Cap. B·t9 
Hove Cap.: 8·15 

it; 0 
78 

98>3 
988 

VolunvdCap; 0.00 O.OC 0.03 

x:xxx xxxx xxxxx 
xxxx xx~x xxxxx 
xxxx xxxx xxxx 

XXXX XXXX XXXY.X 1.~t3J XX:XX :>;XX.~CX 

x.xxx xxx.x xxxxx. 1483 xxxx ;..;xxxx 
XXXX XY.X~ XXXX 0.01 XXXX XXXX 

------------1---------------1 ;---------------; 1---------------11------------- -I 
Lev<~: 0( Service i'1odu1e: 
2ftlay95lhQ: xxxx xxxx xxx.xx x.xxx xx.xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx zxxxx 
CcTJLro.L Oel:xxxxx xx.xx xxxr.x xxxxx xxx.x xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xx.xxx 
LO~ by Move; 
t~o;,reWoOm t ~ LT 
Shal:cd Cao. : ;c{xx 
Sha::.-gdQU(!l.lt.~: xx;-·.xx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 
Shated LOS: * 
Approach Del: 
P.ppr-oa1:hLOS: 

~ . .TF 
976 

a.P. ,, 
8.8 

A 

' 
R'I' 1/f - LTR - RT L':' - LTR - P.T 

xx:-:r.x ~:xxx xxx.x xxxxx xxxx xxxx ;{xxxx 
xxx;-:x x:-:xxx XXX» xxxxx x:-->xxx xxx:x xxxxx 
:1:xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxz 

xxxxxx xxxxxx 

;; , 0 XXXX XXX;-<x 

7. 4 X.l<XX :-:xx;-;;x 

A * 
LT - L'l'H - RT 

;o<:x:': x:<xx ;-;xx;.;:x 
0 . 0 xx;{x xxxxx 
7 . 1 xxxx xxx:~x 

" XXKXXX 



AM Mon JuJ. 21, 2008 11:.50:27 Page 6-1 

Dunn Traff.ir:: F;ng.i.nee:ri.ng, LLC Project #0092 
orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2008 Exi.:;;ting Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Leve1 Of Service Computation Heport 
2000 1-lrf-1 Un~ ignal ized Method (Base Volwne Alternative) 

***~l~······~~····•************************************************************* 

Intersection #5 23lst Ave./Dogwood St. 
klkkkkkkkkkkkAIIkk•ttkkkkkk~~~~~kktkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk*+*****kAtkkkkttk~kkkkkkkkkkkk 

Average DcJay (~nc/veh): 3.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: C( 15.9] 

Appzoach: No:r:·tJ-: Bound SOIJ th Bound East Bound Viest Bound 
Movement: L T E"i L T R L T R L 1' R 
---------- -·--1----------------· I 1---------------11- II- · ------------1 

S::op S.iqn Cont:rol: Ur.contrcllP.rl 
8.i.ghts: Jnrludc 
Lanes: 0 J 0 
------------1---------------1 
Volume t"'Gliulc:At-: P•~a.k liour 
Base Vol: 14 356 
~rcwth A4~: .CO 1.00 
1rd.t.ia..l :'!se: 
:iser: Adj: 
PHF Adj: 
PH? Voll>me: 

?..educt Vcd.: 

j 4 

.:JO 
C.S4 

17 
I) 

1. 00 
0.84 

4 7.4 
0 

.1. L)0 

' 1. 00 
0.84 

s 
0 

Fi.nalVo!umc: 17 424 ~ 

------------1------------ I 
Cr.i t . .ica J Gap Module: 
Cri~ica~ Gr: 4. xxxx xxxxx 
FollcwllpTim: ).~ xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------j 
Capa,:i ty r.o.c,,:fttl•·:· 
Cuflict Vo] 1~7 xzxx xxxxx 
?otent Ca1l. 1399 xxxx ~xxxx 
t·Jove cup.: 1. ·;9~1 :-:>:x.'< ;{XX>::-:: 

Vol:Dm./C;p: 0.01 xxxx xxxc: 
------------1---------------1 
L~vAl Of Servic~ MOd!:le: 
7.tl,:,y9SthQ: 
Contro.J.. r;,~: 

J.O~-) h)-' '>!C>Vt' 

''Coveme~1 L: 

U. () xx;.-:x xx.xxr: 
"/. f: AXXX Y.XXX>: ,, 
LT - LTR - ET 

Un<:onr::ro l led 
Include 

Stop .Sl.gr, 
lnclude 

0 1! 0 
Inc J ~1de 

1 0 0 0 0 
I-

0 
---11 

0 0 l! 0 0 
---------------! ------------1 

6 1.4 5 
·;. 00 .1. 00 

6 145 
1. 00 .1. 00 
0.84 0.84 

7 i 73 

0 0 

,, 
.00 

4 
l .. co 
0.84 

" 0 
7 l73 c., 

-------·--1 

:_.,() 

. 00 1.. :)0 
jQ 2 

1.00 1.00 
0.84 0.84 

60 
0 

32 
1 . co 

.32 
.00 

0' 84 
38 

0 
60 "· 38 

!-------·-----·--1 

xx:-:x: 
xx~:x 

xxxxx 7 6.5 6.? 
xxxxx 3.5 4.0 ~.3 

---11---------------1 

'-1.::::9 xxx:-: xxxx:-: 6F! 1 7.') 

11 1i 
1..00 LOO 

l"! .1 i 

1 .08 l .. 00 
0,8, 0.84 

13 1 3 
0 0 

] 3 1} 

·;. 6. s 
.i .. "> cc 

! --------

o69 651 
:1:5 xxxx xxxxx 366 388 868 371 388 
~~~5 XXXX XKXXX 321 3SJ 868 348 381 
0.01 xxxx xxxx 0.13 0.01 8.01 0.04 0.03 

'---11---------------11---------

37 
1. 00 

37 
1.00 
0.84 

44 
0 

44 
-I 

6.2 
.?..3 

' ---I 

426 
628 
628 

0.07 
---1 

x:<xx xxxx x>::-<:xx X}n:x xxxx xxxxx 
8. 2 :·::<x~: xx:-::xx xx:-:xx 

A 
LT LT 

xxxx xxzxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
* 

RT 
Sha.t:"ed Cap. ZXX'< XXZX XXXXX XXXX KXXX 

RT 
xxr:xx 
XXX XX 

x:-:xx 
XX/O~X 

LT'R - RT 
.~JJ} xxxxx 
0. 9 xx;.:xx 

LT 
xxr:x 

LTR 
494 
0.5 

XXX XX 

xxxxx xxxxx 
f>h":":"d CCH'-f!~· •. \ •. XXXX'r: XXXX XX;<:XX XX XXX >:XXX XXX XX XX>:XX 1 S. 9 XX:-\XX :<XXXX 13. 5 XX XXX 

:;ha n~ci LO.'l : 
J\pproad1ne I 
l\pproachL0.';: 

XXXXXY. xxxxxx 

Not.e: 0':(~.H· 1·epol·tt-:d i~i thrc- num.Ce:-: o:d CdJ."S pt~r li1l1t~. 

c 
15.9 

c 

B 
13.5 

B 

+. ~ A < • ~ ; + ~ ; ' ~ • ~ + > ' ·< .,.. ~ <· ~ J. " ;, ., ; * ; j • ~ + ' *" ~ ·> • + ~ }; • .,.. ._.. * ... 0 ~ * 1'< • ~ * k * + k ;, ~ + ~ + * ~· .. * ... ~ * + * * ·J. },- * ~ * ~ .._. « 

:raffir: 
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PM Mon Jul 21, 2009 11:.50:34 PagH 2-1 

Dunn •rraffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use Hiillsboro 

2008 Exist.l.ng Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Heport 
2000 HCM UnsignaJ .i.zcd Method (Bose Volume Alternat:i.ve) 

·kit I< /t!r-k·l<i *"' ~ *** .1-Jt *""*~!***-~"** l<k ~-1< .1.· It·~-""'" Ji ~• A**" Jt ~***lo **clo·lo. *** "''** ~ *******A******** A·k * 
Inte1·sect-.ion #1 Co.rnel:i.us Pass Rd. /Wilkins St. 
******~***~<************~<*"**•·············k•********~••**'******•*** .. *********** 
Averdge Delay (sec/veh): 2.7 Worst Case Level Of Servic~:~: E',f. 41.51 

Approach: Nort:h fknmd South Hound F.ast Bound Wf!st Bound 
Movement: L 'J' R L 'I' R L T R L T R 

··---1---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll----------· ..... - i 
Cont:rol: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
H.ights: Include Include Jnclude Include 
Lanes: 0 8 0 0 1. 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 1 0 0 0 1 

. -···---·----1---------------1 1---------------ll---------------ll----------···-·-- -I 
'Jolumc Hodulc!: PM p.;-,;:;. k Hour 
Bose Vol: 0 675 49 ,_.l qn 0 0 0 0 ]7 0 66 
Growth Adj' 1.00 l. 00 1 .. 00 1 .no l.OO 1. 00 l. OG 1.00 1.00 .00 .oc :.co 
Initial 85():: 0 ()75 49 7.1 941 0 8 0 (l 37 c 66 
User 1\dj, 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 l.OO 1. 00 .00 ·,. 00 1.00 :. 00 l. oc l. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0.97 0. 97 o.(n 0. 97 0.97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 
PHF VoltL.'11C: 0 696 51 73 970 0 0 0 0 38 0 68 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volurroe: 0 696 51 73 970 0 0 0 0 JS " 68 
-------·- 1- --------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 ~------ ··---1 
Critical Gap !vlodu1.e: 
Ct·itical Gp:xxxxx zxxx xxxxx 
FollC:i<!UpTim: xn:{XX ;·:xxx xxxzx 

·1. ] XX~ X XY.XXX XXX XX XXXX XXX XX 6.4 xxxx - 0 O.c 

~-2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 ~~xz 3.3 
------------1---------------1 --------------- 1---------------11-·- -·· ----------1 
Capacity ~odulc: 
Cnfli.:t Vol. ' X:<:XX xxxx XXXl':X 746 xxxx XX XXX xx:xx xx~~x X.X}C\X 

Potent. Cap. ' x;..;:xx r:xxx ;(XXXX !36/. xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx ;{XXXX 

r~ovc Cap. ' xxxx X:{XX xxx>:x i162 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

Volwr.e/Cap: xxxx xxxx xx:-:x 0.08 xxxx xxxx XXX.'-: xxxx xx::-:x 
----------. ··1- ---·- ---------1 1---------------1 i ---------------1 
Level Of Service t-1odulc: 
2Vlay9_)thQ: xxxx xzxx :~xxxx 
Cont.rol Del: xxxx.x. xxxx 
LOS by Mo·v-2: 
Movement: LT - LTR. 
.Slla x:~d Cap. : xxzx xxxx 
.Sha n?.dQueuf:.: xxxxx xx.xx 
Shn.i. ConDe1: xxxxz xxxx 
Shared. LOS: 
App:coachDel: 
Appr:oachLCS: 

xxxx:..: 

- P.'J' 
Y.:-.:xx:-< 
Y.XXXZ 

xxxxx 

C.:~ xxxx xxxxx xxx;-: xxxx :<xx:--;x 
g,(i xxxx 

A 
LT - LTR 

:-:xxz xxxx 
x;.:xxx X:<XX 

xxxxr: x:·:xx 

>:xxxxx 

XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXX:<X 

- RT l,T - !,'TR - R'l' 
xxr:xx XXX}: xxxx :-:xxxx 
xx.-.:xx }{}:XXX xxzx XXXKX 

XX>:;<x XXX XX xxxx XXX XX 

xxxx>;X 

:838 xxxx 721 
84 xxxx 4"'Q OJ 

78 xxxx 429 
0. 4 9 xxxx 0.16 

----- I 

2.0 xxxx 0. 6 
88.7 xxxx l~.o 

F • B 
LT - LTR - RT 

xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 

XX XXX xxxx .xxxxx 

41. ~' 
E 

*-.11-x-k 11--;.-1<**'~<11 lc>··~·A·~·I<·~J.•·l j, .. tIll I< -1- A l1- ~A~-;, ~f ~ 11-l ~ lo~ ~A A ~io) * t-;, 1<·-),11- I ~-!<·II lo ~ k*-1<-~-!.·-k·~-k-I<*J. *"'" ~ ~ **** 
Note: Queue r-epoL·ted is ··.h~ numb.-~r of car:s pc: lane. 
io '• -k "• ·~ .._,~;. * '"1< ~ -1-.·;l<l '-"'·"A J.-~ I 1o. ~A-*+"~ -I<.' I<. t A klo +!<A~~ io. !<;, * -lo. ~ ~;. lo flo. t I<~ J.· .. lol.--k !<I< I< .•~ * ~ K-l ~·* J +-·· 

T-:;JCfjx ·J.:l.C·11~. (·::) ~'(10'/ JcH_~_ing r~ssoc. Liu.:nsc:d U:.o DUl'iN ·:-ni"\FFIC, I•OR':-Ll'\N[) 



PM Mon Jul 21., 2008 1.1:50:34 Pugc .1-1 

Dunn Traftic bnqinecring, LLC Project ~0()92 

orenco Woods Mixed Use - 1-llillsboro 
2008 E}:isting Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 llCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative.) 

¥1~*·~·~-·······•••***••t•~•··•**********************k*********•••·········~· ·~* 

Intersection 11-2 Cvrnelius Pass Rd./Quatama F:d. 

···········~·······························••******************•*••~·····*~~··~~ 
C\r<:le (sec) : 90 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Loss Time (sec): l): ('i-1-R=:otj. 0 SE!C) 

86 
Aver_·age IJe:l.ay (sec/veh) : 

Optimal Cycle: 

l~pproach: 

t1oVI2r!lic'~·J1:: 

North Bound 
L 'I' H 

Level Of S!'!rvice: 

South Bound r..:ast Bot:nd 
L T P, L T R 

0 . f3o1 fj 

22.J 
c 

L 'i' R 
----------~! 1----- ·------, 

cenLLol: 
Rights: 
'·:in. c~r~;:en: 

i.'l·ot !-l'e: rml t 
Include 

0 {) 0 
i) I) 0 

Volume t·1odule: Pi·( P10:a.k Hour 
B~s0 Vol: 39 645 59 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 } . 00 1. 00 
Ir!ltial Bse: 39 645 59 
:;ser Adj: 
Pi IF F1dj: 
PI-iF Volume: 
Reduct Vol: 
n.edt:c:-ed vo __ : 
t-'Ci:: il':ij: 
;<--;LF }\.-Jj: 

F.i_n-'1 l.'/0: ~;r:-,~~: 

l. 00 1 . 00 . 00 
o.J.s c.:~s o.~~s 

41 679 f;2 
(j f) 0 

41 67 g 

-co l. 00 
. 00 i. 00 

62 
1.00 

.00 
(;? 

------------1---------------! 
.'3al·_;ll-.'l t :!.er; 

.SAt /Lau~: 
A'~j~l:>~rr.en:-:: 

L.'"lnc~~l: 

Fl01v Mcch.:lc~: 

J. ~00 190(! 
0.92 G.% 
1 . 00 0' 9) 

1900 
() . 9 f, 
0.08 

Fi.w;: S;.il.. 1"1.~3 J.6fiH 1'_\3 
------------1---------------1 
~~p8City AII01Vsi~ 

Vc1/Sa~: O.OJ 
t1odu lfc:: 

Cr it: i'•Jc-vf~.'l: 

,-:;!·,_.;;.o:r)/~'y(: 't <-': 
1Jc!1Ene/C<Jp: 
ne.l c.y/V<--:h: 
lls<~C [)':~.l.Adj: 

i\ci; D;'!.~/iJeb: 
I~·-JS b':' t-1i"l liE~: 

f~CH2}J.vgQ: 

-l. '' J 0. •I 1 

0. 01 'J. ~--f.! 

0. ?.4 i). "70 
1 ~ . 3 1 :} . 4 
1.. no ·,_. oo 
.14.3 .. S.4 

B B 

0.70 
1.5. 4 
1. co 
15.4 

ti . , __ 

P1:0t·ePermit 
IncludE: 

Penn~ tLed 
ITlc_1 ude 

0 (I f) 0 c '·' 
0 0 

71 B8l 
1.. 00 j • 00 

7: 881 
1.00 LOC 
0.95 0.95 

75 f)27 

0 0 
75 9!.'7 

cJ o 1 : n o 
·' ---·--···------11 

3~ 

.co 
35 

1 . 00 
o.qs 

37 
0 

37 

!:0 3: 
.00 1.00 

"' •. o 
1 . 00 1. 0[1 

0.95 u-.9~-

?7 33 
0 0 

?7 33 

.00 
25 

.oc 
0.95 

26 
0 

26 
::..GO :.(0 .t-lO l.UC .00 .OC 
:. . 00 1. QC 1. 00 1 • 00 . 00 . OC 

75 ")!'! _,; -, 33 :-"6 

---------------11---------------1 I 

~900 1900 1900 1900 1900 ~900 

0.93 1!.9'7 0.97 O.R3 0.83 0.83 
1.00 C.96 8.04 0.)~ C.3R C.30 
]'769 1780 50l 597 482 

Fc•:rmi tc:cd 
Include 

0 
ll 

157 j'l 

1.00 1.00 

0 
u 0 

·-----1 

::-,8 
l. DO 

157 37 2-8 
l . 00 1 . 00 . DO 
C.9S 0.9~' 0.95 

0 0 0 
16~ 29 .s-:.. 

l. 00 :',_. 00 .l. oc 
1.00 .JO l.OC 

l6S 39 C. 

l soc 
0. 73 0 . .'J 
0.52'J.l~· 

869 

0.73 
0.23 

321 
--------------- J )--------------. 1----------------: 

0. 0<1. ().52 
~ * ! " 

0. \) 9 ()' 61 
0.?.? 0.8S 

':1.? ~0- "l 
]..00 1.(1() 

,, . 2 20.) 
A 

t! . ."!7. 

0 . .-,.:. 

0.85 
20. 1 

.00 
2 0. ~ 

c: 
?4 

0.05 0.05 

0.2.2 0.22 
0.24 C.2li 
19.0 29.0 
1.. 00 : .• OQ 
29.J 29.0 

c c: 
.? 2 

<.1. OS 

v.22 
:) . 2 4 
29.0 
-~ . 00 
2 9- {) 

c 
2 

Cl.l9fJ.l':J 

0. :.~:2 I). ~·L 

0.8~' U.85 
52. 1 52.,; 
1. oc 1 . 00 
~-,2. <1 s:.~. ,; 

J D 
lC 10 

0. 19 

0.22 
0.85 
~)2. 1 
1 .. 00 
52.4 

D 
10 

:·:(~~f:-: C'Jl:;.lf.' ::(:'pnrtt~d ];::; the· rJLwti)eJ c.f Ci'lL:5 Pl"r .ai,co. 
l * > > -;. < • ; --. t • , ' + , • f -~ t + k * l > * j ·> ;.- " • , ,; , -~ ; • -;- 1. ~ -;.- < I; j > ' ~ f ~ I; * -;. * ~ + -~ ' ~ A , I < ~ > ,_ ; A > ' -* ' ,. ~ ~ +. " ~ ~ ~ -;. ~ 

J c d r i. :; -; • S!. e-11 ~ ( '.: ~ I, J. '.:to1,:':lc~j 

1583 



1584 

PM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11:50:34 Page 4-1 

Dunn Tra.ff.ic Engineering, LJ.,C - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - JHil.lsboro 

2008 Exist.:i.ng Traf.fic Cond.i.t.Lons, PM Peak Hour 

Level O.t: Service Computation Report 
?.000 HCM Un.siqnal.i zed Method {Base Volume Alternative) 

•*********~·······································•***************************** 
T ntersect.ion # 3 CorneU us Pass Rd. iKian Ln. 
******'********'***********************************************~················ 

J\verage Delay (sec/veh): 0. 1 Worst Case Level Of Service: C( 23.31 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L '1' R L 'r H L 'f RL 'I' R 

------------1--------------- I· II-·------- -------11-------------- ··I 
Cont.rc 1: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Si•Jn Stop S_i_gn 
H i.ghts: Includ·~ Tnclude Include InclLJde 
l.,anes ~ 0 0 D 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 l)Q(l(J 001~00 

------------l--- .. -----------lt---------------11-- --------1 1--------------
Volume Module!PM Peak Hour 
RaRe Vol: 0 144 
Growth Adj: l. 00 1.00 
Jni.tia\ Rse: 0 144 
User Adj: 
PHF Adj: 
PHF Voluwe: 
Redur:t. Vol: 

l. 00 
0.97 

0 
0 

1.00 
0. 97 

76"1 

0 

l. 00 
1 

1. DO 
0. 97 

1 
G 

1. 00 ~. 00 
6 'OS7 

1.00 l. 00 
0.97 0.97 

6 1090 
0 0 

0 
l.CJO 

0 
l. 00 
0.97 

0 
0 

finalVol~me: 0 767 1 6 1090 0 

0 
1.00 

0 
l.OO 
0.97 

0 
[j 

0 

.00 

l. 00 
0. 97 

0 
0 
0 

c 
l.OC 

" ,, 
l. 00 
0.97 

0 
c 
0 

1 
1. 00 

l 

0 
. 00 

0 
1.00 1.00 
0' 91 (). 97 

1 0 
0 0 

0 

3 
1.00 

3 
1. 00 
c. 97 

3 
0 
3 

------------1---------------II---------------II- -------------1 i ___________ , 

Cr:i.tical Gap Module: 
Cri.ti~2] Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.] xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 
F'o.llowUp'fim~xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xx.xxx xxxx XY.xxx 3.S 4.0 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------
capaci ty Mc>du l.e: 

Cnfli.ct VoJ XX:KX XXXX XXXXX 7158 XY.XX XXXXX AXXX XXXX XXXXX 1fl7;) 1870 
Potent Cap. XXXX XXXX XXhXX ::l4G Y.XXX 1--::<XXX XXY.X XXXX XXXX:-1 flO 7:~ 

t>'love Cap.: XXXX: XXXI< XXXXX 846 XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XAXXX 80 lJ 

Vol UJTtP./Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0. C1 xxxx xxxx :.<xxx xxxx xxxx 0. 01 0. 00 
------------1---------------11---------------' 1---------------11--------

6.2 
3.3 

768 
405 
405 

0.01 
---I 

J.evE:: Of Service Mcdule: 
.?WayCJSthQ: xxxx xxxx x.xxxx 
Control Del:xxxxz xxxx xxxxx 

0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx XXXX XXX:{ XXXXX 

LOS by l'-1ovt~: 

G.3 
A 

XXXX XXXXX Y.XX.XX XXXX XXXXX XXKXX XXY.:X X.XXXX 

• 
Novemcnt: 
sh.J·~·JC;d C:<:tp. 

J,T - .LTR - R'l' L':' - l/f'R - ?..T ~.T - L'I'R - ?-'1' L'l' - L'I'R - HT 

XKXX >:XXX XXXXX XXYX XXXX XXXXX x,..;xx XX>;;{ X:{XXX xr;xx 2Cl.t ;-:xxxx 
.Sba r(!dQucue: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
.'Jhui ConDe l: XXXXY. XXXX xxxxx 
Shared LOS: 
ApprOilC:hOe 1; 
ApproachLOS: 

xxxxxx 

0.0 XZXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXKXX 

q,] XXXX KXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX 

A 
Y.XXXXX XXX XXX 

(). l Y.XXXX 

23.3 xxxxx 
c 

23.3 

IJotP.: Q:Je\.le reported i_n the nUlT\ber uf car:s per I,:.ne. 
> * A ~ + .; ;, /< ~ ~ " -I< J.: * ~ t + ~ * * ~ 'k * ~ ;, -1< ~ <. * 1< 1< * J.: * o\ " ;., ~ * * " ~ * ~ * * "'< !< ~ -<o; !< 1:c -'o * lr * * * "' ~ ~ * • ~ + Jo. A ~ k ~ ,- * A ~ < • * ~ _., I 

r;en:H~d t \) DUN!\ H/\F'I-.IC, f·'ORTLI\NC 



Pt1 Mon Jul 21, 200!1 11:50:34 Page 5-l 

Dtlnn Traffic Enginecring 1 LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed use Hlillsboro 

2008 t::xisting 'J'raffi<: Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Co1nputation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternalive) 

***•***********************~*******k~****************************~·····~~······· 

Intersection #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
*****************************************~******************************•**•**** 

Average De.lay (sec/vehl: 1.8 Worst Case Level Of Service: A[ 8.; I 

Approach; 
Hovement: 

North Bound South Bound East Bound 
J, 'T' R L 'I' R L T R 

·-- 1---------------: 1---------------11---------------
Control: 
Rights: 

Stop Sign 
Inc_iuUe 

Lane~;: tl U ~' ! 0 0 
··-··---1---------------

Volu.me Module: Pt-1 Peak H(lllr 

Base Vol: 3 C 19 
Growli1 Adj: 
~n.:itial Bse: 
User Adj: 
PHF Adj' 
PHF Volume: 

. au 1. oo 
3 q 

1. 00 . 0(1 

0.93 0.93 
3 0 

J . oc 
19 

1. 00 
0.93 

'0 
Reduct Vol: C 0 0 

Stop Sign 
Im::lude 

ooooc 
1--------------- I 

0 0 
. 00 1. 00 

0 c 
1.00 l.OC 
0. 93 0. 93 

I) 0 
0 0 

0 
. [I() 

0 

Uncontrolled 
Include 

0 0 0 1 IJ 
1---------------

(j 

1. 00 
0 

64 
.00 

64 
1.00 1.00 
0.93 0.93 

0 69 
0 0 

6 

1 . 00 
6 

l. 00 
0. 93 

6 
0 

Wes L 13ound 
L T R 

1-----------·. 
Uncontrolled 

Include 
0 l () () (i 

1-------------

23 
.00 
23 

89 
.co 
89 

c 

]_. 00 . 00 
0.93 0.93 

2S 9E-

l.CO 
0. 93 

u 

Final Volu.rne: J D ~0 ') 0 

1 .0() 
0.93 

0 
0 
(j 0 69 6 ? s :~ 6 

0 
0 

-------- ---1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------
Critical Gap Module: 
Crit:.cal Gp: 6.'1 6.:.. 6.2 xx.xxx :\XXX r.xxxx xx.xxx xxxx xxx:<x 
f'ollowiJp'l'im: 3.5 4.C 3.3 XXK:<.>:; XXXX .<XXXX }:XXXX X;..t;XX XXXXX 

·--------·· -I··· ·------------11----------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity :-'luL1le: 
C~fljct Vol: 217 211 72 
Potent Cap. 767 677 985 
!'love: Cap.: 757 656 985 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 G.OO 0.02 
--------- ·-----------1 
Leve_._ Of SeL"vice Hodule: 

xxxx xxr.x xxxxx xxxx xx.xx xxxxx 
xxxx ;.;xxx ;-;xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

XXXX X.'C~X XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX 

2\.<-1ay95thQ: XX%X %XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX xxxx xxxx xx:-:z::x 
Ca~trol Del:xxxxx xxxx xxx~x xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOB by Mov<:>: 
:-:ove:n<?.n t: LT - LTH - H.'r L7 ~TR - RT LT - LTR 

1. xx;.:x x:<xxx 
?. . 2 xx:.:::x XX XXX 

i -------· 

75 xxxx xxxxx 
1524 xxxx };xxxx 
1.524 xx;• . .x xxxxx 
0.02 xxxx xxxx 

!-----·-" 

0. 0 xx;-· x xxx:xx 
7. 4 xx:·:X zxxxx 

A 
L'C - ~TH - R'J 

Sh-:;~·f:d Cap. .'i.XXX 946 xxxi-:x ;-:xx~: xxxx xxxx:< :-:xxx x:~xx xxx:·:x xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Sho ~edQuE~ue: xxxxx ,, . ._ xxxxx xxxx>: xx:--~x xxxx:·: x~:xxx: xxxx x.xxxx 
Shrd Cor:De l ~ xxxxx 3. 9 :~xxx.:.: x;·;xxx xx.:·:x xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Sh<l red LOS: 
ApproachDel: 
l\ppt.oachLOS: 

A 
8.9 

A 
xxxxxx XXX XXX 

• 

Dote: Queue report8d l.S lhe nt<JnbP.J c[ ~-~nrs J->er -:.ane. 

:) , ') XXXX XXXXY. 

7.4 xxxx xxx:xz 
A 

XXX XXX 

1585 
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PM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11:50:34 

Dunn 'I'raffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use Hiillsboro 

2008 Existing Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Ot' Service Computation Report 

Page 6-1 

2000 F.CM Unsignal.i.zed Method {Base Volume Alternative) 
*************•*************************~********i*******************~*********** 

Intersection #5 231.st Ave./Dogwood St. 
****************~*************************~··························*********** 

Average Delay (sec./veh): 2.6 Worst Case Level Of Service: C { 1 B. 7 J 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Boumi 
Movement: L T RL 'I' RL 'l' RL T P, 

··1---------------ll---------------ll--------------- i 1---------------1 
Control; 
Eights: 
Lanes: 

Uncontro.l.J.ed Uncontrolled 
Include Include 

10010 10010 

Stop Sign 
Tnc.\udc 

001~00 

- ·---1---------------1 1---------------' 1---------------· 
Volume Hodule:PH Peak Hour. 
Ease Vol: 15 207 4g 39 447 /.0 g 31 
GroHth 1\dj: 1. 00 1. 00 1 . 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 .00 1 .00 
Initial Bse: 15 201 49 39 447 7 ?D 9 31 
Oser Adj : l. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1 .00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 O.Wl 0. 87 0.87 0.87 
PHFVolume: 17 238 56 45 51.4 8 n 10 36 

Stop Si giJ 

T nc 1 uch~ 
0 0 l~ 0 0 

1---------------1 

?F. 6 27 
l .00 l.JO \. 00 

?.6 " 2"7 

1. 00 1..00 1-00 
0.87 0.87 0.87 

30 7 11 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~-inalVolt.mw: 17 7.38 56 45 514 23 lG R 36 30 J 31 
------------l---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Ct·itical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxx:x xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxx:xx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1. 6.5 6.2 
f'olloHUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 <1.0 1.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---·-·------------1 '---------------' 1---------------1 !---------------1 
Capacity Mcdu2.e: 
Cnflict Vol: 537 xxxx xxxxx 294. xxxx xxxxx 9:'.4 944 :125 <137 927 266 
Potent Cap.: 1031 xxxx xxxxx 1273 xxxx xxxxx ?48 264 S56 ~4"/ 270 777 
Nove Cap.: 1031 xxxx xxxxx 1273 xxxx xxxxx ?.?<1 25] 5~6 ;;17 256 777 
Volume/Cap: O.C2 xxxx xxxx 0.04 xxxx xxxx O.OS 0.03 0.06 0.1.4 0.03 0.04 
------------1- ...... ·----------!l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Level Of .Service Nodule: 
/.Way95thQ: 0.1 X><XX xxxx;-: 0.1 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XY:XXh 

Control Del: 8.6 xxxx XX XXX 7. 9 xxxx XXY-XX XX XXX xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxr: x>:xx;~ 

.LOS by Hove: 1\ A 
r1oven:en t : :.:r - L'l'R - RT LT - I..TR - RT LT - LTR - RT F - LTH - RT 

Shined Cap.: .X XXX xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx 380 XY.XXX xxxx 33c XX XXX 

.Sha_.,.-edQu.eue: xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX Y.XXX xxxxx XX XXX 0. ::) XX XXX XXX XX 0.8 XX XXX 

Shed Con Del: xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XX XXX 16.1 XX XXX XXX XX 18. -, XX XXX 

Shared LOS: • c • c 
1-\ppr-oachDel: xxxxxx XXX XXX 16.1 18.7 
J.l.pproachLOS: • c c 

Note; Queue reported i.3 the number of car.s p.~r ane. 
* ·k '< * ~--.<- ;1- k .._ o1 < k ;1- * * -!< A ~- ·O A * J,- ~ \ ·I; ,_ 0 ~ ~ !.· ~ ft ft ~ t * * 1< * ~ * * I * .t -;. -1< * * ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ * * ~ -1< * ~ ~ * * * 0 -1o t •- ~ ~ ~ ~ J. 1- ~ A * ~ * 

TL'aff\x "i,9.04l.:J (c) ;~OO'l Dowlinq 1\s.:>OC. LiCt'::':J.:;c~:l to DUNN 'l'RFd:TIC, POH'[Li\UJ 
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. l 7 Accidents 

-Straight 
____, Stopped 
-Unknown 

~Backing 

,_ Overtaking 

~ 
0 
0 
"! 
m 

~ 
0 

··- · -·cornelius .Pass-I~.d afQtiatama R.d 
Ol/01/04- 12/31/06 

0 0 0 ° ("') v ("') ..c 
J:; ..c. r:. :; 
- ~ - 0 

J
:!ififig 25 ~ ;o e-s 
::: e ~ :::5 
~ ::: ~ (/) 

~ 

ii 
(clear filter), (0) accidents with insuffiGient d_?ta for display .., __ -:::_:-::_:-:: __ ::-_ =---=--==---=--:c .. :::c .... :c:-.. _--l.,l 

= Parked X Pedestrian Fixed objects: 
~ Erratic X Bicycle o General o Pole 

<VV' Out of control 0 Injury Ill Signal Ill Curb 
~ Tree <::; Animal 

'---- Right tum ® Fatality 
~ Left tum ~()- Nighttime <! 3rd vehicle 
~ U-tum 1-<1 DU1 " Extra data \.:,.:. 7ideswipe 

on Count • OR 07117/2008 rnod1h;x:f Intersection M:l ic ver 6 725 A:f' Pro rarwnin 1988 2000 

1589 
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U> 

"' w 

Project# 0092 ~ Ore nco Woods Mixed-Use 
In-Process Development Trips (As of 7/16/08) 

I% I N9LT I NBTH I NBRT I SBLT I SBTH I SBRT I EBLT! EBTH I EBRT I WBLT I WBTH 
76th/Qulflllma I I EBTH I EBI<T I ""'-T I WBTH 

AM 

fNexus 
sat Orenco Station' 

:one brier 
.!!!!9!:!_~ at Orenco 
otores Par 
'bar Crossing Condos 
"bar Pass Cree~ Condo§_ 

<atahai Ridge 
~ock Creek Ridge __ _ 

Developme 
hstone (Quatama Park 

~it_t_~an Place_ 

v School #26 

5( 

5 

30 
0 

30 

-:1 

3 
12 

33 
14 

1 

1C 
5 

2 _! so 1 o 

%Occupied NBLT NBTH NBRT 

PM 

In-Process Developments 
Nexus Aoartments 50 
Crossroads at Orenco Station· 90 
Stonebrier 75 
Villaoes at Orenco 50 
Dolores Park 0 
Art:lor Crossing Condos 70 
Arbor Pass Creek Conaos 5 
Kalahai Ridge 0 
Rock Creek RidQe 30 
Townhome Deveio ment .... 0 
Touchstone (Quatama Park T ownhomes 30 
Pittman Place 0 
Cherry Park at Orenco 0 
Beavercreek Manor Assisted livina 0 

Alder Creek 95 
Evemreen Meadows 0 
Orenco Med.ical Office 0 
Hillsboro Elementary Schoof #26 0 
iOTAL 

·-Accounts for Famous Dave's, On the Border, +1 other pad. 
··- Site located just south of Quatama Gardens townhomes 

711712008 

B 
12 
1 
10 
10 

1 

1 
3 

7 
3 
5 

7 51 1 

6 
1 

2o 
5 

2 
3 

1 
5 

3 I " 

2 I 54 I 3 I 10 I o 

Doawood/231st 
SBLT SBTH SBRT EBLT EBTH 

23 
6 
1 

30 
17 

1 
1 
1 

6 
3 

1 

11 6 
10 
5 

~ 101 11 • 0 

1 

6 

6 2 0 

EBRT WBCT WBTH 

1 

4 

5 0 0 

1 
1 
1 

3 

""RT 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

HBLT 

2 

2 

3 

2 

5 

NBRT 

2 

4 

6 

2 
3 2 

1 

1 4 

6 1 5 4 

76th/Qua<oma 
EBTH EBI<T WBLT WBTH 

1 2 
2 4 

1 4 

' 

4 
1 1 

4 1 8 7 

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Uselexcel\inprocess_trips.xls 
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'f. 
Project# 0092 - Orenco Woods Mixed-Use 
In-Process Development Trips (As of 7116108) 

ln-PtOCI:!S$ Olm!Jt 
Nexus Aoa<'lmen\ft 
Crossroads .a! Ore! 
StoneDner 

A;t;Or CrOSSii"!Q Conca~ 
Arbor P.a:;s Creek Cor.1 

AM !<al11nao F!iotl<e 
- Roc>; Cnoe~ Ri;:J \! 

EO! 

TOWtlt~ome QavelOIJme 
Toucnstom;. ;Quatama 
Pottman Plaee 
Cne, Pi!r'~ at Orar>co 

tn i\rleadov;" 

"''-~.;:aiD! 

&01'19~ 

, esator 
Dolores Park 
ArbOf GroSSI~ 

Ell Oreneo 
Manor As 

I I' . 
' 

I Comolius PnsJWIIklnt> Stl 
HBTH I NBRT I SBJ..T I $81R I ~ 

-- Acc:Jvnts fer F<!fi10I.lS Cave's 0'1 Ill"' Serda·, ·>1 othef pad 

••. Site ~cealed Jc.lst soulh of Qua~3ma Garcle"s townnomes 

7117!2005 

Cometf~n~ 

I """I""" I '"TI .... 
~~t..ne 

Rl11lt I $8lll' 

---""" 

C.\Prt~jlile$\OOS2..0renco Wood$ Mixed Usa\eJ<Ce~-~ m 
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AM Mon ,Jul 21, 2008 l1~36:51 

Dunn Tr.:1ff.ic EniJinecdng, LLC - Project #0092 
Or:fmco Woods M_ix~d U:'le - IHJ .1 sboro 

2011 Backqround Trafn.e Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Lcvc.l Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Op~rat.ions M(-:t.hod (Future Volume Al.te.r.nati.ve) 

.,. ~ ~ * ·• -k * * -A* I< * * ·k k * • * " ~- lr • * ~ * * .. l .I * ... * * * * • * .. k • * •k !< l * * .... l ,1.- * •• * * l * * • * ·k * * ., * •• * * • * * * * * * I< * * * -J. 
Intersection #1 Co:rne.l ius Pa.'ls Rd./Wilkins St .. 

Cycle ( s•::;c) : 90 Crit...ical Vo.l./Cap. (X): 0.835 
Loss Time (sec): 12 (Y+R~4.C sec) Average Deluy (.'3ec/veh): 18. I 

B Optimal Cycle: 82 Level Of Ser.vtce: 

AppJ:oach: Nor·th Eound South 8om1d l':i1.';t". Dound Wesl Bound 
Movement : L T R L T R L T R T R 
------------1- -----1!---------------11---------------1 1-------- .. -. 
Cont 1·o1: 
Rights: 
l"iin. Green: 

PL"Ct.ected 
Include 

0 0 0 

Prot~~cl.ed 

1:-lclude 
.) 0 

Spl..it Pha~Jl' 

Tnr:J lldP-

0 0 0 

Spl_i L Ph::;.se 
Include 

0 () 
Lowes: 0 0 0 l G 1 0 0 0 0 0 c u 1 0 u 0 

-J--------------·11-·- . ---------11----------------11----------------
\lolumr:: Hodul~:l\M Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 828 30 24 364 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 :.06 1.06 
Initial Sse: 0 878 32 25 386 ~-

Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 J 
ln-Ptocess: 0 ,17 lO l1 Jii 0 
I11itial Fut: 0 925 42 36 422 0 

l.OG 1.06 
0 0 

' " 
0 

0 
0 
D 

ll 
1. 06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2t; 8 
!.06 1.06 

25 
0 

38 
G3 

0 

54 
1. 06 

User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 .00 l .80 1.00 J .00 .00 .00 1..00 l.OC 
0.88 0.88 

0 
62 

119 
1. Oll 
G.8f\ 

136 
(' 

13'0 

PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 O.E8 C.8S C.88 J.BB 0.88 
0 
0 
0 

PHF Volume: 0 1051 48 ~! 419 0 0 0 72 
D 

7c 
BeducL vo_:_: ~) 0 0 0 (1 0 
Redt1c:ed Vol: "' lOSl 48 ~; 1 1 <) 0 
?CE. J\dj: .00 1.C.:J .00 .00 1.00 .00 .DO 
:V.LF Adj: l.JO 1.0~1 1.08 .00 1.00 1.00 
?inalVolume: 0 'L'.l~i'J 48 tJ; -';'!l,i (} 0 

(1 

0 

'. 00 
'- 00 

0 

. oo ::.. o:J 
1.0;1 :.oo 

7-:. 0 

J.- Q(l 

~. 0(1 

136 
------------1--------- ·- -----11---------------11---

1. 00 
1-00 

0 
. ---I r -------- .. --

Saturaliorl Flow Module: 
Sa.t./T.one: 1900 1900 
Adjust-went 1.00 0.9S 
lace~: 

~:inal S<.::L. 
p.oo o.96 

0 1720 
·--------------~i-----------

:900 ~9G0 1~00 1900 
0.95 0.8J J.83 l.OG 
O.C4 l.JO 1.00 0.00 

78 ~S33 1666 ~ 

----11-. --------------1 
Co.paciLy I\nal•JSi.-,; 1'-k,diJJc•: 

1900 1900 1900 190J ~90J 190J 
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
O.OC 0.00 0.00 1.00 O.CJ l.CO 

~- 0 0 1753 0 L~68 

'----- -----------1 1---- ------------

Val/Sal: 0.00 0.61 O.bl 0.0~ 0.29 0.00 O.OC 0.00 0.00 J.04 0.00 1).0~ 

CriL: t-:o•.;e8: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volune/Cap: 
DcLay/Veh: 
lJser De.l i\dj: 
f\djDel/Veh: 
J,OS by t1bvc: 
;10-17 kl\'1~10: 

••• )<-j,-

0.1)0 0.'!] 
0.00 0.83 
0.0 13.1 

1.00 1.00 
0. [) 13. l 

l\ B 
I_) 2J 

iJ.73 
1). 83 
~3.1 
)_. 00 

B 

ll.03 0.76 
0.83 0.33 

113.C· 3.7 
l 'oc ) . oc 

113. c ') 
F !\ 

' J 

c:.oo 
O.JO 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 ,, 

ll 

o.o::; o.oo 
c.oo 0.00 
n.o o.o 

1. (!() :. 00 
(\_() 0.0 

-~~ i\ 

() (J 

Note: l];_pJ;e n~pod.ed is r.h~' rEl.f:tbc·r of cc~r~ P'.::r le:m'~-

().00 
0.00 

G.O 
.00 
0. ::.\ 

A 

J.2.0 O.GO 
J.40 0.00 
39.1 0.0 
~_.00 l.CO 
3 9. 1 0. l) 

[l [\ 

L U 

0. 10 
n. 83 
09-] 
)_,()(l 

09. 
F. 

( 

"' * * ~ o> * -< * ,1;- ~ * f -< * +< • •- ,._ • > ; • .. -!- • ~ 1 • ~ ; * .• ; .,_ ·• l * • ' I • > i .,_ <- ~ I -l ~ I i 1 0 • ,! I I • o ~ • 0 _i • r • -,1;- • * • ' ~ * J. • -< ~ '• 
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AM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11:36:~)1 

Dunn Tt:affjc F.n9.i.neering 1 LLC -- Project H0092 
O-renco Woods Hlxed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Background Tr.aff.ic Conditions, AM Peak Hour: 

Level Of Ser·v.i.ce Computation Report 
2000 HCt-1 Opera.L:ions Method (Future Volume AlteLnative) 

*'*~******~~····~*************************************************************'* 

Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
************~*~******'*******~*'**************************************•******~·· 

Cyc.l.e (sec): 90 Critical yol./Cap. (X): 0.797 
Loss 'f'ime (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

12 (Y+R~~4. 0 s~~;,.:) 

71 
Average Delay (sec/veb): :6.7 
Level Of Service: B 

Approach: North BO'...tnd Svu.t!l Bound r-:ast Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T L T R L T H L 'I H 

------------~----------- -I 1··--------------: 1---------------ll ----1 
Control: 
Rights: 
M.in. G.re(Ht: 

Pz:ot+Permit 
Include 

0 0 0 
I.ane5: 1 0 0 l 0 

... -----1· ··---··-·--·----1 
Vo.i.Jm~ JY;odt.lle :N-1 Peak Houl 

Px-ot:+Perm.i.t Penn.itt:ed. Penn2.tted 
~nclude Include Incl.ude 

00 0 oc 0 00 u 
0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1.! 0 0 
·-----····--·-11------ ·-····-----1 '-----------·· --1 

B,;~.se ilol.: 16 ""738 70 25 3<13 17 :n 39 23 37 lG !':.; 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 l.C6 1.06 !.06 
In:i.t.ia.l Bse: 17 "782 74 27 364 18 33 4~c 24 39 17 80 
Added Vol: 0 v 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 U 
In-Pro<.;C':!SS: 2 ~1 3 1 6E 7 7 0 4 9 0 6 
Init1al Ful: 19 826 77 28 430 25 40 41 28 48 17 86 
U:::er: A.dj: 1.001.00 1.00 l.OO 1.00 1.00 1..00 1.00 1..00 1.00 1.00 l.OO 
PH~-~ Adj: 0. 92 C. 92 ;) , 92 0. 92 0. 92 0. 92 0. ~2 0. 92 0. 92 0. 92 0. 92 G. 92 

"FHf v~)lw:ne: 2_·, 893 84 30 467 27 43 ·i5 31 52 18 9) 
Red~ct VoJ : 0 0 0 0 0 (J 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8.(·~dUCP-d '/o"l: 21 i393 84 30 ~n; 27 43 4S 31 ;:,z 18 93 
?CE Ad:i: ! .00 1.00 l.O;) 1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 l.GO l.OJ LOO on 
NiX M j, 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. CO 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 
~-.i_nalVolur:\e: 2l 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 :.::2 18 93 
··------· .... ----------···--- i 1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 
St.:.tur-a L.iOil i-'1\)W ?-lodule: 
f;,:\../L,lne: 1900 1900 1900 l900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 190\) 190!! ~ 900 
Ar.ljust:~w~nl: 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.83 0.87 0.87 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.74 0.·14 0.74 
LO.iit-:s: 1..00 0.91 :LC9 ',..GO 0.94 0.06 0.36 0.38 0.26 :J.~12 0.17 (i.~,7 

?"'i.naJ_ Sat.: 1702 thl7 .1.~1 1:.83 l.J6? 91 :JO?. S?.O 3.~)-, 450 !.S-8 797 
---------· --------------11--------·· -----11··----------··--··11·····-----------
Ca.pa.c.ity lH1clly~·;L:"; Moduh~: 

Vc<...!Sat: C.J.l 0.~'6 O .. ')S 0.02 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.0~ 0.09 0 . .12 0.12 C.l2 
Crit Me>ves-: 
Gree:1/Cyc.l.'.":: 
lfclume/Cap: 
Dcla.y/Veh: 
0:-c;c~r. DclAdj: 
I\dj Do:;l/Vch: 
LOS by t-10Vl'"! : 
HCt•J:::: kA vgQ: 

!}. 76 0. 7:-1 
1!.04 O.f!O 

3.? 1..3.0 
1.00 1.00 

_\,) : ."3. (I 

A n 
,-, ?(I 

0."10 
O.HO 
l 3. 0 
1..no 
: ~s . o 

p, 

;.:o 

0 • c/2 f> 69 
0,13 v.4} 
8.7 6.3 

1 • 00 1. ;)() 
fl. 'i 6.] 

A II 

0 6 

0.69 
0.43 

6.3 
l. 00 

6. ":\ 
A 

0.15 0.15 
0.59 0.59 
40.S 40.~ 
1.00 1.00 
40.:' 40.~. 

D D 

4 ' 

::-lcr.c: Qu•:;ut~ :·.:--:po:tct"i i.:-.. h.=o numb('! of. r.·.ax::_; per_· Jane. 

O.lS 
0.59 
4l) . s 
1 '00 
40 . .':) 

[.! 

4 

0.15 0.15 
0. f30 
.S(. 3 
.1 • t!O 
s~. 1 

F 
7 

n.no 
56.3 
~- . 0\) 

~6.3 

r·~ 

0 . l ~} 

0.8!) 
S6 . .1 

.00 
:.~6. ~ 

F; 
7 

~ • ~ ; ~ ' • * ~ .... ~ ..... " * • ~ I< * • * ~ * ,1- * + ;, ~ ~ ~ • * * -· * ~ .... J. * .,. ·J. " ·k * * " • " .~ -it *" * k .• ;, .. * "' f- * * * "" "" .. ~ ~ • ~ * -1 * -~ -1 ..... 



AM Man Ju1 21, 2008 11:36:51 

Dunn Trai"fic Enqim~·~l_·.i.ng, LLC - Project #00~2 
Ot·cnco Woods Mi.xed Use - Hillsboro 

Page 4-1 

2011 Background T:catfic Condltlons, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Servi..::e Computation Report 
?.0()() HCt1 Uns.ignn.l.izcd Method (f•Jture Volume /Ute.rnative) 

* * * ...,. "' ,._ * • -11. +- "' * * -11.· >< • ,. ;, * t It- * * ·k * * ;, * ). "' .. A * * A .1- * * J.- ~ .. i1 A "' ·k k '< -k l * * ~ ·> k ,; * k ,. ~ .. -k k • * ). "' ,o- * « * " .1- * >1- ;, * ~ ~ ~ "' 
IntersP.ction U] Co.rne I ius Pass Rd ./Kian Ln. 

AvBr.-age Delay (sec/vehJ: 0.2 Wo~st Case Lovel Of Service: Cl 23.4] 

Approach: t-:orth Uound East Hounf~ II/ est ilound 
1'1ovem>:!n t·.: L T H T 8 ·r It l R 

----1---------------1 1--------------- I 1----------------11---- - ---I 
Contr:ol: U nr_:r;n t. J.'V l. . oc Uncont roJ .t.erj 
Rights: [r:cl'lde ln<:Jnde 

.'.)top ::>i.qn 
.~nc.1ude 

Stop 3ign 
Jncludc 

Lanes: 0 ~ i) 1 c 0 1 v c 0 (JOCOO !JOl!U u 
-----1---------------1 1----------------: 1--------------- i! ----------. 

Growtt. Adj: 
T n i :: 1.-:t l. :_,,·;_~: 

Added Vol: 
In-Process: 
Initial F'ul: 
Use!:" r~dj: 

PHF Adj : 
PHF Vol umEo: 
Redt:ct Vol: 
FinalVolurne: 

1. .ll6 l. 06 

1.00 :.co 
J.92 0.92 

0 003 
0 
iJ 

0 
993 

.06 

D 
Q 

l. 00 
0. 92 

l 
0 
I 

------------ i -------- ---- ···--I 
Critical Cap Module: 
C:c i:. i<:<t 1 c;p: xx:-:::x ~:xx~; x~::~xx 

Fe: lo"·U·pTim: xxxxx xxx:-: xx:-:xx 

Cape. ci t.y t1odul(:: 
Cnflict Vol: xx~x xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cc.p. xxxx :-:xxx xxxxx 
Hove Cap.: 

i i 

3 
l. 06 

3 
0 
0 
3 

4 03 
l.. 06 
~27 

0 
79 

S06 
1.00 1.00 
0.92 0.92 

3 550 
0 

0 
1.. 06 

0 
0 
0 

1. 00 
0.92 

0 
1,061.06 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
0.92 0.92 

0 0 
0 0 
1) () 

0 
.06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

.00 
;) . 92 

(J 

i) 

(J 

~-~ ~~X~ XX~XX XXXXX X%~~ %XXXZ 

J.:~ xzxx xxxxx xxx~x xxxx xxx~A 

9'l5 xxxx xx:-:xx xx:-<x x;~xx xxx;~;~ 

665 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx~x 
5f)~, xxxx xxxxx 

'./.':JlLJnl2/Cap: xx~:x x;~xx x.'.xx 0.01 x:-;xx xxxx 
xxxx xAxx xxx;-:x 
xx;-~x xzxx xx~::-: 

------------1----------------11----------------- -I 
Level Of Sotvice Module: 

Control D0l:xcxz~ 
:.GOS by Mo·Joe:: 
Hoverr.cnt: L? 
Sha t·ed Cap. 

xzxx xxx:-:x 
xxxx xxx:·:x 

RT 

0. 0 
10. ·l 

B 
::.T - LTP. - F.T 

1--- .. -----------

x:~xx xxx.x:~ 

* 
LT - LT?, - PT 

c 
.01) l.Ob 

0 
(J G 
0 0 

0 
1.00 1.00 
0. 9~. lJ. 92 

5 0 
0 0 
'· G 

1. Clb 
10 

(l 

0 
10 

:.co 
0.92 

10 

0 
1.0 

!---------------; 

6.4 G.J 
<i .G j. ·_; 

1------------

1 ::;51 LJ:.,:;. 
12G 115 
126 114 

0.04 o.ou 
300 

c. :::3 
1----- .. -----------

XXXX Y.XXX Y.Xx:o: 

XXXXK XXXX XXXKX 

l .. T - L.TR - F:T 

Sha n:dQuBue: x:-;.xx:.-: xx;.:x. :-;xx>::-: 0. G xxxx :<xxxx ;-:xxx;{ X}:xx ~:.'<xx:·: xxxxr: zxx:-:x 
StJI:d ConDel: xxx.xx xx;--.x xxxx:~ 

Shared LOS; 
10.4 

B 

xx.~:x :~xx:~x ~:xxxx xx»x :·:xxY.~{ xxxx:< 
0.2 

2J.l} 

c 
2J.4 

c 

XXX XX 

* * 
l1pp1·oachllel: x:-:xx;-;x ;~xx:-..:-:x 

ApproachLOS: 

Note: Ot:.euc> ccportej .i.s t.hc nt:.m.L>el. ,)f ,::a.'."S ]X:.r Jane . 
• ' ' ~ -' ~- ~ * , ..• } '· ;., ....... ~ .;.. ;. • ~ * ~ ~ ~ •• ~ .... ~ • " ~ • ~ .;, •· ~ ~ • " ~ * • * .. " ~ ~ ••• ;. ~ • * •. , •. " ' ~- ·h ,. ,. ••• " ....... " • ...- .. ~ 
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1600 

AM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11:36:51 Page S-1 

Dunn 'l'raff.ic Enq.i.neering, LLC Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed U.se - Hillsboro 

2011 Background 'I'raffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCH Ur.s igna U zed t~ethod ( F'uture Volume Alternative) 

~·····-~····~·~·············~·~····••••****************************•••·~·······~ 
Interser.::ti.on ~4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Acr::ess 
***********************************l***************************•***•****i****~·~ 

Average Delay (sec/vet!): ?. • 5 I'Jo.r:st Ca.-;;e !.evel Of s~:rvice: A[ 9. 0] 

Approach: North Rollnd S<:•uth Bonnd E<;:;;t Bound West B•Jund 
Movement: L 'I' R L 1' Rl. T RL T R 

11---------------11-------------· .. I i --------~------ J 

Control: Stop S_i_qn Stop Siqn OnconLrol:i.ed 

Hight~;: Include rnc!udF Jnclude 
Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Uncont1:olle<i 
IncL.1de 

0 1 c 0 c 
------------1--------------- i 1---------------11-------------· ··I! ---------------1 
Volume Hodu''e:Jl.H P?.ak Ho:.Jr 
[iiV~f~ Vo1: ?. 0 /.6 
Growth Adj: 1.06 .06 .06 
Tni_tial B~e: 2 0 )8 
l\dded Vol: 0 0 0 
Tn-Pr:ocess: 
In.itL:ll Fut: 
User Adj: 
PHF Adj: 
PHF Vo_l ll'lle: 
Reduct Vol: 

2 0 
4 0 

1.00 l.OO 
0.8?. C.8Z 

5 0 
0 0 

.'; 

33 

0 0 
.06 LOG 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 

0 
.06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1. 00 
(,}. 82 

0 
0 

0 64 
1.061.06 

0 68 
0 0 
0 6 
0 74 

1..00 1.00 
0.82 0.82 

0 90 
0 0 

l.06 

0 
l 
l 

l.OC 
C.82 

0 

8 4l 
l. (16 l. 06 

8 43 
u 0 
s 4 

1.3 4"' 
l. 00 1. oc 
G.82 0.82 

16 56 
0 0 

(j 

~- . (; 6 
() 

Fi ni:'i. t Vo] Unit;;: 0 

L. 1)Q 

0.82 
40 

0 
40 

0. Rl 
0 
0 
ll 

0.82 
c 
0 
0 0 \i 90 1 l6 58 

1. OG 
0.82 

c 
0 
0 

-----··----------- --- i ·-11-------··-----····11-----·-·-· 
Ct·it:ical Gilp Module: 
Crtticnl Gp: 6.4 6.5 6.2 xxKxx 
Fo:.lowUpTim.: 3.5 4.0 .1.3 ;~xxxx 

~XXX XXKXX XXXXX XXXX ;{X~XX 

AXXX XXXJ<:X XXXXX XXXX :{XXXX 

1\, :~ Y.xxx xx:--:xx 
/. • .} XXX}, XX>~XX 

--------!-·----··----------! 1- " .... i 1-----------------1 1---------. 
Capacity ["1(Jd\:lu: 
Cnfl.i.ct. Vol: 181 181 9'l xxxx ;.:xxx xx:>-::-:x. xxxx xx:<x xxxxx 
PoL0nt Cap.: 813 716 973 xxxx xxxx xxxxx >;XXX XX;{X ;{XXXX _14, 67 XXX;{ XXXXX 

1'/iO'/C Cap.: 806 708 97:1 XXXX ;~XXX XXX:{X XXXX XX1iX XXXXX 14.6'7 XXXA XX.'·::XX 

Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.04 x:-~xx xxxx xx:-:x :-:xxx xxxx xxxx G. !_il xxx.z ~:xxx 

··-· -------!--··------·· --1 1---------· !······--- -----··--··!!-----·--·-··-----·I 
Level Of Service t-1odule: 
2~'iay05thQ: xxx~~ x.xxx :--{Xx.~:x xxxx r:xxx :~xx:~x xxxx xxr;x xxxxx 
Con:.r:ol Jcl:xxxx:-; xx;--:x xxY.Xx :-<x>::<x :-;xxx. xxx;-:x >:)>:XxY. xx;·~x x:o:.r.xx 

LOS by Mov~: 
("lOVl_~~ent; WT - LTR - R'l' L'l' - L'l'R -- HT l..T L'.i'H - RT 
Shd n~d Cap. : !{XXX 950 ;-:XXZX XX;{X ;-:;<XX ;.CXXYX ;-:XXX XXXX XXZ.XX 

ShC!t"edQUGU\~:X>~;<XX 0.1 :-:XXXX ;{XY.XX :-,XXX ;-;:xx~:x XKXXX XXXX XXXXX 

Shrd CGnD~o.l :x;'<XXX J. 0 xxxxx zxx;-<x ;-;;<xx :-cxx:-:x x:~.xxx xxxx xxxxx 

Stwred LOS: 
AfJP.t'<)i:lc.hD~·; l : 
i\pp.~·c•achLOS: 

P. 

9.0 
P. 

' 
x;-;:X.Xh:X 

l.Julc: :;.u·~uc rer-•,H1~2d is lhe r,t;_:rlbcr of CiiL·_;; per: ~-ar:e. 

0. 0 xx.:-:x xxxxz 
"I, 5 xxx:-;: XZ"'-XY. 

T T - L'I'R 1-U' 
xxxx xxy_x x:-.-.xxz 

(j. 0 xxxx x~~xxz 
'I . .:': xx;-;:x xxxxx 

.~ 

>·< • > • i-l J ,., It,!<~-~~ It-"'·> •-!---!- •-'- < <-~ • ~* .l , . .,_,;. k~ l >-•;. l ~l,<-•·t·'< I • ~ ~ •·•·~<•.>·~+-****~~-kl~. • • -'"·.+~": • • > 



AM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11 ~36: 51 

flunn Tnlffic Engineerinq, .LI.C - P_r:oject #OOCJ2 
O.renco Woods Mixed Ur~e - Hillsboro 

?OH Roc:kground Traffic Conditi-ons, AM Penk Honr 

l.Bve.l Of .Service Computation Report 

Page 6-1 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
* ~ * t * c> * • * * * * ~ * * * ~· * * ~ * I< * "' * * * * « * * * * * ,._ * * t * * * * ,. * * * * * * * * * * * " 1< * * * * ~ * * A l- * I< A A l; •.- * ~ I< ;. I< I< * t * 
Inte:r.<;ect_i_on #S 23l:.it:. Ave./Doqwood :.>t • 
• • • • • .. * • * .. ~- * " .. "" ..... * " ... * ;, * • * * * .... * * * * .... * * .. * ,. * .... * * ... * •• * * .. * * * .. * • * .. * * * * .. * ,. -· ••••• ,. ~ ·). 
Average Delay (~ec/veh}: 1.4 Worst Ca~e Level Of Service: C[ ~1.1) 

l-\pproach: North Bound ~~outh Bound E:ast Bound 
Movement_: L T R L T R L 'I' H 

.. ------1----------------lr---------------1; ---------------1 
Uncontrolled Uncontl·olJed Stop S'·.gn 

R:iqht:s: Include Include Ir.r:::lud~ 

WesL Bound 
L T H 

i---------------1 
Stop Si_gn 

[ nc :.lJdt:! 

Lenes: 0L)I0 10010 0(11!0 0 0 0 1 c 0 
I---------------II---------------11-------- --11------------ I 

Vol·Jm;:- t~odul.r.~:A.1'1 Peak Hour 
3ase VoJ 14 J56 
Growth Adj: 1.06 .06 
rnit.i_al sse: l_"' 377 
!\dded Vol: 0 C 
!~-Process: 2 8C 
I1:it.ial i-~ut: 

User .1\dj: 
PHI:' P..dj: 
PHf Vol1~me: 
F<educt Vol: 

17 ~:)7 

l.CO J.OQ 

0.84 C.84 
20 SIJ 4 

0 0 

4 
.06 

4 
0 
0 
4 

.00 
0. 8,1 

5 
0 

>:i..n,.,l\!·::--~ufl\1~: 2(J ~;44 S 

6 HS 
.06 1.06 

6 l. :)~ 
0 c 
2 54 
8 208 

. 00 _l. co 
0.84 0.84 

10 247 
0 0 

10 2~7 

.06 

c 
3 
7 

0.84 
9 
0 
9 

------------I------··-------- I I ----------------
cr;_t:c,l_l G2p !'1·:l(lule: 
Cr~t~cal Gp: 4. x~xx xxxxx 

------------:---------------1 
Cnr~1c:i.ty Mod:.lle: 
~r1flic~ Vol: 256 
Poten~. :_:;::p. 

XXXX XXK:XX 

X}:XX XXXXX 

4 • .l lC{XX :~xxxx 

2.2 xxxx xxxxx 

S50 xxxx 
J.f.l05 xxxx 

XX XXX 

xxxxx 

so ~ 

1.06 l.Of) 
SJ. ?. 

0 0 
10 0 
63 2 

. 00 . 00 
0.84 0.84 

7 5 3 
0 0 

75 

34 
0 
6 

40 
1. GO 
0.84 

;s 
0 

:.s 
1---------------: 

89J 
263 

6. ~-
4 . c 

H61 
2 9.3 

o. 

3.3 

Move Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx 1~05 xxxx xxxxx 225 286 78"1 
Volu:n~</Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx O.L11 xxxx xxxx ,. 3'J 0.0'1 G.C.G 

··-· -----j---------------11------------·---- ! ---------------1 
f.evr;] (lf Servic~ Modllle: 

.06 
12 

.JE 1.0S 
]_2_ 39 

0 0 
2 0 3 

14 12 
l. oc . 00 
0. 84 c. 81; 

1 6 14 
:J n 

o."': 
3. 5 4. c 

42 
:.oo 
0.84 

so 
0 

50 

6.l 
3. 3 

---------------1 

884 
26G 

8:13 
292 

;?tj4 28=: :·.J'i 
0.07 C!.05 0.09 

------------1 

2't1i"i y·9~t!~Q: 

C:~nr.ro·t Del: 
0.0 XXXX XXY.XX 

'1.8 xxxx .:--:xxxx 
0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
o.o XXXX XXXXX YXXXX XXX~ XXXXX XXXXX .:--:XXX XXXXX 

· .05 by ;v]0'1.7e: 

l'<c-v.:~m,~nt: 

::Jl-:<1rerl Ct!p 

:'\ 

LT !/I':<. - RT 
xxxx xz:.;x xxxxx 

l\ * 
r.::--- - J.,TR - PT 

xxxx x>:xx xxxxx 
f.-? - l,'L'H - ~·;­

xxx:-< 3L: xxxxx 
LT 

x:--:xx 
Shar~dQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 1 . 9 X>-:xxx xxxxx 

LTR - R.T 
305 XXX.'O~ 

0.8 xxxxx 
~:;hrd. ConUel: "'xxxx xxxx xxxx:-; xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx Z4. 
~~~l~l;f:d L0.'3: ~ 

24.} 
c 

xxxxx xxxxx 16.8 xxxxx 
c 

Tl!)fY!"c)·:\Ch !Je) 

F\!Jf'rC~Oidll.0.-3: 

XXXX%X xxxxxx 

\r;:t '': ()l:PJl•:~ ~·.o-port'?Ci i .s thee ~-,lln\)~:r· of ctJ;::; p!'l" li\q(-~. 

1 6. f3 

"'., • ,; .. -~;,+*I <-.• >+-.<•->-**~; 1-J.-~,;. "**"' "******~>. k-J.+>·o<~'->- ~*+-*~ ~ ·~*····~A+J. l 0 'A J.>··k> •· '"~ >'x* 

1601 



1602 

PM Mon ,Ju.l 21, 2008 11:36:59 Page 2-.1 

Dunn 'l'raffic E:ng.ineerinq, LLC Project fl()f;92 
orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlill!lboro 

2011 Background 'l'raffie Conditions, PM Peak Hou_r 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 IICM Operations Method (Future Volum;:: Alten1ative) 

***~*********k***************************k****•··~····•*t********************i*~ 

Intersection ltl Cornelius ?ass Rd./Wilkins St. 

Cycle (sec): 90 
Loss Time (sec): 
Opt.i.ma.l Cycle: 

12 (Y+R.=4. 0 sec) 
62 

Critical Vol./Cap. (XI: 
l'.V0raC)e Delay (:;ef;/veh): 
.Level Of Serv.ice: 

Approach: North Bound Sout~ Bound F~a.st Bm:nd 
Movement: L T R L 'I' R' T r~. L 

0.731 
_1_4 • 1 

B 

West Bound 
T H 

------------1-------------· I: --: !---------------1 j-------- ·-------! 
Cont:col: 
Rights: 
Hin. GrPen: 

Protected 

0 
Inc.lude 

0 0 

Prctected 
.Incl;;de 

() J 0 

Split Phase 
Tnc: ude 

o r: o 

.Sp1-i.t Pha.se 
Inc2.udc 

0 0 0 
J,ane~: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 (I 0 0 0 c 0 l 0 0 0 1 
··------------1 -----i 1-------·-·· 'I --------1 C·---------------1 
vo l um<:• ['<;odu le: PH Peak Hour 
Base Vo1: 0 67S 

1.06 
716 

0 

Gr-owt.h Adj: 1.06 
Initi~l Rse: 0 
Added Vol: 0 
In-Process: 
Jnit.::al. Fut: 
User Adj: 
PHF' Adj: 
PHF Volume: 

Reduct Vol: 
:·teducerl Vol 

0 24 
0 740 

.00 1.00 
O.Y7 

0 
() 

0.97 
., 6;~ 

0 
0 '162 

'9 
] . 06 

52 
0 

33 

l.OO 
0.97 

88 
0 

88 
PCF. l\dj: . GO 1. 00 1. 00 
NLE' Adj: J..CO .1.00 1.00 
F"ir1,··llVulum~: 0 762 R8 
------------1---------------1 
Sat:llrat.i.on Flow Module: 
Sa;:/Lane: 1900 1900 
fl.d·iust_·.ment: 1.. 00 0. 97 
Id!H:~s: 0.000.90 
Final Sal.: 0 1647 

1900 
0. 9'1 
0.:0 

lfjg 

7 l 94.: 
1..06 1.06 

75 ~197 

0 0 
57 jf:, 

132 HL33 
:.oo 1.00 
0.97 0.97 
1Js ue1 

0 0 
l3t) J(J6S 

l . 01) ~ . 00 
.1 • oo J. on 

i .36 1 U6'.', 

0 0 0 
.06 }.06 .06 

0 0 0 
() 0 0 
0 0 I) 

ll 
1.00 
\1. 97 

0 
c 

. OG 

. :::n 

0 0 
1. ()0 1. 00 
\;_g7 C.97 

0 
() 

0 
.DO 

1. QO 

0 
n 

.00 

.00 
I' Q () 

------------·· --11----------

1900 l ~tOO 
0.93 0.98 
-. 00 l. ()f) 
1769 l.fi6? 

J ()CC 
l. GO 
;}. co 

() 

L)OO ··.000 
1 . ()G ~. 00 
0. oc . ()0 

0 
1----·------------1 \---------------! 1--

Capuc:t.Ly An;::;.l_y~~is t-1tx!uh:: 

0 
l. 06 

0 
0 
Ci 

l. 00 
0.97 

0 
0 

Ll10 

37 () 

l.06 1.06 
39 0 

0 0 
19 0 
58 0 

.co 1.00 
0.97 0.97 

60 0 
0 0 

60 0 
::..OD t.OO 

66 
1. 06 

7(i 

c 
25 
95 

1. 00 
0.97 

9f3 
0 

98 
1.00 

1.00 i.OO 1.00 1.00 
0 60 0 98 
··I ---------------' 

1.'!00 
1.(10 
0.00 

0 

i900 1900 
0.91 l.OO 
.l.OO O.DO 

'H)'J 0 

1900 
O.B4 
1 . 0 (j 
1 :'J99 

Vol/Srlt.: 0.00 0.46 0.46 O.C8 C.57 0.00 0.00 O.GO C.00 0.03 O.UO O,Oii 
Cri t r~Jovr~:'i: 

Green/CycJ·~: 

Volwue./Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
Llst~r Dt-dl\d i: 
AdjDel./Veh: 
LOS by r-lov\!: 
HCt~2}.Avt;Q: 

0.00 0.67 
0.00 0.69 

0.0 ~0.7 
1.00 1.00 
0.0 .10.1 

J\ n 
ll 1.. ~) 

0.61 
0. 69 
i 0 .. , 
1.00 
.10.7 

,_. .... 
('t • .11 0. '18 
0.69 0."13 
4 8. 4 f;. 9 
l . (}0 t . ~_) () 
4H.4 

D 

6. q 

~ 

; 6 

0.00 
J.OO 
0.0 

l. 00 
0.0 

!\ 
0 

0.00 0.00 
0.()0 0.00 
0.0 n.o 

1.()() 1.00 
o.o n.o 

!\ l\ 
0 ~) 

Nl)te: Q1.1~\H: .r:eport;;_~d .L~ tht-'l lHJt!\b(·.c· '.'i" ca ;:_·:-.; per: l ;;J,<.:·, 

0.00 
0,0() 

Q.O 
; . 00 
0.0 

cl 

\.l. 08 
0. 40 
10.8 
; . 00 

40.8 
ll 

2 

c.vc 
O.!JO 

0.0 
1 . ()() 
0.0 

A .. .., 

0 .f.' 8 
0. "13 
58.7 
1.00 
sa. 7 

f: 

!< " -I< ~ -J. -., * ). ~ * < " I< * ~ -J. + -;- -J. " ;., * ·~ .1c * -I< J.- * * ,__;, ~ I i< ·.+ ~ " * •· ""' , ~- -j, { -J. I- ~ 1o > ~ -; ~ \ ~ • > 0 "- 'A * ,;. I "- <- ·.+ I. '"' ·' ~ I- -· A +· -/< ~ -~ < ~ * \ 



PM Mon Jul 21., 2008 11:36:59 

Dunn Traffic Enqj_!lfjering, I ... LC - P.roject #0092 
Or:enco Woods t4ixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Buckground Tr.affic Condit.iom;, PM Peak Hour 

Lc~vel Of Service Computation Report 

Page 3-1 

7.000 f!C:M Oper::ltiow·; Het.hod (Future Volume Alternat~ve) 
* * • "' * * * k ~ * ~ * * * * * I< .... * ... k * * * • t ~ .. * •• * j, ~ t * • " * i * • * •• * * * * k ;, "' * * * ") ... ·- * "' l· ... .., l k * i * * * * * * * * * ... 
Intersection #2 Corneli_u:.; Pil~,;s Rd./Qu;oti'.lmil Rd. 
* * **h** "'** .......... k. ~**"' *" *. ** ~ ***"'* * *** *"'* k ~***"'!<* k**"" * * ~* ••. ,. kkk-k * k* *** * **** * ... 
cyc:_e (s~~cl: 90 Cr:iticul Vol./Cap. (X): 0.953 

:n.9 
c 

LN3S Time (sec): l.? ( Y+R=4. 0 SI-~C) 

131 
Average rJ0I.ay ( scc/veh): 

Optimal Cycle: Level Of Service: 

App:r:·oach: North Bcmnd Soulh Bound E:asL Bound West Bound 
Movement.: r. T fi.L 'l' R L 'I' 1\L T P. 

--1-------·-------11---- i I ··-----11-------· ----1 
Cortt rol: 
Rights: 
Mi!l. Grcc:~: 

?.rot-:-Permi_t 
Include 

0 
Lanes: 1 0 r; l) 

0 

Prot.~Permit 

Inc.1.ude 
0 c 

0 0 0 
0 

------------1---------------1 '---------------' 

,)9 

Volume Hodulc: Pt~ Pr::ak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 6~5 

Grm-tth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 l. 06 
63 Initial Bse: c E.t14 

l1dded Vol: 0 G 
ln-Pl"OC•?:S[l: 4 02 
Initial Fut: 45 746 
User Adj: J • CO l. 00 
PH~ i\dj: C.95 0.95 
PEF Volume: 
R<:'c!U•:t Vol: 
F.r::duceci Vo_-_: 

PCE !-dj: 
fv!L~~ Adj: 

.00 
1.00 

7B.'J 
C) 

C{i.'J 
l. 00 
l.. 00 

0 
9 

7'2 
1. 00 
0.95 

75 

7'; 

.co 

.co 

71 881 
1.06 1.06 

7 5 934 
0 0 
0 46 

81 980 
1.00 l.CO 
0 . 9 s (}. -~-5 

f3 6 1031 
:) 0 

s n t 031 
.00 1.00 
. 00 J.. (}() 

35 
1. 06 

37 
0 
ll 
t;8 

_1. 00 
0.95 

.DC 

l'ermi tt.ed 
Include 

0 c 0 

Penni t ted 
Include 

0 0 u 
() ~j J ! 0 !) (I ') l ! Q (.: 

1------------ ---11-···----------·-·-j 

26 
1. 06 

28 
0 
7 

3-5 
1. 00 
G. 95 

-~~ 6 
0 

'j 6 

31 
.06 

33 

32 
.00 

[} . )~", 

. 00 ) . L)f; 

l. 00 ; . OG 

25 
1. 06 

?7 
0 
J 

.30 
1.00 
0. 9S 

~] 

0 
n 

1..00 
1_. C•O 

1.!")7 37 

J.06 1.06 
1_ 66 

0 
39 

0 
0 

39 
1 . 00 1. 00 
0.95 0.9~1 

17 9 

.I 7 {) 
}_. 00 
1 . 00 

n 
0 

H 
00 

. DO 

58 
1. 06 

61 
0 

G4 
l. 00 
0.3~ 

68 ,, 
c 

08 
l.OC 

.oc 
YinalVolume: ~8 785 75 86 1031 51 3fi 3~~ Jl 179 11 66 
------------1-------··-------1 1---------------11---------------11------ ·--------1 
S2.t'.1ra:i0n FloH Modul.c~ 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 J!lCO 
Adjltstment: 0.92 Cl.96 0.9~ 

1900 1900 
).93 0.97 

_! 90C 

0.97 
1900 l90n 
o.so o.sn 

·.,U'lS:>: l.OJ 0.9:'. 0.()9 ":.00 O.')S fl.05 0.3h 0.34 
F~~lill Sat.: 17:;3 16!=,/ 1.':9 :.769 ,_-16?. fi7 :"i4S Sl8 
------------1---------·-----··11--··--- ---------11----------. 
C:;Jp.'lc.i.Ly An;JJ ys.is Hoclule: 

1.900 1900 1900 1900 
0.80 0.71 0.71 0.71 
0.30 0.62 0.14 0.24 

165 811 194 318 
-11---·---------· -I 

Vel/Sot: o.n3 :J.4"' 0.47 o.O.'i n.~9 n.::.9 0.01 n.Ol 0.07 0.21 0.2·, 0. ;:>_] 

C:r·i t J1.10VI~S: 

Green/Cycle: 
VoJu.me./Cap: 
l)elay/Veh: 
Csr--::c D0ll\.dj: 
1\.djDel./Veh: 
LOS by tt,ove: 

'-!:":r•l:' k.AV:JQ: 

0.61 U.SB 
0.36 0.8~ 
20.7 !.9.6 
l.OO LOO 
20. "l ; 9. f; 

B 
;~ 1 

". "" 0. f3 ~ 
l 9. 6 
1 . no 
l9.fi 

p 

0.6:1 0.61 
0.33 0.9:1 
12.9 :~;:.7 

1. no 1 . oe 
P. ::.J :L:. 7 

B C 
l 'H 

(;. 01 
n. 9~i 
:~ ;' . "i 

1 . co 
~?. 7 

0.2:~ (),22 
0.3C 1}.30 
29.~ )9.~:; 

; . f!O l. 0(J 
.:: 9 . .') 2 9. ~-, 

r: c: 

0.22 
0.30 
?9.5 
] • ()0 

.?.9. 5 
c 

0.22 IJ.?.?. 
0.9:.1 0.95 
73.5 "!3.~ 

l. t)C l. 00 
73.S 'i'3.!:J 

}': c 
L 1?. 

0.22 
0.9S 
73. ::-) 
1. 00 
'I "J ~ ·.). --' 

,. ' " ' * • ' ~ + ~ > ,_ .I ' ' -~ l !- ~· ;. >- ·• \ '· ' -> • >- ., ) + .- > ~ ' 0 ' _,_ t J < ;\ > _, _\ .i "' -;. .> A _,., < • ~ ·l > -;. > l ' l l- ,. :1 J ~ -' > * ;. .,_. -~ '" * ._. ~ -;. ~ l ~ 

N-::·:_:;o: Qc:l'JJ'·' r<.:pocr_,~d i:o ;·_hi:· t"ldll~,,~r of c.lx.~o p;:_~,. l.dnt;. 
' A \ J· ~· ;. < ~ 4 ~ ~- •' • ; ,._ \ ;.- I -• , •· \ ; • ; < ) + \ ! + ' \ J. -, ·k I ·\ !; + < ' > * \ * -1- ~- * ,._ ... c ~ -;. • I, • l l + 1 > •- \ A- • l l • ;,. ~ .< ;. -;.- .\ * + ~ \ •· 
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1604 

PM Mon ,Jul. 21, 2008 11:36:59 

Dunn Traf_f ic Engineer:ing, I.I,C Prvject. ff009:.~ 

Orenc~) Woods Mixed Use - HI i LLsbo.r:o 
20J.l Backqround Traffic Conditions, PM Pe-'lk Hour 

I.evel Of Service Computat :Lon Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalizcd Mechod {F'utun~ Volumr~ l\.Jt·crnative) 

i.·k*.,****'"' *** ***** "" i-l-******"****'~ ~-t~<-Jo ~-Ail-~~ l- ~ ~W1 1<*1 ~~ ~ k** ***·~A ki.-·A·A-k•'!o·A·A·*"'k**~ *** 
1nter:sect~ion #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./1\ian T.n. 
* .l « ;, * <r It -l * ~- * t * -1, * * * t It * -~ k * ·J. k T * It-;. * <r * ~ 1< A· * * > l k •· ·) 1 1 "\" l * 1 * 1 ~ 1- ~ 1 • ~ o I " * ~- ·•· * * * l * ~ -1< ·k I< * ·k .< * * * * * * 
A.ve:r.aqe De.lay (sec/veh) : (). 1 YJocst. Case Lt-~vel Of Sc~r:v'ice: 0[ 2~.6! 

Approach: North Bound South Bound l::a:;L Bound West Bound 
Movement: L 'r R J, T R I, T R L T R 

I·· · ··· ··-··- ··- ·I l---------------ll------------- I 1-------------
ContTol: TJncontrollect llnconr.~·olli2d StQp S.\.':Jr> 
Riqhts: Include Include lnclud<:~ 

Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 
------------1----------- ···II- ·-------------11--------------
Volumc ModtJle: PM Peak Hour 
Ba.se Vo.l: 0 ··1 ~ 4 
Growth 1\dj: 1.061.06 
:nitial Bse: 0 789 
l\dded Vol: 0 0 
In--Pr:oc.ess: 
Initial Fut: 
UsE;r Adj: 
PHF Adj: 
PHF Volume: 
Reduct VoJ.: 

0 
0 

1. 00 
0. 97 

0 
0 

75 
864 

1. 00 
G.97 

890 
c 

1 
1. 06 

1 

0 
0 
1 

1.00 
0.97 

1 

6 : o:')7 
1.06 1.06 

f:) 11.?.(.) 

6 
1. 00 
0. 9) 

0 
~. :~ 

11"13 
1. 00 
0. 9"J 

7 121C 
0 (' 

() 

1.06 
{) 

0 
0 
0 

1.00 
0. 9'1 

0 
0 

() 0 
,!_.(It; • 06 

0 (J 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

l.OO 1.00 
0.~"! (:.G7 

~) 0 
0 0 

(; 

1.0(: 
0 
(j 

0 
0 

J . 00 
Q.97 

0 
(j 

F:\.nalVolume: 0 890 7 17le C ;1 0 
------------ 1------ -- ·· --- --- i I --------------- I i - -· -·-- --------- ·· 
Critical G~p Module: 
(:rit:ical tJp:xxz:xx X'-:XX XXXX>: 

F'ollowtlpTim: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------!---------------! 
Capacity ModLile; 
Cnflict Vol: xx.xx xxxx xxxxx 

4.1 ::<XY.X x:~xxx Xx:.'-<;L"':: ;{x;-:x ;-:xxxx 
2. L xxxx A:<xxx xx}';xx xx~:x >:xx:cx 

1---------------1 !---------------1 

Potent Cap. : xxxx: xxxx xxxxx 7 60 .xxxx .xxxx:x xxxx xx2-:x xxxxx 
Hove Cap. : XKXX XXXX XXXXX 7 60 XXY.X x:~XXX XXXX XX:V.X >-:XY.X:X. 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxx.x D. OJ xxxx :~xx;~ xr:xx xxxx xxx)< 
------------1---------------1 1-------------·--11--··. ·--------··--1 
Level Of Service Module: 

Stop Sign 
Include 

0 8 l! 0 0 
1--------------· 

1 0 
. Ot:. 1. OEl 

I) 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
1.0{) 1.00 
0. 97 0. 97 

1 0 
0 0 

3 
1. 06 

l 
0 
0 
3 

1..00 
0.97 

3 
0 

0 3 
----------------1 

b.4 6 .. ~) G.2 
].:; 4.0 J.J 

--------------·I 

/._l]_lj 2114 89::. 
S"/ ~1 344 
06 51 344 

0.02 0.00 0.8! 

2~-Jay95thQ: xxxx xxx:x xxxxx 
Control De:i.:xxx.xx xxxx xxxxx 

0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXY.XX xxxx xxxx xx~xx 
9. 8 XX:'(X Xi-: XXX XXZXX XlU:X XXY.XX XX:~.XX XXXZ XXX XX. 

LOS by Move: 
Hovement: L'T' - T-'l'R - R.T 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx: xxxx xxxxx 
:3ha red LOS: 
1\pproar::hDel: 
J\pproach.LOS: 

XXX XXX 

A 
~-~-~ ~-Lffi-RT ~-~R ~ 

xx:--:x xxY..x X<~xx>: xr:xx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 151 .x:..;xxx 

0. 0 xxx.x xxxxx xx:-::xx xxl":x x.xxxx xxxxx 0. l xxxxx 
9. 8 xx:xx x:-:x.x}; xxxxx XX}:.x x.xxxx xx:.:xx 29. G x:•:x:xx 
I\ * D 

XXXXY.X .x~:xxxx 29.(. 
ll 

Not~:-: Qu~tl~:. :-'!'port.r~d i!:: t:.h(·~ rllJonbc·r of c,11·s per la;-,:.:. 
"**ol-·<~0'-*ol-t ~~~"-'* ~*)oi--<,-/-.J..<+.~ Oi A •+ I \•ol-;-' > >< •l '· .' _, ~' l~ •. ~. ···~- ··~-~*+.ol--1-f;. •. ~~ l L"'-' ;•-~•. Jo~ ·~ 



PM Mon .Jul 21, 2008 11:36:59 P~HJC 5-l 

Dunn 'I'raftic f~n~;.ineeL.!ng, LLC PnYjo?ct #0092 
Or:enco Woods Mixed Os·~ - HI.i. .llf.ibOTO 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Le•1e.l Of ~-;er:vice Compur:ation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Futun:' Volume AJternat..i.ve} 

*"* ""**" ''**** k-<. **1<"1< i ****I k **i> *"•* "'**~!>>-> kk ..... **"" "* *~*•' ~*****"' ~***** j. •• l<*i-k * ·1<1<*** 
Intersect:ion #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site 1\cc~.~ss 

Avel:age Delay (ser;/veh): 2.1 Worst: Case L~vel Of Service: A[ 9' 1 J 

Approach: North Bound 
Movement: L 'l' R 
------------1---------------1 
Cont~r:ol: 

Righrs: 
Lanes: 

Stop !·J:i.qn 
Include 

0 0 1~ 0 f) 

South Eiound 
L T 

0 

Stop ~i.qn 
f. a-:: Lu:iP. 

) ·' ,, 
" 

R 
East Bound 

L T H 
-I 1------­

Uncontro.lJed 
Includ(~ 

:_) 0 :) I) 

We~,;t Hound 
L T R 

I 1---- ··--------1 
(;nc-:mtroll ed 

f:-tclude 
0 1 0 0 0 

------------1---------------1 -11------ -----1 !----- ·---------i 
Volume Module:?H Peak HolJT 

Ba.se Vol: ., \) 19 

Gr-owth Adj: 1.06 l.JG .00 
Inl.tial Bse: J t..1 ~0 
J'.dded Vol: 0 0 () 
In- Process: 2 0 6 
Initial F\1t: 5 0 26 
Use·r: Adj: 
PI-IF .ll.dj: 
PHF Volmn2: 
Reduct Vol: 

l. OC 1. OD . 00 
0.93 0.93 C.9J 

b 

c 0 
!.i3 

0 
F'.inalVOlU:nl'!: 6 0 28 

-1-·-------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
CrJ.licil~ Cp: 
F'ollowOpTim: 

6. ,; 

3-0 
f. J 

.o 

0 () 
1. G . 0!) 

1) c 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1. (;I) . 00 
0.93 U.93 

0 
0 
0 

0 

(i 

,()\) 

[. i_i:) 

0.93 

0 

0 
1 • OG 

0 
0 
0 
0 

l.OO 
C.~J 

0 

64 
.06 

0 
4 

12 
l.OC 
v.93 

77 
0 

(. 

.06 
6 
c 
1 
7 

.00 

.)3 
8 
0 
8 

1--------------

x:-;:--:xx Y.X~.:- xxsxx xxx:-;x xxxx xxxxx 
.. -------------: 1-------- !-------------

C.apacily Hoc!ule: 
Cnflict Vel: 260 
Po~enl: Cap. 72~ 

l·1ove Cap. : 71 ~' 

Vo2.um0/Cap: 0. Cl 

:!60 
641 
626 

(:. 00 

8.l 

'1'.'3 ~:/.XX 

c. !JJ x:.o:xx 

xx.':;.;_ x~:xx;.: 

xxx:~ x;;-:xx:--: 

xz:..:x xxxx xx~:xx 

xxxx xx;-~x xx:~xx 

xz;.;x xxxx xx>:xx 
XZXX X:<:XX XXXX 

::.'3 89 
l- (J6 • 06 

24 94 
0 0 
8 7 

32 l 01 
l. 00 1 . 00 
0.9'3 0.9J 

3S :09 
0 0 

35 lt19 
1-------------

0 
.1.06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

:.oo 
0.93 

0 
(J 

0 
---- I 

4 xxxx xxx:~x 

2. 2 xxxx xxx:.::x 

85 
1-'.)l] 

151] 
0.02 

xxxx xxxxx 
xxxx xxxxx 
>:xxx xxxx>: 
xxxx x>:xx 

. \--------------- ~ 1-----·- ---1; ------------ --I!---------- ----I 
L;:::·vel Of Service Nodule: 
2W3y95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Cont rcl De 1: xxxxx xxsx x:~xx:·: 

LOS by Move: 
Hovcment: 11' - LT!<. - R'I' 

:--.~xxY. xx;.;x <o::-;xz 

L':' - L'!'!-<. ·:.: 

zxxY. xxxx xx;..:xx 
:...::zxxY. xxx;.: xxxxx 

1'1' - Ll'H ·- RT 
Sha n~d Cap. xxxx 
St:aredQueue:xxxxx 
Shrd conDel:xxxxx 
Shared LOS: 

~·l 7 x;.:xx;-. };xxY. xx~:x x.r;xxz zx:-.:x xxxx xx:{XX 
(), 1 XY.XXX X~:XXX .'<X;·:X ZXXY.:~ XXXXY. XXXY. XXX XX 

9. 1 xxxx;--: x.xxx:-: xx;.;x x;,;;.;xY. xxxxx xxxx x;.::{XX 

ApproachDc] : 
1\pproachLO~:: 

·' xxxxx:·: 

d!'L!. 

0.1 xxxx xxxxx 
·;. •1 XXX)~ X},7'D:X ,, 
LT ·- L'rR HT 

xxxx xxx:·: xxxxx 
0 . .1 xx:-u xxxxx 

7' 4 _, XXlC{ X:{XXX 

• 
xxxx:-:x 

<-1-~.• > « • or• • ~ \ io-·<· -~~ •~o><·lr~* \'-* ~-'\-~.\I. ·.1 ;• • ~ ,,.., \ '""''*"~*"' +• < ~·kJ.-<.+;. o····io-~ • *~"~ • r • > r~ ~~ • 
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1606 

PM Mon J·ul 21, ?.008 11:36:59 

Dunn 'l'raffic Enqineer.i.nq, Ll.C - Pr:o'ject #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - lllillsboro 

2011 Background Traffic Condit.ions~ F'M Peak Hour 

Level Of Service C()mputat.ion Heport 

Page 6·-1 

2000 HCM Unsignali:z.ed Method {F'ut.ure Vo_i_urnc A.ltc~rnative) 

~······********'****'***********•·~·t••~··············~··~···•************~····~ 
lnt.ersection ff5 23lst Ave./Dogwood St'.. 

********••·····································~~~···~··~····~~·······~···k·~··* 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 3. 5 Wor~;t Case Levr.1 Of Se1·vice: Dl 28.6] 

Approach: No:r:th Bound South Bound East Bound i'1est Bound 
Hovement: L T R L 1' R T R L T R 

·11----------··· ·······II·· -------------! f-
Contr-ol: Oncontr:olled Uncontrolled 
Right3: Include Inc11Jde 

Stop Sign 
Inc l ud!~ 

St.op S.i.gn 
lncl ude 

Lanes: 0 0 1 0 1 8 0 1 0 0 0 .l! () 0 0 !) 1! 0 ll 
-------··----1-------·--------11··------------· II· ·------------11-
Volume Module: PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: lS 207 49 
Growth Adi: 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initi.al Dse: 16 219 52 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 
In-Process: 
Initial Fut: 
User Adj: 
PIIF Adj: 
PHF Volume: 
Reduct Vol: 

7 51 
23 270 

l. 00 l. oc 
0.87 0.87 

26 311 
0 G 

Final Volume: 
··t· 

?.6 311 

Cri.ti.cal Gap Nodu~e: 

1 
53 

1. oa 
0.87 

6' 
0 

Critical Gp: 1.1 :-:xx.:::-: xxxxx 
:-·ollo;.-Jt.Jp'l'im: 2.2 ~-:xxx xxx:<x 

·I 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 698 
Pot~(~nt Cap.: 
Move Cap.: 
VollL·ne/Cap: 

899 
899 

0.03 
I 

xx.xx xxxxx 
;<:XXX XXXXX 

xxxx xxxxx 
xxxx xxxx 

Level Of Service Nodule: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 
Contr-ol J;::l: 0. 1 zxxx xxxxx 
LOS by ~1ove : A 
t1ovemenl: LT - L1'H ·- RT 

I 

39 <1<17 7.0 
1.06 1.06 .OQ 

41 <1?4 n 
0 0 
4 1.01 

1 s 57 5 
] .co 1.00 
0.87 C.87 

52 t161 
0 0 

G 

32. 
l.OO 

3"/ 
0 

37 

ij. l }::-<x:~ XZXX% 

2.2 :-:xxx xxxxx 

372 Y.XXX XXXXX 

1192 xxxx xxxxx 
1192 .%XXX XXXXX 

9 7 
1.06 .06 

) 0 7 

0 c 
6 0 

l. 6 "1 

1. 00 . 00 
\!.H"l 0.137 

18 g 

31 
.Gfi 
33 

5 
.1R 

::...00 
0.87 

4 ·i 
0 0 0 

1 8 9 4 4 
j------------·---1 

! . 1. 6. s 
:~. 5 4. 0 ,. 

11 qg 1 ~08 
-; 64 "l 85 
- ·1?. "17 1 

o. 

3. 3 

679 
45S 
4 :)5 

0.04 xxxx xxxx C.13 ~.85 
·i ]-------·· 

0.10 

26 
:::_.Go 

28 
0 
0 

28 
l. 00 
0.87 

32 
0 

32 

l. 06 
6 
0 
0 
6 

1. 00 
G. t:fl 

7 
0 
7 

1..06 
2 ~~ 

() 

31 
Lc10 
C.EO 

0 

···-----·· ·---··1 

1:!03 
163 
134 

119b 
1 88 
l74 

0.21 0.0•1 
1--------

~-;. 2 
J.J 

--·---I 

JS 1 
FJ6 
701) 

o.os 

C.l 
A '; .•.t 

XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX ~;xx.•: X.-'.XXZ 

xxxx ~xxxx xxxxx xx~x xxxxx Kxxxx xxxz x~~xz 
A 

LT - L'!'R - F<T ET 1.'I· - LTR 

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx. xxxxx xxxx zxxx xxxxx xxxx 
~JharedQueue: xxxxx x:xxx xxx:-:x >~xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 
~hrd ConDe::..: xxx:xx x:-:xx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx :-:-xxxx 

258 xxxxx xxxx 276 xxxxx 
l.] XXX:XX K.X.XXX 1 • : ;<X.'< XX 

~4.0 XXXXX KXXXX 2R.0 XXXXX 

~ihared LOS: 
ApproachDel: xxxx:xx 
ApproachLOS: 

XX7.XXX 

c 
74.0 

c 

I) 

?8.6 
to 

**''"** **"*~·*"*** l7.·;,;.·J.-*· **~·«-1--J.--.\ •·> t+;.- •~·' J.··•·-•~- • .;. + '' *** • ~ ~ ~ •->. • ._ . .,.A 1. ~ • • -~.'t->. ·> • k* ** * k~ *' ~-•~-·· 
Note: Queue n::por::ed is the -r.tlmbc!· or c:t r·~-; per L)n('. 
~ "-" " " ·J,- ... ~ * ,:,- * j, * * -<- ·~ 4 * >'- k k 7. .. Jo ~ j,- * * I. ,._. * ~ ~ ... * * ' I' * > ~ ~ * ; ' * j, * < " ~ * k ~ A l , .. , ! 0, ~ > • -.< * 1c * ' 0, ..._. ;. * k ~ -;. ' ' ' ! ,._ • 
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Q. 

[\' 
6 
:J 
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~ 
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0 
<0 

.. 

Analyst t?J:D 
Date 7- ;1,3 · D'l 

Eoro 

Enter 

Exit 

Total 

!-Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 

r 
MULTI-USE: JJEVELOPMENT 

TRIP GENERATION 
AND INTERNAL CAPTURE SUMMARY 

LAND USEA~[iJt:li;//Jf'L 
ITEWCode g~o~~-oltr Exit to fxtemll Size 

I m-1 Tots/ Extemef 

Enter -,r· 
~y) 

I .29, I Exff 
Total 

·from ExtMJel 

I -~ I I () 
Balanc-J --·omced 

lt:L~I 

I 

~~~Ul 

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development 
LAND USEA ' LANOUSEB LANDUSEC 

~':( Q ~I 4q':J. 

!If- '3> L{rJ 
" /'-1'7 'ii 4 I i '5' 

I .:-:).f.C 90 li '?: 

Name of Dvlpt (J((WQ (.vQ;) D.5 
Tlme Period Brrl ff!!/K l/eiJ(L 

""""'"' 

" 

TOTAL 

i'{~ 
Source:~ AaaocA:tiM, Inc. 

1'1"'> 
~'(~ INTERNAL CAJ • -·-

;~[) ::;_o"J.c, I 
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~ 
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Analyst 3fJ'D 
Date ~ <# 1 V'{ 

Enre. 

Enter 
---··· 

1- .. ExH 

Total 

Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 

MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT 
TRIP GENERATION 

AND INTERNAL CAPTURE SUMMARY 
LAND USE A~"TIAL 

IT£ LUCocfe .;<!O ~;:;.. 
Exit ro EXltJm., Size :1!! ~q <f&:Jlh; 

I .5"h I Total lnlemsl 

Enter /:7. ,;1_:;<. 

1 w:r-1 Exft :f-1 /'7 
Total 00 ·rfrom !ExttH'Mf 

I I {) 
- 'anced 

lj %1151 
n--~~..., 

rg %11 I 
""-"~ 

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development 
LAND USEA LANDUSEB LANDUSEC 

1 () 7- I '17- "30 
s-6 I '7"/ ~c1. 
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-- L____________ •' ·~ 
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Thu Jul 21, 2008 11:28:33 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC Project 10092 
orenco Woods Hlxcd Use - H.i.ll3boro 

2011 Total Truffle Condit ions, AM Peak Hour: 

Level O.f Service Computation Repor.'t 

Page 2-1 

2000 HCM Op.:~rattons Method {F'ut.ure Vo_lume Altern<Jti.ve) 
* * ~ * * it *- .. ·k ~ ,_ ,. .... * * ... * .. 1t -) l ot "' * ,l- ~- • "* J. ... " * ~ " "' • ~ * " * * 1t t * * .... * ..... 1t * * * * .. * ~ .. " * • * * * .. * * * • * ...... * * 
Intecsect.1on ffl Cornelius Pa.<JS Rd./W.ilk.ins St. 

Cycle (see): 
Lo::;s Time (~eel: 

OpL.imal Cycle: 

90 
12 iY+H==4.0 .sec) 

100 

Cr.i.U.cal Vol./C'ap. (X): 
AverDge De.lay (sf~c/veh): 

L8vel Of S'2r·v.i::-e: 

0.890 
?1.4 

c 

Approach: Nor·th Bound South Eounrl ~ast Bound t'"i'est Rowld 
Movement: L T R L T RL 'l RT.. T R 

--------·----I --------------- i 1- .. --------------1 1------------
CO!lt!Ol: 
Ri•Jhts: 
H.tn. Green: 

Pn~lecLed 

Inc..:.ucie 
?t·otected 

Inr:lud8 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

.:.;p l i r. Pb;l ~-Ho 
Tncllide 

0 0 
0 0 ] 0 0 () o o 0 n o 

-----1---------------11-- --· ---1) ---·-·-
Volwtie 1'-lodulc:liJ"i Pl.c'dk !!oc~r 

Base Vol: " 828 
Gro....,·th l~dj: 1. OC 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 0 878 
Added Vol: 0 68 
In-Process: 
Initial Ful: 
Osel.· Adj: 
P~F' lllij: 
~'Hf vv:._wne: 
Reduct ·,;ul: 

() 4.7 
0 993 

1.00 l.Oll 
0.88 0.88 

l128 

30 
l. 06 

37 

10 
50 

.no 
0.88 

'i7 

?.·J 364 
1.06 1.06 

25 ]86 
IJ J.!. 

l; 16 
36 453 

... 00 l '00 
C!.H8 0.88 

,_; l ~~ .l ~) 

0 0 
Ret:"!UC0d Vol: (l J.l28 ,.)7 <I] ::Od~.) 

PCE !>dj : 
t·1LF l'..ct~~: 

Fin.:l.lVolwnc: 

.00 1.00 1.00 l.JO L.~O 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1 .. 00 l.CO 
0 1128 ~7 4i S!S 

. -------------11-----------
3aturaticn Flow Module: 

1. 06 
a 
0 
0 
0 

.00 
0.88 

0 

1. 00 
. ~n 

0 

Sat/Lane: 1900 2.900 19CO 
f~dju[:'trr,~:mt: 

Lanes: 
1.00 0.95 0.95 
0.00 0.95 0.05 

·: 900 1 900 1900 
0.83 0.88 LOQ 
1.()0 1.00 0.00 

Pinal Sat.: 0 1712 86 1~>fU 1606 8 

D 0 
. on . oo 

0 (1 

0 11 
0 0 
o n 

1.00 LOO 
0.88 11.88 

[) 

(} 

.OJ 1.CO 
1. 00 ] . 00 

!) "' 

I ---

0 

1. 06 
0 
0 
() 

c 
l.OC 
0.88 

c 
\) 

0 

'00 
.co 

ll 

19001900 1900 
l.f)l) l .00 1.00 
0.00 D.OC ().00 

0 c (.. 

Split Phase 
Jnr::Judc 

0 
n 

24 0 
1.06 1.G6 

25 
12 
38 
7S 

l.OC 
().88 

,S G 

1-

u 
86 

. (: l) 

.00 
86 

0 
0 
l) 

0 
1.00 
(1.88 

0 
l_i 

n 
.O:J 

.00 

1900 l'JC:C 

0' '::2 1. 00 
.0!) o.oo 

l753 0 

... .------ l 

S'i 
1. 06 

S7 
0 

62 
l l g 

1. 00 
0.88 

136 
[J 

1 J (, 
l.CiO 

116 

l90C 
0.83 
1. 00 
tSbH 

. --------1 1---------------\ ------11 
Capacity A~alysi~ Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.0<'; 0.6E: 0.66 0.(!.1 0.31 
Cril MovaE: tAAI ~A** 

GL·een/Cyclc: 0. 00 G.7'i. 
0.8'1 
16. 7 
1. on 

Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User Dell;dj: 
1\djD~_uvc-L: 

L<..JS by ~,love: 

l.lC!·J:.!kAv•JQ: 

0.00 
0.0 

l.CO 
0. (l 16. '/ 

" 29 

o. ·; t; 11. 0.1 o. n 
0.8'1 il.8tj 0.40 
1 i1. 7 l 34. s 3 .. , 
l . 00 1 • Oi-) J . OD 
[(,.7 1.<:..~; 3.'1 

r~ F. J\ 

~.00 0.00 r 00 O.OU O.OS 0.00 O.G) 

8.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.' 00 
0.0 

0.00 C.80 
0.00 C.OO 

0.0 J.O 
:.oo £.00 
0.0 O.G 

A A 
~) 0 

~~ ' c 0 
c. J(j 

o.o 
LCO 
o.u 

A 
0 

C.JO 0.00 
O.SO J.l)O 
41.0 0.0 
1.00 t.OC• 
". l. 0 G. 0 

D A 

•• ~ t 

0.10 
O.B') 
82.6 
J. JO 
82.S 

Nr.1c.e: Q'Jeuc r(opor.·,~cd i.~; t)J(~ numbr.-cr· <)f r:;;._r.:; pel' !.c1n0. 
~-,- ~j ..-~._' kt- --~ • <··~ ~. _, ~-k ·~A. j f. .0-;, ~ •.-~! ~ ~ ~ ... * •* * i<•k 1<-;,~ t ·-· ~·· ... , .. -<~ o1 -.-;,; ~ .__., ·.- 4 ~A'~-.-;:-;,-,<.- A*" ... * 

Tr;-lffiy "1.;•.011) (C) ?:-',(17 Dow] ill(! r,:":J;"lt". '(,i_,-:er~~·~:d trJ rn.INN ·;!H\FFfC, PCY~Tl.Td-<D 
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AM Thu ,Jul 24, 2008 11:29:33 

Dunn Tri:lffic Enq.in~ering, LLC - Pro:j€ct #-0092 
Orenco Woods Mix,~d Usc - fli llsbo.ro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Oper·ations Method (l:'uture Volume Alternntivo) 

****'********~**~~··~~··~·~······~·ltt**~···•******~·~·························· 
Inter:~oection 1t2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quat<Jma Rd. 
·~~···~··****·~·····~···~·'************'**************l**i••···················· 

Cycle (.o;;ec): 90 Critical Vol./Cap. {X): 0.8Hl 
18.9 

B 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

12 (Y+R=4.0 !lCC) 

·w 
Average Delay (sec/v>:!h): 
Level Of Service: 

r~pp H)(h:h: t~o .r th Round South Bound East 3ou;,d West Bound 
Mov~me~t: L T R L T RL T RL T R 

---------- - 1·-----------·-- 11-----··----······-··11------------····-11----··---------·-
Control; 
Rights: 

Pl·oL+Per:wi t PI.·ott?erm:i::: Pennittcd Permitted 
Jncl.ude r~c.ludc Include Include 

t'-Hn. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 l} (1 0 0 " " Lanes: () 0 '• l \) l c; 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
. ··----1---------------1 i ---------------1 '--· ---------1 ;---------------1 

Vvlwne t"lodul.e:l\l'-'1 P•..;ak. H; 1n 

Base Vol: 16 718 Hl 
G1:ov~lh Adj: 
Initial Bsc: 
1\dded Vol: 
ln···?t·.~·cess: 

ln.i Li.dl Felt.: 
User· i;.dj: 
PHF' fld j: 
I:'HF Vol'.lllle: 
Feduct Vol: 
P.educc;d Vol: 
PC8 l\dj; 
t1LF l\.d j: 

l. 06 
2.7 

l. 06 
782 

l1 
4.4 

;~ 8 g,;.o 

l. 06 
74 

0 
1 

n 
. 00 J. 00 l. 00 

0.9::: .1.9? 0.9/. 
3i! 9: :s 

0 0 
"h: 9:3 

l '00 l.. co 
l.OC! 1.00 

0 

1 .. 00 
l . ll () 

?5 
l. 06 

n 
8 

343 
l. 06 

164 
29 
66 

.1.7 

I. 06 
18 

0 
7 

28 459 :.:~ 

l. 00 1. 00 . 00 
[). 92 0. 9/ 0. :J2 

Y> •198 27 
(J 0 0 

"l(l 49Fl ?7 

. co l. 00 l . :)0 
1 . GO 1. 00 1 . ')0 

31 
1. 06 

33 
76 

39 
1. 06 

4 1 
32 

I 0 
116 7 3 

1.00 1.00 
0.92 0.92 

l26 80 
0 () 

. ?:6 80 
1.00 J.OO 
1, OG 1. 00 

23 
1. 06 

~4 

6 
4 

34 
l. 00 
(1 Q? 

.11 
0 

3! 
t)O 

1. GO 

37 
l. 06 

39 
0 
9 

48 
1. 00 

1 6 

:.06 
17 
32 

0 
49 

-: .. 00 
0.92 8.92 

.:-:,~; 53 
0 0 

.l.Dtl 1.00 
1. no 1. oo 

7'5 

l. 06 
80 

0 
6 

86 
1. 00 
0.92 

93 
0 

93 
1.. 00 
1. 00 

Final\./0lu:1e: 30 9.1.3 30 498 2'7 l26 80 37 52 53 93 
!---------------1 1--------------- i ---------------1 1-------------·- I 

Satuz~tian Flow ModiJle: 
Sat/L&l\8: l'?OC: 1900 :g(lQ 1goo 1900 1900 190C i.900 .19GO 19001900 
.1\dju.st:nent: 0.9C 0.93 0.93 0.83 0.88 c.·1~ !J.S2 0.94 0.9t; 0.59 0.8"1 
Lanes: l.OJ 0.92 O.r.S :.001.00 l.O() 1.00 O.Fl8 0.32 1.00 0.36 
Final Sat.: 1702 1620 119 :SRJ 1566 1416 99"1 1219 572 1324 602 
---------··· I · ·-------1 1---------------11·---------------! 1----------· 
Capac~ty 1\c:\lysis ~'lcdul,·:· 

1900 
0.87 
0. 6C 
10.52 

- I 

Val/Sal: 8.02 G.S6 0.~6 0.82 0.30 0.02 lJ.l3 0.87 G.07 0.05 0.09 0.09 
Cd t !'-1·:;ves : 
Grecn/Cycl(:: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User Dr~ll\dj: 

l\Jj 'h;·, Neh: 
"LVS by :-1ovc· : 
;-IC!-1? kf:. vtJ(): 

0.76 0.69 
o.os 0.82 

3. 5 u. 4 
1.00 1.()(1 

3.::. >1.4 
il Fi 

0.69 
0.fJ7. 
J..1. 4 
'.no 
1.4 . tJ 

n 

;~ 2 

o.-,oo.6·,. 
0.14 0.4~; 

().6 7.2 
1. 00 1. C'10 

9.6 7.2. 
A A 

c 7 

0. 07 
1).03 

t:. 9 

1. on 

0 

0.1:)0.1..5 
0.82 o.o 
fA.735.5 
l. 00 1. 00 
04. "I .15. 5 

r. i' 
n 1 

~h:,Le: l)ll·::u<) ::q:.,.)I"lL:·i j~; l.b<" nmnbcr· o( car:~: p~'n: ]il!H: . 

0. 1 ~) 
0. 12 
35.5 

'. 00 
3.'). 5 

D 
1 

0.15 O.lS 
0.30 0.57 
~4.7 38.4 
: . 00 1 . 00 
7:4.7 38.4 

c r: 
2 s 

0.15 
0.57 
38.' 
1.00 
38.4 

ll 

.. . , ~ ~ .,. ·' ' "' • ·• • ~ ~ • * • j. l .. ~ •• ~ ... ~ .... + • ~ t * ~ + "' k ~ ~ * " ~ ... ' * ~ * ~ ;. ... ~ * -!.- * ~ ~ * ... * * ' * * • +" * ...... " t ·). !c ~ * • t ... 

'lT~>fi"i.x ·1.9.U<lE; (cj 2001 Do;.,•l.inq !u.•:oc. -,jcv1;1t·.:d to f.i\JNt~ TRAFITC, PORTLi\ND 



'l'hu ,Jul 24, 2008 11:28:33 Page 4-1 

Dunn Trn.ffic Engi.neering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods M.ixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffi.c Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (future Volume Alternative} 

*******~****~********ltAti~lllltl****•******•****~*•**************************** 

Intf..!r:section #3 Cornelius Pas.c; Rd./Ki<m Ln. 
******lll*********lwllt*****************************llttt14tlttlt~ltt1WIII****** 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.? Worst Case .r..evel Of Service: C[ 24.71 

Approach: North Bound ;1outh Round East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L 'r H 
------------1---------------1 I --------------11- -----------·--I 
control: Uncontrolled Oncont:.ro.l l.er::i Stop Sign Stop Siqn 
Hights: Include Include ;·:-!elude l:lc1 ude 
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 1 :J 0 v 0 0000 001100 
------------l---------------11-------------- -II--- --------11---------------1 
VoL.J.me Module:t\M ?eak Hour-
Uase Vol: 0 816 1 
Gl."Oh'Ul Adj: 
JniLial B.sc: 
!;dded Vol: 
In-Process: 
Initial Fut: 
User 1\.dj: 
PHF Jl..dj: 
PHF Volume: 
Red~ct Vol: 

1 . 06 
0 
0 
0 
0 

l. 00 

1. 06 
865 

?.3 
49 

937 
l. 00 

0.9/. 0.9? 
0 .1018 
0 0 

1. 06 
1 
0 
0 

J. 00 
0. 92 

1 
0 

FinalVolume: 0 1018 l 
------------:---------------1 
Criz.ical Gap Mod:.l.le: 
Critical Gp;xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Follov:UpTiw: x.xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
-------- ---1---------------1 
Capar..:i ty Module: 
Cnf l ict Vol: Y,xxx :-<xxx xxxxx: 
Potent Cap.· xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Nove Cap.: x.xxx J<:xxx xxxxx 

.1 •1 03 0 
":.06 1.06 . 06 

.1 4 ?.7 
)6 3S"' J 

79 .-tlf 0 
.,.0 ~ I 0 

0 

.1. 00 
0.9?. 

3 
0 
3 

.00 
0. 92 

589 
0 

.589 

1.00 
0.92 

0 
0 

u 0 
1.06 1.06 

u 

0 
0 

(l 

0 
0 
0 

.Jo :.no 
0.9/ 

0 
0 
() 

0.92 
0 
0 
0 

(l 

.l.C6 
0 
0 
0 
0 

!. 00 
0. 92 

0 
0 
0 

1-----------·----i :---------------\ 

4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
2.3 Y.XXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX~ XXXXX 

4 0 
.06 1.06 

4 0 
\) () 

0 (J 

4 0 
1.00 l.OQ 
0.92 0.92 

0 
0 
0 

.06 
10 

0 
0 

.10 
.00 

0.92 
lO 

0 
10 

1---------------. 

6.4 
J.S 

6.S 
4. 0 

6.? 
3 . :~ 

· ··-------·-- 1---------------11--------------- I 

l020 x;<XX XXXXX XXXX X:XXX XXXXX 

650 X:<;XX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX 

650 x:<XX xxxx;-: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

1.615 16.1S 
1.15 105 
115 104 

1.C.l9 
290 
.790 

Voli..Ul"'.e/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0. 81 xxxx xxxx x>:xx xxxx xxxx 0.04 8.00 0.04 
-------- - -1---------------11- -----1 -···-------------11--------------.! 
LeveJ. Of .Sen·'.· icc Hodule: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Cont. rcl Del: xxxxx x>:xx xxxxx 
LOS by Nove: 
Movement: f·T T..TR - RT 
Shared Cap. XXXl-; XXXX XXX XX 

.Sha:redQueuc:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

.Shr·d Con Del: XX XXX XXXX XXXY.X 

Sha r:ed LOS: 
ll.ppr:o;:;chD<ol: 
Appr·oachLOS: 

XXXXY:X 

0. 0 xxxx ~:xxxx x>:xx xx>:x xxxxx xxxx xxxz x;-:.:--,xx 
J.O. 6 xxxx xxxx...: xx:-.::-:x :-:xxx xx;..::-:x x:<:xxx xxxx xxxxx 

R 
~~-~-~ ~-~R-~ ~-~R-~ 

xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xx:x:..:: xxxxx xxxx l98 xxxxx 
0. 0 XXY.X XX XXX :'.XX}.; A XXXY. XXXXY.. XX"XXX Q. 2 XXXXX 

1 0. 6 xx>:x xxxxx xxxxx xxx:<: xxxxx xxxxx 24. 7 xxxxx 

xxxxxr: :-:xxxx:-: 
c 

2'1. 7 
c: 

n:Jle: Queue repo::::·:cd ifi t:he n:.unbe.r: of c:1r.s ["'Q:r lane. 
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AM 1'hu Jul 21, 2008 11:28:33 

Dunn Traffic ~~nginecring, LLC - Project i0092 
On.~nco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 'frJtal Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 5-l 

2000 HCM OnsignaU.zed Method (E'uture Volume Alternative) 

···················~·••t••·~·~··················*···········•••***************** 
Intersect:ion #<1 Qu<:~tama Rd.i'/6th Ave./Site Access 

···~············~··········~···················••t•***************************** 
Average Delay {sec/vet!): 7.0 Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.0] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement : :. R L T R L T R -L 'I' R 

-·----1------··· · ·-····--11··· -· ------- - -·-11··-··-·--·····-------·' I ··· ···-----------1 
Control: Stop Sign Slop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontr:olled 

Include Hights: Include TncJ.ude Include 
Lanes: 001.!00 001!00 10010 1 0 0 1 0 

.. ·-·--! -------··------ll------------·--··ll------·---------1 1---------------r 
Volume t1odule:A.J'1 Peak Hour 
L\ase Vol: 2 0 26 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 
In~tia.l. Dse: 28 
!\dded Vol: 0 ._, 0 
In-Process: 2 0 5 
In.Ltia.l F1,:;t: 
:Ts!':!r- .l\dj: 
FH:· Adj: 
PHF Vel wm~: 
Reduct Vol: 

0 
l.OG 1.00 
l; . .92 !) . 82 

0 

33 
1.00 
0.82 

•JO 
0 

0 0 
1.06 1.06 

0 0 
114 0 

0 0 
114 0 

1.00 LOO 
0.82 0.82 

139 0 
0 0 

0 
1. 06 

1} 

55 
0 

55 
1. 00 
0.87. 

67 
0 

0 64 
1.06 1.06 

L' H 
48 0 

0 6 
48 74 

l. OD l. 00 
0.82 0.82 

S9 90 
0 0 

0 
1. 06 

0 
1 
1 

1.00 
0.82 

Q 

8 4] 
l. 06 l. 06 

8 43 
0 c 
5 4 

13 47 
l. 00 l. oc 
0.82 0.82 

16 :)8 
0 0 

(J 

1. 06 
(J 

4l 
0 

IJl 
:_. 00 
0.82 

50 
0 

Fi.nalVe:.:tlrne: S 

0 
0 
0 <iO t 39 0 67 59 90 16 58 50 

------------1------· ··--1 ---------------11---------------1 --------------1 
Cr i t.ical Gap Modt.:le: 
cr:.;.t.L:a.L Sp: ·:.: 6.~ 

FoJ .. !.u-...rCpT:i.m: 3.5 1 :'"; 

------------1-------~ 
Capacity :•iod,lle: 
CnClict Vo1: 35'7 348 
Pct.ent. Ct~p. 

Hove Cop. 
Volu.me/(:.:~p: 

ou~ 579 
:·39 ~49 

0.01 0.00 
------------j----------
I.E':\'el Cf Sf:l·vi.<:<'. 1'-kdti!P.: 

6.2 7.] ~-~ 6.2 
3.3 ~.5 4.0 3.3 
-- i 1---------------1 

91 
:nJ 
973 

0' ()q 

I 

34 J 324 
615 s<n 
567 567 

>1.?.5 c.cc 

83 
982 
982 

0.07 
---------------; 

XXY.X Y.XXX XXXX:Y. X.XXX XXXX X:<XXX 

COllt'. ro:. De ( ; .':X-XXX AXXX XXXXX XY..XXX XXJ<:X XXXK>: 

LOS Ly t~1<JVf.:: 

LTH - HT L'l' ·- T,TR - RT 

4.?. xxxx xxxxx 
?..3 xxxx xxxxx 

4 . 2 xxxx xxxxx 
?..3 xxxx xxxxx 

I--------------- i 1--------------· 

]08 xxxx xxxxx. 9l xx;--::x xxxxx 
1458 XKXX ~XXXX 1467 XXKX XXXXX 

14 :')8 xxxx XXX XX 14 G7 XX!CX XX XXX 

0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
1---------------1 1------------· 

0.1 xxxx xxxx>: 
7. !i xx.xx xxxx:{ 

A 
I:J' - l.'I'R - RT 

0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
xxxx xxxxx 

A 
T.T -- I.TR - RT Movcrm~nt: l.l · 

Sh<Hed Cap.: !{XXX 
SharcdQneuc~: xzxxx 
.Sh::d ConOe.l: xzxxx 
Stw r:cd LOS: 

892 
0.::: 
9.e ,, 

xxxxx xxx.x 657 x~:xxx J-:xxx xxxx x>-:xxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
XXX XX XXXXX ; • ] XKXXX XX:<XX XXXX X XXX X XX XXX XXX): X XXX X 

XX:XXX XXXXX J.3.Q XXXXX XXX.XX XXXX XXXXl: XXXXX XXXX XXXXX 

A 
Apfll.'Oi-lchfle 1: ) • ;> 1 ') -" • _,. v XX XXX X X.XXXX)( 

Apv:::JdCllifiS: }1, R 

Net..~: Q1!(~:1r? :·Prx~rtf'r:i .i:~ tb'~ n'1mbe.t of cars per lane . 
• ~ < I • > .. < > I • " ~ •. • •• _<, I, 'k • • > ~ • •• t p -, ), ... } \ <c J t ..- J ,.. ~· } ~· ~ ,;- ·1 , ~ ~ * • * ·•· • + > ;- ~ * * ., J A • 1< > ~ .,- • • ~ ;. ) * ,. ~ • !< l • 

'1.(.·;~:, (c :~0(\7 !:mJ1inq Assoc. Licensed,_, DUNN TRl;,.FFIC, FOF.'J'i,l\1'1!) 



rhu Jul 24, 2008 11:23:33 Page 6-1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC ·· Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Uns:ignulized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

*********A**~AktJtt~*********•ttttttttttt•~ttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttt 

Intersectiorl ~5 231st Ave./Dogwood St. 
····~·········~···~····~**********************~********************************* 

Average Delay (scc/veh): s. 7 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 27.6] 

Appr:oach ~ Nort:.h Bo11nd So\~ t h Hound East Bound West Bound 
!'1ovement: L T R r. r R L T R L T R 

------------1--------------- 11-------------------11- I! --------1 
ContruJ: UncontroJlE:d Uncontrol ·J·d Stop Si.qn 

Incl ud1~ 
I) 1! 0 

.Stop Sign 
Inc.":.ude Rights: In~ltJde Include 

Lone~: 0 0 J 0 1 0 c 1 c 0 
------------~··I~-~-------·----- -I '---- -- -~-- ------I 1-· 
Volume Module :AH Peak ilollr 
Ba~e V0i: 14 356 
Gx-m.,.,Lh l\dj: .i.GG 1.06 l.Oh 
Jni.tiaJ Bse: 1~ 377 
AddE:d Vol: 0 0 
In-Process: 2 80 
[11itial fut 17 157 
liserAcij: 1.DD:.oo 
PHF ll,d j : U . 8 t, 0 . 8 ·1 

I?HF \foJ.c;m(~: 20 S44 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 

9 

l3 
:. 00 
0.8, 

16 
0 

6 ~- 4 5 
.06 1.06 

6 1 54 
'1 0 
2 5·1 

17 ?DB 
'.co l,(\.J 
(). 8.; 0. 8 ~ 

21 247 
0 0 

4 
.06 

0 
3 
7 

1. 00 
J. 84 

" 0 
FinaJVclume: 20 544 16 21 241 9 

--11---------------: 
:~iticd.l Gap Module: 

<l. l ;.:xxx xxxxx ~. 1 xxxx x~xxx 

so 2 
• Cl6 . 06 

53 2 
0 0 

10 0 
63 2 

1.00 '...00 
f). 8 4 i). 8 4 

0 0 
! s 1 

7. l 6. s Crit:ical Gp: 
f,"Jl :_oh'1JpTiw: ?. . 2 x:oo-:: /.2 XXXX X~XY.X 3.5 4 ' • , CJ 

------------1---------
Ca.paci t ·; Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 2~6 r.xxx xxx.x:-: 
Potent Cap.: 1309 xxxx ~:xxx:~ 

t-1ove Cap.: l30'i xxxx }:xxx:: 
vo.:.ume/Ca.p: ~).OL xxxx xxx:-; 

------1----------· 
Level 0~ Sexvic~ Module: 

560 xxxx xxxxx 
996 :-;:xxx xxxxx 
996 r.xxx xxxxz 

li. 02 ;-:xxx zxxx 
I 1---------------

248 
20J 

0.37 
1-----

893 
281 
2"11 

0.01 

0 

32 
.06 

34 
0 
6 

40 
l.VCl 
0.84 

48 
0 

'8 

.2 
} .. 3 

··I 

0 0 1: () 0 
----------1 

11 ll 
1.051.06 

12 12 
16 0 

2 0 
30 

1.00 l.GO 
0.84 0.84 

35 14 
0 0 

37 
1.06 

39 
19 

3 
61 

1 . l) (J 

0.84 
n 

0 
~iS 14 73 

1-· --~-------1 

'/ . : 
'3.5 

6.5 6.2 
4.0 .3.3 

-----------1 

2~2 910 890 552 
~87 25~ 282 533 
'18'7 232 272 533 

0.06 0.15 o.os 0.1.1 
,, 1---------------1 

2Way95t:lQ: l),(J J\XXX XXXXX 

Cc)n't.rol lJ(d: 'i. 8 xxx.v, xxxxx 
0.] :{XXX XXXXZ XXXX XXXX X:XY.XX XXY.X X.XXX X XXX X 

2.~ XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX~ XXXZX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX 

)\ 

t~cvem8nL; LT - L'U<. - RT LT LT? - RT LT LTF - R'J LT - L'!.'R. - HT 

Shared Cup.: :-:xxx xxx;.-. xx:-:xx 
SharedQueu~:xxxxx xxxx xx~xx 
Shrd Con Del :xxxxx xxxx xx;.:.':x 
Shared LOS: 
ApproachJel: 
i\pprc>aci:I,O.S: 

xx~::{ x::xx xxxxx xxxx 2!1: . .t:xxxx xxxx 359 xxxxx 
:-·.xxx:< x;.:xx xxxxx xxxxx 2. 2 xxxxx xxxxx 1. ~ xxxxx 
;.:xxx}~ xxxx xxxxx x.xxxx 27,6 xxxxx x;;-;xxx 20.1 xxxx;'( 

27.6 
c 

2C.J 
c 

,_ 

N.-:ILC': (1\~('U<:': C'.-':!;('~-:e(i ~~' the i'lWl\.l",f:L ('f Cdr,<; pe.r .12H:e. 
·- - ~ ~ "' A 'A' • A * • * • • ~ - > ... >< _0 ~ ;- > 0 ;• - -f< j ... o<- ·~ ~ - + k ; + -k • j ~ ~ 'k .. * >- -+ ' •.- • ·• • ' -;- ~ j ~ ,> A +- ' ~ ~ •• ~ ~ • /,- >c • '/.- * ~ .. * * * * -f< 
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AM Thu ,Jul ~4, 2008 11:28~33 Page 7--1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, [,I£ - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions 1 AM Peak Hour 

LevE! l Of Service Computation Repo·r t 
2000 HCM (Jnsi.qnal.i.zed Method (Futu.r.e Volllme Alternative) 

""*"'"**"*~*-'"'It*~- .... * ....... ~" l<k** **"* •-•*I<*"'"'** *~ l ,~,.~ ·-· k~ kIt*-"**** kt~ ~ ***. ·~· ·~·lck*•*kk* ·Jt· k 

lnte~sectiOil #6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Acc~ss 
.;.*I<**** lr*+*k********kl.·>: loA •··}< ~··}< k*-Jo-k JcJ. h klo· ** }< 1< **~Irk .... It*.**** l<ltk*l<** l·* t A l<i•·Jt ** tki*··•·tk 

lwerage De.lay (s~.H~/vch}: 0.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ ll.Bj 

ll.pproach: Nor:th Bound South Bound East Bound West Bonnd 
Movement: L 'f R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 -·--11----------------11---------------1 
Control: 
g_iqht.s; 

Larces: 

Un.:.:olilr::.>.1led 
Include 

Uncvnt~·v1lcd 

lnclucie 
Stop Sign Stvp Sign 

Include Include 
1 0 0 0 ;) () 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

1---------------r i -11---------------11---------------1 
Volume t".iodllle:AE Peak EotJr: 
i3ase V•Jl: 
C!:O\.o<::.h i\d_j: 
Initial 8:--;c::: 
F1dded V<Jl: 
In-Process: 
Initial rut: 
Cser !\dj: 
PHF A.dj: 
PHF Volwnc' 
Reduct Vol: 
Final VoLm:c·: 

0 0 
:.C6 1.06 .0~ .06 1.06 .86 

0 895 0 J 408 0 
14 76 0 0 0 43 

0 57 0 0 74 0 
14 1028 0 0 482 43 

1.00 1.00 .00 .00 1.00 1.00 
0.92 0.9? 0.9? 0.92 0.92 0.92 

1:) .:_117 0 0 S'24 47 
8 0 0 0 0 0 

15 llJ.7 0 :; ~?4 47 
-------------11---------------1 

Critica1. Gap t-1oduJe: 

0 0 
1 . 06 . 06 

(j 0 

0- 0 
Q 0 
0 0 

1.00 l.OO 
:"1.92 0.92 

0 0 
0 0 
(.) 0 

Crit.i.ca.:. (;p: 
t:·ollo71'-ip'I'im: 

4.1 x~xx ~x~xx xxxxx xxxx ~xxx~ xxxxx xxxx 
2.:-: X:•: XX Y.X:X:<X XXXZX YXXX XXX XX XXX XX XXY.X 

.... i -----------! 1--------------- i 
Capacity :-1-:Jdule: 
Cnfl.ict Vsl: 571 x::-::<x xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

XXXX XY.XX XXXXX 

Y.XXY. X:<XX AXXXX 

Potent Car~­
Ho·vc Cap.: 

987 
98"1 

xxxx :--:xx~x 

xx~:x x:-::xx:< 

XXX:-<: XXXX 

XXKX XXXY. 

xxxx ;{XX;{ 

0 
1.06 

0 
29 

0 
29 

1. 00 
0.92 

32 
0 

32 
- --1 

0 
:.06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
.06 

() 

0 
0 
0 

l. 00 1. 00 
o.n 

0 
0 
0 

0.92 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1. 06 

0 

1.00 
0. 92 

0 
0 
0 

i---------------1 

6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

.).J XXXXX XXXX XXX:--!X 

·- ---1 1---------------1 

524 
557 
5.')7 

xxxx XXXX XXX;-;x 

XXXX XXXX XXX;-{X 

xxxx xxxx 
Volu:ne/Cap: 0.02 xxxx zxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.06 xxxx xxxx xxxx 

----------11---------------ll----------------l 1---------------1 
!.evel Of Servic0 Module: 
/:'!!ay95t bQ: 0. 0 ;{XXX xr:xx:·: :--:xx:·: x:--:xx: :--:xxxr: xxxx xxxx 
C'ont rc.1'! Pel: 8. 7 :--:xr:;;,: x:-;xx:--: x_:,;xx:-: x:·:xx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 
LOS ~;y t-;(>'iC'; 

[vlr)vemert t: LT - LTR RT r.r-R - wr 

0. 2 XXXX X:XitX XXXXX 

ll .8 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
ll 

_:,':' - LTR HT 
S~t<iU:·:d Cap. xx;{x xxx:--: x:<xxx xxxx xxxx x:-<xxx xxzx xxxx xxxxx :-<xxx xxzx xxxxx 
s:·Ja-.:-edQueuc: xxx"'x zxx;: x};xx>; xxxx>: xxxx xr:r;xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx:x xxr:xx xx:~x :{xxxx 
S~lLd ConD<2l: xxx;-:x };xxx xxxxx xxx:xx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx .xxxxx xxxxx xxr.x xxxxx 
Sha r:ed LO~;: 

l\t>P.t"C::IcbDc 1 
l\qH·oc>:..:hU)::~: 

xxx:{xx 
• 

x:-:xxr.x 

/'lot~~: Ql:f~U'2 u:r)(n·tcd LS t.h0. rum!_:n: t··f (":,~r:s pr-:.r larH.,. 

11 -8 
H 

x;~xx:-:x 

> < '"* ~ "t l• ~ ~ "'~. ~-~· -' ~. • j, "~)' • A.~>'- 0 > < • >..- >. \ >;. '" 0 ~ -Jo ~ ~ >< <-.~~.'<~h.**_.,~ j. 0 *I-.~ I-.~.~". A·-.;.. •· • 

Tr~[rtz 1.9.0~:5 



PM 'rhu Jul 24, 2008 11:28: 43 

[)unn Traffic Enqineering, LLC- Project #0092 
Ore nco V1oods MJxed Use - HI i llsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Se.c:v.ice Computation Repor·t 

Pago 2-1 

;(.(100 HCM Op1~raLion.s Method {Future Vol.ume 1\Jterna.tive) 

·······~·····~···· ~·~·•***********'********••·~··~·····~····*~····~~············ 
lntersect.ic>n #1 Cornelius Pass Rd. /W:i.l.k.ins St. 

********•~········~··············································~··•·********** 
Cycle (sec) SlO C.d tical Vol ./Cap. (X): 0. "176 

15.3 
B 

Loss Time (~;ec): l2 (Y+R~4. (J soc) Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Optimal CyeJ.~~: 10 Level Of Service: 

Approach: 
Mov;;~men t: 

Contro1: 
Rights: 

!,Jc,r t.h B(lUnd 

L '!' R 

Protected 
Inciucte 

South Br;ullC1 F.ast Bound 'Nest: Bound 
L T R L T R L T R 

!----------------: ---------------I 1------------· ··--·I 
?r<:·tected Split Phase Spli.t Pf:ase 

Include :Cnclude 
.:Vl.Ln. G.reen: 
f.2.nes: 

0 0 0 0 
lncl:H.1e 

0 o o n o o o 0 
u ,, () fj D 0 0 0 0 0 C 1 0 0 0 

1---------------1 1------ ----1 ---------------! 1--------------- i 

Base Vvl: 
Gc:owth Z:..dj: 
Ir;itial B;;e: 
t-..dded Vol: 
In-Process: 
Initial Ftol: 
User Adj: 
?HF h.ij: 
PH!" Vol umc: 
?.educt Vol: 
heduced Vc2: 
F:..:c·. .1:\ci :1 : 
t--JL."' !vi_i: 

0 6"1 ~ 
1.06 1.06 

0 '116 

0 
1.00 
0.97 

(l 

0 

1. Vv 

49 
:!4 

"189 
l. O'J 
D.97 
s l J 

() 

Sd 
; . oc 
l- 00 

49 
1. 06 

52 
t:i 
J3 

100 
}_, uo 
0- 9'_1 

J (_i j 

0 
lUj 

1- co 
J. uu 

71 941 
.06 1.06 

7 5 997 

57 
70 
36 

132 i1J3 
l. 00 l- 00 
0. 9"! 

l3G 
0 

136 
1. c:o 

0- 97 
11. 3 8 

() 

1:38 
1. OJ 

J . 00 1.. OG 

0 
1. 06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1. 00 
J.97 

0 
0 
0 

1- l)() 

l.OC: 
Finn J.VcJu:rne: 8~3 103 136 llJS 
-------------,-. ----------11-----------
Satuu1t i.on 
Sut/Lane: 
Adj-.1stmer.t: 
J,c:r.r,:>;s: 

Fin:'l.l Sat.: 

}-'lol" l-f~;d<Jl.e: 

1900 lSOO 
1.00 0.97 
O.rJC 0.89 

c 1628 

~900 1900 1900 1900 
0.97 0.93 0.98 1.00 
0.1· 1.001.00 0.00 

206 J769 1662 0 
-----11---------------11 

~~apacity Ji-.alysis t·1<xlulu: 

0 
l.J6 

0 

0 
1. 06 

0 
l1 0 
0 () 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
0. 97 0. 97 

0 () 
0 0 
c 0 

1. ()\} . 00 
1. DO :. 00 

0 (; 

1900 1900 
1. 00 t . 00 
c.oo o.co 

0 0 

0 
1.D6 

0 
0 ,, 
0 

;.oo 
0.97 

0 
0 
0 

J- 00 
1. 00 

0 
II 

1900 
1. ()() 

O.OJ 
0 

37 0 
1.06 1.06 

39 0 
13 0 
19 D 
7; 0 

1. 00 1. 00 
0.97 0.97 

73 
0 

c 

73 c 
1.00 l.OC 
1.00 1.00 

73 u 

1900 1900 
\).94 1.00 

66 
1. 06 

'0 
0 

25 
95 

1. 00 
Cl.97 

98 
0 

98 
1. 00 
l. 00 

98 
. -·· I 

1900 
0.84 

:.oo 0.00 1.00 
1787 0 1599 

\- ---------1 

Vol/Sat.: 0.00 O.SO 0.50 0.06 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
C:r._it rt:ove:s: .~.- .. ~ ••·~• •·••* 
(;reen/Cyc ].(-~: 
Vo_i ~lme/Cap: 
OJ?iay/Veh: 
User Del! ... dJ: 
AdjDel/Veb: 
·.as by f•Jcve: 
HCCi:k.:qQ: 

0.00 O.GB 
!).00 0.73 

(). () ] :L. 3 
1.08 l.OO 

n ll. :3 
f\ B 

Cl n 

0. 68 
[). 7] 
2.l.3 
:. oc 
11 . J 

B 
1 ·r 

0.1: ~~ 79 
0 . 7 3 .. 78 
~.2. 9 -,.- 9 
1. 00 1. 00 
'i2. 9 7. S' 

r; :, 
d 

o.oc 
0.1)0 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

/\ 

0 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 c.oo 

0.0 0.0 
1.00 1.00 

0.0 0.0 
A /~ 

o r·, 

l~ct<:: Quelle :·,~po~:tcd ic; the n:Hni·_,eL •:[ :>1:-.-,; p(~.r ··.anc . 

0. 00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
('. (l 

[\ 

(1 

0.08 0.00 
0.:")2 0.00 
43.3 0.0 
1. 00 1. 00 
:!.] 0.0 

J l\ 
'3 0 

0.08 
0. ·; 8 
66.1 
1. O<J 
66.1 

" 
.. .... •• •+-"' ·~ ~-. i.-•··•'. ~ * >- •• '. ~*. J.->c+* ~. ·-~ "* --~. j ... ,._., j ;.;. • ! * ~···· .. * ··~' ~. ~**." .• ·-~ ~ '~ * '~-'<-J.- J.-* ~ 

Tr<Jff~?. 
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PM Thu Jul 24, 2008 11:28:43 

Dunn 'r:caffic Enginee1~.ing, LLC - Project B0092 
Or:enco Woods Mixed Use - HTi11sboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Sex.·vice Computation Report 

Page 3-1 

2000 HCM Operat:ions Method (E~uture Volume Alternative) 

Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatarna Rd. 
~********'**'********'*************••·~··········*~····************************* 

Cycle (sec) : 90 Critical Vol./Cap. (X) : 
Loss Time (sec); 
Optimal Cycle: 

12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
96 

Average Delay (scc/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.879 
24.4 

c 

/~pproach: North Bound S011th Roucd East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L 'l' R L T R L T R 
·--·--- .. ·------ ;--- ... ---------11-- -------------1 1----------------1 1----------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit 
Riqhts: Include 

PtoL+Pe:rmi L Pennitted 
Include Include 

Permitted 
Include 

Min. Gr&erl: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: l 0 0 1 0 1 o a 1 o o o 1 I) 0 1 0 
------------1----------- ·11---------------11--------------- j :---------------1 
Volume t1odulE~: Pt1 Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 645 59 
Growth Adj; 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 41 684 63 
Added Vol: 21 19 0 
ln-- Process: 
Initial Fut: 
User Adj: 
FHE' Adj : 
PHE' Volume: 
Heduct Vol: 
Reduced Vol: 
PCE Adj: 
1'--jJ.,f' Adj : 

4 62 
66 765 

1.00 1.00 
0.95 0.95 

'10 !305 
0 0 

"/0 1305 
1.00 } .. 00 
l.OO 1. .00 

9 
72 

1. 00 
0.95 

75 
0 

75 
1. 00 
1. 00 

FinalVolume: 70 80S 75 
-------1---------------1 I 

Sf.llllt:alion Flow Module: 

7l 881 35 
1.06 l.C6 1.06 

75 931 37 
0 6 0 

81 986 
1.00 1.00 
0.9:; 0.95 

8S 1.038 
c '·· 

86 10J8 

ll 
48 

1. 00 
::.95 

5! 
0 

51 
l. 00 1 . ;)[J ] . oc 

.GO 1.00 1.00 
86 1038 5.1 

--------------1 

26 3.l 
1.06 1.06 

28 33 
86 42 

7 0 
:;~]_ 75 

1..00 1.00 
0. 9S 0. 95 

1C? '19 
0 0 

25 
l. 06 

?.7 
28 

3 
58 

1. 00 
0.95 

61 
0 

15 7 
1.06 

1 66 
0 

' 170 

37 
l. 06 

39 
42 

0 
81 

l.OO 1..00 
0.95 0.95 

17g 85 
0 0 

58 
l. 06 

61 
0 
.3 

64 
.1. 00 
0.95 

68 
0 

127 79 61 179 85 6R 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1 . 00 :. . 00 l. 00 : . 00 1 . 00 l . 00 

121 79 61 179 85 68 
---------------1 '---------- -----1 

Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1qao 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.98 0.83 0.54 0.93 0.93 0.51 0.92 0.92 
I~anes: l.OO 0.91 0.09 1.00 ~.-00 1.00 1.00 0.57 0.4.1 1.00 0.56 0.44 
E'inal Sal.: 1753.1065 156 l.769 1862 1583 J02S 995 "164 1091 979 77f!. 
--------- ---1--------------- i 1--- ------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity ll..nalys.is Modu.le: 
Vol/Sc.t: o.o-a o.LJ8 o.4B c.o~ u.s& o.o:~ r:.12 o.08 o.oB 0.16 o.a9 0.09 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volu..rne/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Vch: 
LOS .by :-1ov;:~: 

HCM:·~ kAvg\,): 

* *" * 
0.66 0.62 
0.40 0.78 
16.7 16.4 
1. 00 1.. 00 
16.7 16.4 

B 8 
1 20 

0. 62 
0. '18 
16.4 
l.OC 
16. •1 

b 
20 

0. "12 0. 63 
0.29 \1.88 
ll.': 21.4 
l.Ol) 1.00 
11.: /.:1.4 

B C 
1 -;:_-, 

0. 63 
0. (J.'i 

6.2 
l. 00 
6.2 

1 

0.19 0.1.9 
0.66 0.42 
42.3 33.2 
1.00 l.CO 
42.3 :n.2 

I) c 
s 4 

Net<): Qu•::;ue reported J_::; the :n.:mlx:r c·f ca.t·;; pc~r lane. 

0-19 
0. ll;2 
33.?. 
1.00 
:n.?. 

c 
4 

* * * j, 

0.19 0.19 
0.88 0.47 
67.9 33.6 
1_. 00 .1. 00 
67.9 33.6 

f; .... 

8 

0.19 
l). ft7 

33.6 
l . ()() 
lJ. 6 

c 

~ -' .o- " ~· ·• -~ A· ~ • 1< ,lr l< ~ io !< k J.- * !< ,lr-.- " 1c k ~ ·!c < -J- k .I k * • • •· ~ ~ ~· ;. • k * ~ k k ~ A ~ k * !c * * * ~ ,r.. J. ~ * k ~ * * 0 k ~ " * ~ " " * * A -1< ~ " k '" 

'i.':t:affix 7.9.041.'.) (c) ICO'J ·)ow1ing 1\sscc. :.-lccnEicd to f)UNN TRAFFTC, ?OR'i'I.ANf1 



Pf1 Thu Jul 24, 2008 11:28:43 

Dunn Truific Engineed.n9, LLC - Project #0092 
()rc-mco Woods Mixed Use - HI.iLlsboro 

2011 Total Trnffic Conditions, PM Pcuk Hour· 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 4-1 

2000 HCM Unsignal.i::::ed Method (FutunJ Volume Alternative) 
Akt*~·~-···~6ktt•ttt~~ttttktkt******itttk~t****~*ttttttttttttt~tttt.ttttttttkttt 

Tnter:se<:tion ~3 c.-;.,rnelius ?as.s Rd. /Kian Ln. 
•••*~········~~··~~···········~············•*•********************************** 

0. 1 Woc.st: Case Level Of Service: D[ 32.0} 

North Bound South Bound f.ast BOU!ld West Bound Approach: 
t-1ovement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

--1-------- .. ----1 j -------------·-- j 1---------------1 ]--------~---- -: 
Control 
Eight.~;: 

Lcmes: 

LTnc<Jntrollcd 
T.nclu..::!e 

0 I_! u 1 0 

Uncontrolled 
Include 

0 1 0 f) (J 

:)top Sign 
Include 

0 0 0 0 0 

Stop Sign 
Include 

c 0 1~ 0 0 
--1--------- -I J --------------- i J ---------------1 !---------------: 

'.Jclmnc Hoc.:ul1:0: P~1 ?ea/. Hodr 

Base '·./cd: 0 "!1!J 1 
Gim.,trJ ;:,r.IJ: 
lr,it::.al B.:-;~: 

fl..dded. Vol: 
In-Process: 
Initial Fut.: 
C:se: AdJ: 
PfF .E.dj: 
pn::;· v,__...,l ~Jme: 
Reduct vo::.: 
Fina 1Voi>..::<1e: 

1.06 l.Ob 
() i89 
0 tjQ 

' 1 7 5 
·J 904 

. 00 J • 00 
0.9-1 U.97 

0 932 
0 0 

: . u 6 
1 
0 
0 
1 

1. 00 
0. 97 

0 

---------------I 
Criticai Gap Mod11le: 
Cri_~ical Go:xx~xx xxxx xxxx~ 
,'-"C;_i_l . .:.,<.-:J;Tim: ;~xxxx ;.:;o;:~; xx:<E.x 

6 1057 
06 1. )6 . 06 

0 53 0 
6 zy% /;lo'fo 

1. 00 1. 00 l . 00 
0.97 C.97 0.97 

., 1244 0 

0 0 0 
") 1244 0 

i ---------··· 

A v 

l- 06 

0 
0 
0 

0 
.()6 

0 
0 
0 
0 

.00 1.00 
0.97 0.97 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
1.06 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 .00 
0.97 

0 
0 
0 
-I I 

q_} XXYX X%XXS XXXXX XXXX XKXXX 

2. 2 XXXX XZXX?-L XXXX}~ ·xxx;-; XZ.'<XX 

0 
1.06 1.06 

0 

3 
1. 0 f; 

3 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 J 
1.00 .00 l.IJO 
0.97 0.97 0.97 

0 3 
0 0 () 

Cl 3 
. -------------! 

J. 5 4. G 
6.2 
3.3 

. 1--------------- i! ----------·-·· II 
:~;-,pa·::J.t.y 1"·-k-'·.i;Jle: 
:ntlict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxz 
Po:,te:r,t :.:ap. XX>:x x:-:xx xxxxr. 

M..::•ve C.;.p. : ;-:x~::· x;oo.; y:xxxz 
Vo:...·.un-'2/Ca.p: 

::xxz xx:-:.x :~xxx:-: 

Cont ·co~ D.::-1: x}:xxx xx;-.x :-:{XX:·: 

:D.'3 by r>:c·h·: 
0lov•':fT•2nt: LT I.TR R'T 
Sharnd Cap. xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

S!laredQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shed Co:10c:.'.: :u:.}:xx :<X>::{ x~;xxx 

:~ha.~·ed LOS: 
A_r::p;·r.•ach)c- i_: 

f1pp~-::.;:,chLOS: 

XXXXXY, 

'jjJ XXXi'. XXXXY. 

734 XXX/:: X>U<;X}; 

7 3 4 xxxx xz.xxx 
0. (ll Y,x XY. XXXX 

1--------------- I 

}:XXX XXX:X XY.XXX 

x.xxx xxxr: xxxxx 
/L'<:XX XXXX X>:XXX 

}".XXX XXXX XXXX 

0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

2189 2189 
Sl 46 

gJz 
326 

so 46 326 
C.D2 t::.QD 0.01 

1---------------1 

xxxx x:xxx xxxxx 
9. 9 :~xo,;x 

r, 
XXXXX XY..ZXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX Y.XXX :-:-xxxx 

T.T - L'Tk - l-\T 

xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
L'l' - L"rR - RT LT 

xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 
O.G XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXKX 

9.9 XXXX XXXXX XXY.XX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX 

>. 
XXXY,XX XXAXXX 

LT;{ - RT 
138 xxxxx 
0.1 xxxxx 

32. 0 gxx;<x 
D * 

32.0 
[; 

i~otr:.: Ot:eue r'~·.pocted ic; l.\1:.:: :\Cllllx~t· 'Jf cor.s p<Or lane. 
< '- ' < + '" ;. •- • • ; + ~ k .._ ·• x· ~ * * ~ ~ * • + * • -> * * ; i * * ;,_ k * ;, * -J, -t ~- ~ + •· * • +c _., ·• * < ~ < ;,. '" ·k ·k ' ol- k * ~ * ~ -< '-" • * -J, * * 0. ~ .;, ~ .Y ~ •- ~ 
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PM 'Thu Jul 24, 2008 11:28:43 Page 5 .. -1 

Dunn Traffic E:ngineering 1 LLC Project: #-0092 
Oreneo ~\loods Mixed Use Hiillsboro 

2011. Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Lev€1 Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Onsiqnal:iz.ed Method (future Volurne AltE~rnative) 

··~····~·~·~•*****k******•****************************************************** 

Inter·section lt4 Quat.cHna Rd./76th .l'we./Site Access 
kkkk***********kkkkkkkkAkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk•tkkkkkk~kkkkkkkkkkktkkkkk 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 7. 8 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 16.4] 

Approach: North BO\HH.i South Round East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R I, T H L 'l' H L 'r R 
------------1-.. ·--------1 1·--------------11. II --------1 
Control: Stop Sign Step Sign 
Rights: Include include 
Lanes' 0 0 1 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 

llncont ro: led 
Include 

() 0 0 

Uncontrolled 
Inc1 ud1·~ 

0 0 j_ 0 
------------1---------------1. ---------------1 1- ······--------1 
Volume Module: PM Pe?.~k Ho'..J.r 
Base Vol: 3 0 l9 
GroHth Adj: 
Initial B~e: 
Added Vo!: 
In-Process: 
Init.i.al Fut.: 
User Adj: 
PHF Adj: 
FHF Volume: 
Reduct Vol: 

1.06 1.06 
3 0 
0 0 
2 0 
5 0 

1. 00 L 00 
(;.9.3 0.93 

6 
" v 

0 
0 

1. 06 
20 

0 
6 

26 
LOO 
0.93 

28 
0 

0 c 
1.06 LC6 

0 G 
1 56 0 

0 0 
156 0 

1. 00 1. ()0 
0.93 0.93 

168 0 
0 0 

0 
.06 

64 
0 

64 
1. 00 
"' 93 

69 
0 

FinalVolwne: 6 0 28 168 ,, 69 
--- --·--- ----!- -------:------1 I-----·---------- I 
Critical Gdp Module: 
~:.r:.iU.cal Gp: l . .l 6.S 6.?. 7 . .l ~~- j. 6. 2 
Follo1.;lJpTlm: 3.5 ·1.0 3.3 3.5 LO 3.3 
·---···------1--------------- ! --·-------------' 
Capacity :vl\1dule: 

v 64 6 
1. OG 

6 
0 

;'3 89 
1.06 1.06 

() 

8 

94 
0 
7 

0 
J. 06 

0 
63 

1. 06 
0 

69 
0 

69 
1 . 00 

l. 06 
63 

(j 

4 
'12 7 32 101 63 

1. 00 
i.L~l3 0.93 

_\ . 00 1 . 00 1. 00 
0.93 0.93 0.93 

1. 00 
0.93 

68 
0 

68 

7 4 77 

0 0 
"! 4 7 7 

8 
0 
0 

35 109 
0 0 

35 .1.09 
1--·----·-----·----r 1· 

___________ , 

4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
2. ~ :r:xxx xxxxx 

1-- ----------.... 

4 . .l xxxx xxx:<x 
:?. • ~ xxxx XXX XX 

,_ ·---~--- --------- i 

Cnflict Vol: 476 476 81 456 4~6 

Potent Cap.: 496 485 973 518 510 
Move ~ap.: 432 44q 973 471 472 

143 111 xxxx xxxxx s~ xxxx xxxxx 
910 141? xxxx xxxxx 1511 xxxx xxxxx 
910 141~ xxxx xxxxx 1511 xxxx xxxxx 

Volu...'11e/Cap: 0.01. 0.00 0.0.3 0.3.5 G.JO D.J8 O.(J'j xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxx;<: 
------------- -----------------11--- ---1 1------- --------··1 1-------------
Level Of Ser:·vicP Module: 
2Way95l.hQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xx:-:x x:<xxx 
Contrcl Del:xxxx:< xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xx>-:x >::{xx~: 

LOS by t-iDV(:: 

!'1overnen t: r:r - - RT .1'1" - LTR -· RT 

0.2 XXXX XXY.XX 

7. 7 XXX:< XX!<:XX 

A 

LT .L.'l'n - RT 

0, 1 XXXX )'C<XXi< 

7. 4 xxxx xzxx:-: 

"-LT - LTR -· RT 
Shared C<:lp. : xxxx 
Sttarec!Queue: xxxxx: 

I.'T'R 
806 
0 .. 1 

xxxxx xxxx :.)51 xxxxx xx:~x xxxx xxxxx xxxx ;{xx:< xxxxx 
XX XXX XXXXX 2. 1 X;-\XXX XXX XX XXXX XXX XX XXXY.X :.<XXX XZXX:i< 

Shrd ConDe 1: xxxxx 9. 7 xxxxx ;{xxxx .I 6. 4 xxxxx xxxY.x xxxx xx:-;xx xxx:xx xxxx x:-:xxx 
Shared LOS: 
i\pp.:.cachO(:.l: 
App.r ca cbi..o::;: 

A 
9.7 

A 

c 
l 5. 4 

'~ 

Not<::: Queue ::~·~·por:t:r.:od .i:.> the nurnbct· of c:'lr.s p8r :.ane . 

Xl-D~XXX 

.. ~ k ;, ~ ~ -'" ·~ k ~ ·~ A- i * -A ; ~ f ~· * ~ ~ ., . .\ I. ~· -~ J. ' • .I J. ., I ~ ·J. • .I ), J.· ~ .I J. k ;, ~ ~ ;, ~ > " ~ .;. J. • " * • Y f- .. * t • + * ~ ~ f ~· * t J. k ;. A ~ " ·A ' 



F'M Thu Jul 24, 2008 11.:28:43 Page 6-1 

Dunn Tc:lfric Enqin<~er:in·:J, LLC Project #009;"1 
OJ:',!nco Wcods ~-1ixcd Usf: HI il L;;boro 

?01.1. TrJldl Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Comput<1t ion Heport 
2000 HCM Ons.Lgnalizecl Method (Fut.ur•:! Vo.l.ume A1tecnat.i.vc) 

~ ~~ * .. ** J. ~· ***** J.:'ri* 11'~ ··~k t~·1<1<k~ ... tk !4* ll·* A*~ J. ~;.A·*~* ~t** j,·~;, ~**tj * l<A"*'k kA· Ol ~· kk* k <··I< k l 

Intersection #5 231sl Ave./Dogwood St. 
* • ~ .. ·- • * * ... * * * * * * " ~- ~ " * * * ... ~ k "' * * k * * * -· •· * * * •••• * • * * • -~ * ; * • * • ;. * * ,. • ., ~ * * ,. * " ... * "' •• * " • * * • k .. * • 
AvcLagc.• Delay (sec/veL): s.o Worst Case Love! Of Service: E[ 39.1] 

T\pproach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Hovement: L T R L T R [, 'I' n L T R 

------------1 1---------------11--------·- I! ·------------1 
C:onlrol: 
:hghts: 

Unl·.or1t. r:n l i.nd 
l f!C l. !.id(~ 

Uncontrolled 
Include 

Stop .')iqn 
f:--Jclude 

Stop Sign 
Include 

La:-~es: 1 (! 0 I'· D 1 J 0 0 ! 0 () 0 0 1! 0 c 
---------1- -------------! 1---------------11---------- ·--------------1 

\l()lume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Ba~e Vol: l.~ 20'? qq 

Srowth Adj: 1.06 !.06 .1;0 

lni~ial Bse: 16 219 52 
Added Vel: () 17 
In-Process: 5"1 1 
Init~al Fut: 2J 270 70 
dser Tv.ij: 

PHF Adj: 
Fill<" Volume: 
Reduct Vol: 
F.i. na l Ve-l ur:.e: 

1.00 l.CO 
8.87 0.87 

26 311 
0 

26 J 1! 

1. 00 
i]. 87 

80 
0 

60 
-------- ····--------- ~!I 

C:tJ.t..tcal Gap 
Crit.i.co!.l (;p: 

t-J•xtul•.:-: 
•1. 1 xxxx :-:xxx:-: 

39 
.06 

4 1 
?0 

<147 
1. 06 

474 

20 
1.06 

21 
u 

101 J )_ 
65 .')75 37. 

1 . 00 1. 00 1 . 00 
o.B'i 8.8"1 c-.87 

75 66J 37 
0 0 0 

7.~ 661 37 
. -··-----------1 

rj. 1 ;-:XXX XXXXY. 

9 "? 3:C 
1.06 .Q(j .06 

lJ 7 33 
0 :) 0 

6 0 5 
1 6 7 38 

1.00 l.OD 
0.87 0.87 

lB 9 
0 0 

lS 9 

'}. l 6. 5 

1. 00 
0.87 

44 
0 ,, 

6.2 

26 6 
.06 1.06 

/.7 
l. G6 

28 6 29 
13 0 14 

0 0 2 
41 6 45 

1.00 1.00 .co 
0.87 0.87 0.87 

47 
0 

' 
0 

51 
0 

n 7 s1 
1---------------: 

7.1 0 • .<. 

Fo!~owiJpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxx~ 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.S 4.0 3.3 3.~ 4.0 3.3 
. -----1· --------------11--------------- 1---------------. 1---------------' 

Cc1pac-.1· __ y l'icciule: 
:-:n~J ic::. VCl.l: 69F xxxx xr:xx:-: 
"'Gler.t Ci!p.: 
Hcve C'lp.: 
\ 1ol.UJo::/Cci;..>: 

89:; :{XXX x:-:xxx 
89S xxxx xr:xxx 

(). 03 :-:xx;.-: }-~XXX 

Level or Service Module: 
,!\•Jay 9~;-hQ: 0. 1 zxx;..: xx:<xx 
C.:::r.trc.l Del: 9.1 Y.xx:x xx:{xX 
: .. OS by 1'-'lo\'l-:>: A 
lvJOV8Jl\8f;t.: LT - LTH 
Sha rr;;d C''lV, , :'\.XXX XAXX XXX%X 

S!-ldL'8dQueue: x.-.;xxx x;.c'\X xxx~;x 

391 xxxx xxxxx 1262 1213 
1:13 XXXX XKXXX 148 169 
117] xxxx xxxxx 123 153 

fi'i9 1259 12.52 
4~~) H9 174 
•!55 120 152 

351 
697 
697 

0.06 xxxx xxxx 0.1~ 0.05 0.].0 O.lq O.OS 0.07 
-------------·---I 1---------------1 1--------~·------

0. L xxxx xxxxx x:--;xx r:xxx xxxxx :{xx;.o: x;~x>; xxxxx 
8.3 x:-:xx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxx:x xxxxx 

"· ' LT - L TR - RT L'I' -
XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXY..X 

KXXXK XXXX XXXZX XXXY.X 

LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
?36 xxxxx xxxx ?07 xxxx~ 
1.2 xxxxx xxxxx ~.6 xxxxx 

Shr.d ConDe.l.:xxxxx xx:.>~:x xxxxx ~:xxx}: xxr:x xxxxx xxxxx 26.6 xxxxx X}\XXX 19 . .l xxxxx 
Si1cl ced "LOS: 
i-\!;]-'r'Cd(:hDt-•1: XXX XXX x.v.xx:><:x 

D 

26.6 
E 

39.1 
l>!-'};l •: .. L:hU):J: f) E 
< ;- ~ < .;, ' < ~ ; ' ~ ~ " ~ • ' <· ; ;- ,. I • ·> 1 o- ~ • , < • ~ ;. <- + ,. ,, • ~ ;.- ·' > < +- ) <- + ~· ~ + ~ ~ >- , '· * ~ • * * • • " < ~ > ;. ~ ~ t· + > * • ~- '- .< •. ~ > •. 

f·lt;!t.C': (i:JI.'U'' .-:·,~p~HU~U i~"; the ;yu:-u_·,:.r c,f caL·s p:-~.r lane:. 
' ' ~ ' ' < • ' • • •- * ~ • •· ~ ~ •. ·• ' ' • k ' ' > • * ~ I '· _. ;. • * ' -1 .._ > -\ '* ' •· _. ·> '- < > • '- + -1- I < ~ > ,. ~ ' > <c * ~ * * > <· ' >. • I < ·> ' -1 
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PM 'fhu c7U.l 24, 2008 11:28:43 

Dunn Traffic F.ngin€ering, LLC Proj8ct ~009~ 

Orenco Woods M_bced Os~ - HI i.llsboro 
2011 Total 'I'raffic Condit.l.ons, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 I-ICM Unsignalized Method (Future VolumE' Al.ternat.i.vel 

-···········~······~·······'**k**-*****~·~·········~~········~·~·-·······''***~* 

Intersection lt-6 Cornelius Pass Rd./!?roposed Aecess 
***********~***************~**~****'*******~*************>itttAttttt>t~tiA*****\ 

Avel·age Deluy (sec..:/veh): 0.6 Wor·st Cat·:e Level Of Ser·v:i.ce: C[ ?.2. 3] 

Approach: NOI"th Bound South Bound East Uound \'1c!.1t Bound 
Movement : L T R L T RJ. T RT. '1' R 
-------- ..... ··1---------------11- -· ·------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncont.r:olled Uncontrolled Stop Si.gn Stop Sign 

tnc.l:Jde 
0000(! 

Rights: Include Include Incl. ~Ide 
Lanes: 10100 0010 0000 

1---------------11--- ·· · ·····-------11--------------- I ---------------1 
Volume Hodule: PM Peak Hour 
Bas~ Vol: 0 120 0 0 987 0 
Growth Adj: 1.06 l.06 1.06 L06 1.06 .06 
Initial Bse: 0 773 0 0 l046 0 
Added Vol: 42 63 0 0 -33 11 6 
In-Process: 0 72 0 0 63 0 
Initial Fut: 42 908 0 0 1076 116 
User Adj: :.00 1.00 1.00 l.OO 1.00 l.CO 
PHF Adj: 0.95 G.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 1·1 956 0 0 ll33 122 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FinalVolume: 4<1 956 ::> 0 1133 122 
-----------·-1---------- ----! 1---------------; 
Critical Gap Module: 

() li 

-.061.06 
() 0 
0 0 
() {) 

0 0 
1.00 l.GO 
0.950.95 

a o 
(} J 
J 0 

CriUca.l Gp: 4. 1 XXXX XXXXX X XXX X ZXXX X!·:XX){ X)-C<XX XXXX 

F'0J .low[Jp'T'i_m; 2. 2 :{XXX XX XXX XX XXX X.:-<XX X>:XXK X<-'.:<XX XXX>: 

---··------ -·1-- -------··--·---1 1---------------11--
Capacity Module: 

C-'lfl.ict Vol: 1255 lC{XX .'-:XXX}": XXXX XXXX XX:<X>: XXXX XXXX 

Fotent Cap. : 551 x:-:xx ~:xxxr: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx ~:xxx 

t-1ove Cap.: 551 x;-;xx };:xxxx xxxx xx:.xx xx:xxx xxxx x:{XX 

VvlWl\e/Cap; ~:, 08 XX}:X XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XlC\X XXXX 

--------------1----------------11--------------- i J ----

Level Oi Service Module: 

1. 06 
0 

39 
0 

39 
1.00 
0.9') 

41 
0 

•!l 

';)./. 
3. 3 

I 

(l 

1.05 
0 
:) 

0 
0 

1. 00 
,l . q .'J 

0 
0 
0 

I -----

0 J 
. 0 (. ; - ('; i) 

0 G 
0 G 
0 0 
o n 

l.OO 1.00 
0.9.5 0.95 

0 0 
0 0 
0 i.'~ 

~xxxx x~xx xxxxx 
xxxxx x~xx xxxxx 

133 xx~x x~xx xxxxx 
249 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
249 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

0.!6 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
i---~-----------1 

.:::i'/ay95tJ-.Q: 0. J .XXXX XX.XXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XY.LC< XXY:X (., t) J{XX;..; XXXX XX XXX 

ConLrol Del: 12.1 .XXXK XXXXX ~XXXX XXXX XXXXX KXXXX XXXX 22.3 XXXXK XXXX XXXXX 

LOS by Nove: 
Novement: 

~\ 

LT LTH RT LT - LTR - H'~' LT LTH 8.'1 LT 
Sha.red Cctp. : xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx x:xxx.x XX}:X xxr.x xxxx;.-: xxxx xx;{x xxxxx 
SharedQu~ue:xXX.'{X: xxxx xxx:i.x xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXXXY. xxXX>: xx;;-:x };xxxx 
Shrd ConDel:XXX.XX XXXX XX.f~XX XZXXX XXXX XXXX.X X..X.XXX XX.XX XXXXY. XXXXX XXXX J~XXXX 

Shdred LOS: 
Appn.Ji'I.ChDB 1: xxzxxx xxxxxx 22.3 r:xxxxx 
Approach LOS: c 

Note: Qw:'!ue r.epod.ed is the n~.;mber of car~o; p(H l.a:1c. 
~ .;, ~ .j, k ~ io * .o, lr ~ * * A +- ·< ~ ~ i< ~ ~· '- ,> ' ·- ~ I A k ~ f ·~- ~ ~ -I< -;, i ~ -~ ~ ._ .\; .. * .I l ~ l l· I ·.\ .<. A I < .I ~ < '"" A ~ ._; • ' -\ • ~ \ A ~ < .~ A -, \; .; -o, I< I , 
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Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheet 

Input Parameters 
Proje-ct No.: 0092 

Drenco Woods 

7/24/2006 

Project Name: 

!~: 

'Intersection: 

Scenario: 

Com PassJSite Access 

2011 Total, PM Peak Hour 

North-South Approach "' 

East..west Approach "' 

Major Street Thru Lanes "' 

Minor Street Thru Lanes = 
!speed> 40 mph? 

Populati<:ln < 10,000? 

Warrant Factor= 

PM Peak Hour or Daily Count? 

Major Street: 4th-Highest Hour= 

Majot" Street: 8th-Highest Hour= 

Minor Street: 4th-Highest Hour= 

Minor Street: 8th-Highest Hour= 

Major 

Minor 

Ye• 

No 

70% 

PM Peak Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

Warrant #1 • Eight Hour Volume (Condition A) 

!warrant #1 - Eight Hour Volume (Condition B) 

Warrant #2- Four-Hour Volume 

Warrant #3 · Peak Hour Volume 

Dunn Traffic Engineering. LLC 

... - t Traffic Vol --··--
Hour Major Street Minor Street Major St. Adj. Minor St. Adj. 

Begin End NB SB EB WB Facto< ·--4:45PM 5:45PM 950 1192 39 0 1.00 1.00 

2nd Highest Hour 912 1144 37 0 0.96 0.96 

'"' Highest Hour 693 1120 37 0 0.94 0.94 

4th Highest Hour 760 954 31 0 0.80 0.80 

5th Highest Hour 722 906 30 0 0.76 0,76 

6th Highest Hour 409 513 17 0 0.43 0.43 

7th Highest Hour 371 465 15 0 0.39 0.39 

8th Highest Hour 342 429 14 0 0.36 0.36 

9th Highest Hour 342 429 14 0 0.36 0.36 

1()1h Highest Hour 333 417 14 0 0.35 0.35 

11th Highest Hour 190 236 6 0 0.20 0.20 

12th Highest Hour 105 131 4 0 0.11 0.11 

13th Highest Hour 95 119 4 0 0.10 0.10 

14th Highest Hour 36 46 2 0 0,04 0.04 
--·--· 

Warrant Analysis Results 

Approach Lanes Signal Warrant Threshold Input Traffic Volumes 
Is Signal 

Combined Major Higher Minor Combined Major Higher Minor Warr.Jnt ' 

Major Street Minor Street Street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Satisfied? 

1 1 350 105 771 14 No 

1 1 525 53 771 14 No 

1 1 1714 GO 1714 31 No 

1 1 2142 75 2142 39 No 
--

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\ex:cel\signal warrants\2007_sig_war_com pass_ site access..xls 
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Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheet 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 

Date: 712412008 

Intersection: 

Scenario: 

Quatama/Site Access/76th Avenue 

20~ 1 Total, PM Peak Hour 

North-South Approach = 
East~West Approach = 
Major Street Thro Lanes = 
!Minor Street Thru Lanes = 
' 
!Speed> 40 mph? 

Population< 10,000? 

!warrant Factor= 

PM Peak Hour or Daily Count? 

Major Street: 4th-Highest Hour = 
Major Street: 8th-Highest Hour = 
Minor Street: 4th-Highest Hour = 

Minor Street: 8th-Highest Hour = 

Minor 

Major 

No 

No 

100% 

PM Peak Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

Hour 

Begin End EB 

4:45PM 5:45PM 148 

2nd Highest Hour 142 

3.0 Highest Hour 139 

4th Highest Hour 118 

5th Highest Hour 112 

6th Highest Hour 64 

7th Highest Hour 58 

8th Highest Hour 53 

9th Hignest Hour 53 

101h Highest Hour 52 

11th Highest Hour 30 

12th Highest Hour 18 

1311> Highest Hour 15 

14th Highest Hour 5 

Warrant Analysis Results 

Input Traffic Volumes 
Major Street Minor Street Major St Adj. Min« SL Adj. 

WB NB sa Factnr FadDr 

196 31 220 1.00 1.00 

188 30 211 0.96 0.96 

184 29 207 0.94 0.94 

157 25 176 0.60 0.80 

149 24 167 0.76 0.76 

84 13 95 0.43 0.43 

76 12 86 0.39 0.39 

71 11 79 0.36 0.35 

71 11 79 0.36 0.36 

69 11 TT 0.35 0.35 

39 5 44 0.20 0,20 

22 3 24 0.11 0.11 

20 3 22 0.10 0.10 

8 1 9 0.04 0.04 

Approach Lanes Signal Warrant Threshold Input Traffic Volumes 
IS Signal 

Combined Major Higher Minor Combined Major Higher Minor warrant 
Major Street Minor Street Street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Satisfied? 

Warrant #1 • Eight Hour Volume (Condition A) 1 1 500 150 124 79 No 

Warrant #1 -Eight Hour Volume (Condition B) 1 1 750 75 124 79 No 

Warrant #2 - Four-Hour Volume 1 1 275 >350 275 176 No 

Warrant #3- Peak Hour Volume _,__ 1 1 344 >500 344 220 No 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Uselexcei\signal warrants\2007 _sig_war_quatama_site access.xls 
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Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheet 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 

Date: 7124/2006 

Intersection: 

jsc.nano' 
Dogwood/231 st Avenue 

2011 Total, PM Peak Hour 

' 

North-South Approach-= 

East-West Appl'"oach = 
Major Street Thru Lanes == 

Minor Street Thru lanes= 

Speed > 40 mph? 

Population< 10,000? 

Major 

Minor 

No 

No 

IWarrnnt Factor= 100% 

PM Peak Hour or Daity Count? 

Major Street: 4th-Highest Hour:: 

Major Street: 8th-Highest Hour= 

Minor Street: 4th-Highest Hour= 

Minor Street: 6th-Highest Hour= 

PM Peal< Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

80% or Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

Warrant #1 • Eight Hour Volume (Condition A) 

warrant #1 • Eight Hour Volume (Condi'tion B) 

Warrant #2 ·Four-Hour Volume 

Wam~nt #3- Peak Hour Volume 

Ounn Traffic Cng•net-nng. LlC 

Input Traffic Volumes 
Hour Major Street Minor Street Major St. Adj. Minor st. Adj. 

Begin End NB SB EB WB Factor Foctn< 

4:45PM 5:45PM 363 672 61 92 1.00 1.00 

2nd Highest Hour 348 645 59 88 0.96 0.96 

3rd Highest Hour 341 632 57 86 0.94 0.94 

4th Highest Hour 290 538 49 74 0.80 0.80 

5111 Highest Hour 278 511 46 70 0.76 (176 

61h Highest Hour 156 289 26 40 0.43 0.43 

7th Highest Hour 142 262 24 36 0.39 0.39 

6th Highest Hour 131 242 22 33 0.36 0.36 

91h Highest Hour 131 242 22 33 0.36 0.30 

101h Highest Hour 127 235 21 32 0.35 0.35 

11th Highest Hour 73 134 12 18 0.20 0.20 

121h Highest Hour 40 7< 7 10 0.11 0.11 

13th Highest Hour 36 67 6 9 0.10 0.10 

14th Highest Hour 15 
..... 

27 2 4 __ o~_ L .. ~04-· - ·-··-·-- ---- ---

Warrant Analysis Results 

Approach Lanes Signa! Warrant Threshold Input Traffic Volumes 
Is Signal 

Combined Major Higher Minor combined Major Higher Minor Warrant 
Major Street Minor Street Street Volume street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Satisfied? 

1 1 500 150 373 33 No 

1 1 750 75 373 33 No 

1 1 628 140 828 74 No 

1 I 1 1035 185 1035 92 No 
- --

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods M1xed Use\excel\signal warrants\2007 _sig_war_dogwood_231 sb:ls 
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l>AtE: 

1'0: 

FAX#: 
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WASH. CO. Ll'T WALNUT CTR ·-

FAX COVER SHEET 
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'l'RAmC ENGINEERING SECI'I()N 
1400 S.W. WALNUT STREET MS 17 

JJU.J.SBQllO, OR 97123-5625 
. I'll ONE : (503) 84~ 7950 

. FAX! (50.3) 846-7910 

lt!J 001/003 

\ ' ' 

. Numbtt- or pages 1u tllb ttansmmioRlurlotdlD.g tlt.ls cover •heel : 

.:.....__ ____ ·----------
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Left-T't. ...ane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (M.D. Harmelink Nomagraph} 

Orenco WOOOs 
7/2112008 

Intersection: Come~us Pass Road/Klan Lane 
Scenario: 20 

800 

700 

600 

a. 
.?~ I sao 
0 
E 

12 
~ 
m I 400 
c 
;;; 
0 
Q_ 
0. 
0 
0 
> 

300 

100 

0 

Dunn Traffi.~ En9i~eering, LLC 

0 100 700 2~ 500 600 400 BOO 

~--v~. Approa~hrng -~~~~~~ (~Phl _ -~ 

UnliCJnOiized lnferncttons 
Le1r Turrn; in v,. 

900 

Leng:th R•quir•d 
<40mph 

L ~ "t. 

1000 1100 1200 

C:\Pro~lles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\e.:l:cel\lefltum lane warrantsUeft-tunlane wa.rrants.:xls 
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Left-T, -•me Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (M.D. Harmelink Nomagraph) 

Project No.: 0092 
Project Name: Orenco WoOds 
Date: 712112008 
Intersection: Cornelius Pass Road!Kian Lane 
Scenario: 201 1 tct4 1 PM Peak Hour 

~ 
~ 

• § 
g 
a 
c •• 0 

" " 0 

~ 

/34c¥bkel.iW 

0 100 

Dur.n Traffrc Eng<neenng, LlC 

zoo 400 800 500 700 600 

~ r Va Approaching Velum& {Vph) __j 

Unsionolized lnfenection-t. 

900 

Letf Turm: in v~., 

LenQth Requir.-d 
• 40mph 

L 

1000 1100 1200 

C:\Projfi!es\0092-0renco Woods MIXed U&e\excal\kltt wm lane warrants\!eft-tum lane warant&.xts 
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' Right:,~· n Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (NCHRP Report 279) 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/2412008 
Site Access/Cornelius Pass Road 
2011 Total Traffrc AM and PM Peak Hours 

64 

2- LANE ~IGHWAYS 

FUll· WIDTH TURN LANE 
'+ iE I 2. 

cc 
:::> 
0 
~ 

~ 

~ 
UJ 
<L 

z 

"' z 
.a;. 

:::> .... 
t-· 
:I: 
(!) 

a: 

80 
I TAPER 

r RADIUS Ol'lL Y REQUIRED 
40~ 

L '+ NOT<' 

For posted speeds at or under 45 mph, 
p!:!ak hour right turns greater than 40 vph, 
and tota' peak hour app~oach les:~ than ,300 _v:gt:t., 
adjust right turn volu~s. 
,tv:ijust peak hour right turns • 
Peak hour right turns- 20 

100 200 300 400 500 600 

TOTAL PEAK HOUR APPROACH VOLUME (VPH) 

700 

Southbound Right· Tum 
PM Peak Hour 

Southbound Right· Tum 
AM Peak Hour 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:IProjfifes\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\axcal'vight tum lane warrants \right tum lane warrarrts_two lane highway,x!s 



-t Right-Turn Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (NCHRP Report 279) 

Project No.~ 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 
Kian lane/Cornelius Pass Road 
2011 Total TraffiC AM and PM Peak Hours 

64 

:I: 
"-
.:::: 

100 

a: 80 
:::> 
0 
:I: 
~ 
<{ 
w 
"-
z 

"' z 
0:· 
:::> ,... 
,.... 
:c 
{!) 

0: 

60 

40 

20 

2- LANE :i!GHWAYS 

FULL· WIDTH TURN LANE 

TAPER 

RADIUS ONLY REQUIRED 

Northbound Right-Tum 
PM Peak Hour 

NOTE~ For posted speeds at or under 45 mph, 
peak hour right 'tUrns greater than 40 vph. 

! 

and total peak hour app~oach les:!f than .300 _'a? b., 
adjust right tum volurre:;.. 
AdjUst peak hour right turns · 
Peak hour right tufTlS - 20 

, 00 200 300 400 500 600 

TOTAL PEAK HOUR APPROACH VOLUME {VPH) 

~ 

700 

Dunn Tr.Iffic Engineering, LLC C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\e)(Cei\Oght tum lane wammts\right tum tane warrarrts_two lane highwayJds 
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Righi .1 Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (NCHRP Report 279) 

Project No.: 
Proiect Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 
Ouatama!Site Access/76th Avenue 
2011 Total Traffic AM and PM Peak Hours 

64 

1 DO 

;r: 
~ 

2. 
0: 80 
::0 
0 
;r: 

"' .,; 
w 
~ 

z 
~ 

r z 
.a:· 
::0 
)--­

)---• 

:I: 

"' a: 

I 0 ADIUS ONLY 

I, 
' 

100 

Dunn Traff1c EngmeeMng, LLC 

2- LANE :ttGHWAYS 

FUL,L· WIDTH TURN LANE 

200 300 400 500 600 

TOTAL PEAK HOUR APPROACH VOLUME (VPH) 

700 

Westbound Right-Tum 
PM Peak Hour 

Westbound Right-Tum 
AM Peak Hour 

Eastbound Right-Turn 
PM Peak Hour 

Eastbound Right-Tum 
AM Peak Hour 

C.\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\excef\righttum lane warrantsVight tum lane warrants_two lane highway .xis 
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~ Right-Turn Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (NCHRP Report 279) 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/2412008 
Dogwood/23-1st Avenue 
2011 Total Traffic AM and PM Peak Hours 

64 

J: 
~ 

2. 
cr: 
:::J 
0 
:t: 

"' <! 
w 
"'" :z 

"' z 
·C:· 
:::J ..... 
...... 
::r: 

"' c: 

100 

80 
TAPER 

RADIUS ONLY REQUIRED 
40 

2- LANE :-IIGHI'IAYS 

FUL,L- WIDTH TURN LANE 

Northbound Right~ Tum 
PM Peak Hour 

Southbound Right-Tum 
PM Peak Hour 

Northbound Right-Tum 

20 NOTE: For posted speeds at or under 45 mph, ::- I 1 AM Peak Hour 
peak hour right nJms greater than 40 vph, · 
and total peak hour app\oach lei:; than .300 _v~ 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC 

11diust right turn voturres. 
Adjust peak .ur right turn 
Peak hour rig ............... Jijh 

I 

100 200 300 400 500 600 700 

Southbound Right-Tum 
AM Peak Hour 

TOTAL PEAK HOUR API'AOACH VOLUME (VPH) 

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\exceMght tum lane warrants \right tum Lane warraflt6_two lane highway . .:ds 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
lntenectlon: 
Scenario: 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storago LongthNehicle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 

Cornelius Pass/Wilkins Street 
201 1 Total AM Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 
GIG for movement: 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average Iota! queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat flow rate: 

CALCULA liONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec). 
Average total queue (veh)·. 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

L>'nglh of red •nlerval ~(I-- GICJ' Cycle length 

Ave'age quevenane -:Volume • Red lnleN'III31'lOO 

M~~imurt\ 4\;lh:e <{an<Jnm amva'IConsiAnl servrr:;e 

H11ndurn arrivals t~tlraw a<:wrdrng to a f'oisson dr5ln'Oulion 

P'erc :so prob<~bility cou~: to :h~ conridoncc level dssrrr.d (e a !.!~%) 
IC ollh~ ljueu~ f(\rrned d\;nng each roc rniDfV<II w!"l b!l l~ss lnDn 

or eqtrol 'o th~ rnaxrm1011 q.Je~~ 

NBTH/RT 

1043 
0.74 

1 

23.4 
68 
11 

275 
275 

Ww~ ol em•·o:s ., ~Ji- (Red ln!Qrv~lr'N • c'p(-N) 1 Nl (lhe Po's"'"' d•&tr,fU·~·--1 

(Prob ~f smv;,ls g N): ' -Sum of Pc>babii•tie$ forv~hrcte~ 0. 1 . N-1 

Mox N. H1ghe~t N S•JCh lhl!: th<1 sum nl pmhA~I<I;c~' (1 · c--enh~r.M;e lovel) 

#3 
SBLT 

36 
0 03 

1 

87 3 
09 

3 
75 
75 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

453 75 
077 0.10 

1 1 

20 7 81.0 
26 1.7 

5 4 
125 100 
125 100 

Cjueue length ~ 1\'a~rm~~n queue • Slarage leng_lh per vehicle 

Requorec:l storage p~r IM~ = Oueueler.~lh I ~)urr,ber of lane~. rounded 

uP to :ne "exl h•ghesl whole vehicle 

#8 
WBRT 

119 
0.10 

1 

81.0 
2.7 

6 
150 
150 

1649 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cycle length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 

Cornelius Pass/Wilkins Street 
2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 
GIG for movement: 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue {veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet}: 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing f!ow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/Jane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

A.ver~iJl': quo.ue!IUI't!!' ""Vohmw: • fieri Interval I 3600 

Maxo;rmm queue- Ra-~dom atowWIConstant ~ervi~ll 

Random ~nivul~ beh11ve acr.<:rdinG to a Pm~~on d<Sllibo.;tio~ 

=rw~ is o probDb lily equ11' to the fAlllM<)nr.e •ever dc.~uc~ (e g g~·~;,) 

t~a\ t'lc Q<:eue lcrme'1 during cac~ rt!•1•~lcrva1 will be le~s lhJn 

or equal to lh~ m~~1mum Q'JC~c 

(Poob t>l onivas- N)- (Rc!liPlt:rv~I)'N • ~~f'(·l-1) !N' (!ha Pc•s~:-,r. dishilhJI•rm) 

(Prob of arriv~.s =·~ N)-- t Sum of prot:abi'•t•es fo~ venrci!'S 0. 1 . N. 1 

-'l;o.x N l-11ghc~t N ~tJr)l tlo;J! l'•f> ~·Jm ol poMb•l•l•es ~ f1 . confiden~ I!J\'C',' 

889 
0.68 

1 

28.8 
7.1 
12 

300 
300 

#3 
SBLT 

132 
0.11 

1 

80.1 
2.9 

6 
150 
150 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

1103 71 
0.79 0.08 

1 1 

18.9 82.8 
5.8 1.6 
10 4 

250 100 
250 100 

Oue\JP. ·englh ·7 Maximo,rr- queue • Stora9~ length per vehicle 

Rt~fl-"m<i MM~\l" per lane : Que1.1e lMgth 1 Nu,ot:er of ror,.)s. round~ 

\JP to \he nex! h'gMsl who.e vehirJe 

#8 
WBRT 

95 
0.08 

1 

82.8 
2.2 

5 
125 
125 



Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
lnterstctlon: 
Scenario: 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LBngthNehlcle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 
Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total AM Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph)c 28 
GIC for movement: O.D7 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 83.7 
Average total queue (veh): 0.7 
Maximum total queue (veh): 2 
Total queue length (feet)· 50 
Required storage/lane (feet): 50 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF) 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval {sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh) 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED; 

Lengll\ c~ r~<d interval: (I - GIC} • Cycho iength 

R.\III<I,\01 11rnva•s behavu ~,:.;uuJiiii!I<J a Poisson oii~tri\>o..-lion 

lhnt<> rs a prot>nbihly equal to me con~dence ltovel des'red (e g 95%) 

thi!llh" Que• ,e formed dv~ng ~Ach re<J •nlerv~l ,.,11 be le;;s I her~ 

or ~~ualro H>e ~~x<nwrn Q•;eue 

{Prr,IJ ol Jn,-als 'N) ~ {/<~·j lnl6r<<>O'I.J' e~pj-N) I tl' (the Po<sson ci~!ntwlion) 

iPtob of arnvals >: 'JJ" 1 • 5urr oi prob~~ liloes ~or v~h;,·res o, 1, . N-1 

Ma~ N H•gho5t r< SL•~.Il !h<'l IM s•.m of prc-bn~illl!<.lS >- (1 -confidence lov\!IJ 

917 
0.69 

1 

27.9 
7.1 
12 

300 
300 

#3 
SBLT 

28 
003 

1 

87.3 
0.7 

2 
50 
50 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

459 116 107 48 
0.67 0.15 0.15 0.15 

1 1 1 1 

29.7 76.5 76.5 76.5 
3.8 2.5 2.3 1.0 

7 5 5 3 
175 125 125 75 
175 125 125 75 

136 107 
1654 1793 

0.08 0.06 
0.07 0.10 
83.4 81.4 
27 1 1 

6 3 
150 75 
150 75 

Reo .. rce<! s•ora\JP. 1w.r trme ~ <Jue.;e le~gth 1 Number of lanes rounaea 

up 10 lhe nP.xl h,gresl wi'Oie veh1C1U 

#8 
WBTH/RT 

135 
0.15 

1 

76.5 
2.9 

6 
150 
150 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Data: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 

Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total AM Peak Hour 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

#1 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 
G/C for movement 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh)· 
Total queue length (feet}: 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Long:t> ol rect •~terva! ~ (1 . GIC) • Cy;;te length 

Avera{la queueA;:u~e "V<>hLme · Relllnlmvall Y>OO 

Ma~imum queue· Random ar·i•taVCon•ta-11 Stl..,<CC 

Rardom amva;s behave accorrlin{l t<> a Po'sso:~ -ji3tnb<ihon 

There i$ a probabi•ily equH! lo 111e r.o~f<LI"1r.tl ~~~el des r~=J (e 11 !}!,%) 

Ulllllho ()!iGliC ro-mod o~r)ll) uiiC1 rcct ·n!~~VIll ... ~1 b., j,):;~ lil,ln 

v equal to the m~><omum queuo 

lf>1~1b nl :'lni~.ll.~ ~ ~I) "'(RHd int~• v ~1)'1-l -ax;'~ N) 1 tJ \I he l'tr''"n diolnl.>uliOfl) 

(Prob olarnvals. >~ N)" I- Sum <JI pi<.:!J~D<hh~~ J;u ~d;;de~ 0, I , N 1 

~ax N Higne~l N S<JC(l ;h~t th .. ~LJm o' _oroJ;··hiilie~ ' it c.o~ll<iP.,.,Ce l(!~C.i) 

#3 
SBLT 

Turn Movement 
114 #5 #6 #7 

SBRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

25 
0.67 

1 

29.7 
0.2 

1 
25 
25 

R~!Goicec! slcraoe pM l'!ne ~ r)._,oue length I N<H~ber <>1 l11u~s. rountle<l 

LJII to ll'e nexl highest whole vehicle 

IJntloc~e.fl GIC (guiC) (glC Yo)lf1-Yo) 

#8 
WBTH/RT 



Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cycle L&ngth: 
Confidence Level (C.L.}: 
Storage LengthNehlcle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 
Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 66 
GJC for movement 0.04 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 86.4 
Average total queue (veh): 1 6 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storage/lane (feet): 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh)· 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet)· 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

P~rodurn ~uwals beho~l' 1lC•Xm1ing loa Porsson dos::-,h~lior> 

lhere '-~ "pmbal>-Oiy eq"al lo tlte :on~:Jen<::P.I~~~~ d;,$ire<J(e \l 95%) 

lha: !he~"""~ lu:m,,d rlt;l'l\~ e~r.;h r11d irt<IIV~Iwo'l ~c russ L~d'' 

,~, ~<::uA! In the maxrrr.c~:n q,,eue 

NBTH/RT 

837 
0.62 

1 

34.2 
8.0 
13 

325 
325 

(l'roh ol <Jr•ivHI.~ 7 r~)' (R"<1111lervni)'N • ~>p(-N) IN' (:··~I'<>"~·" <liol"l"•l:t,n) 

(ProO Vl<lrnoal~ >= N) = 1 · S'"""l jli<>h<lt,ltl•t:> lr11 v"llh:lt~s 0 • N·1 

-~~a~ N. lirgl:e"l N s"ch lhOIIhe ~um o/ r-m~atli.l<e~: ! I cnntden::?. .ev~ i 

#3 
SBLT 

81 
0.09 

1 

81.9 
1.8 

4 
100 
100 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

986 121 133 170 
0.63 0.19 0 19 0.19 

1 1 1 1 

33.3 72.9 72.9 72.9 
9.1 2.5 27 3.4 
14 5 6 7 

350 125 150 175 
350 125 150 175 

145 133 
1757 1757 

0.08 0.08 
0.12 0.12 
79.5 78.9 
2.7 3.7 

6 7 
150 175 
150 175 

FieQ'-'''~d ~lo<agP pBr la~e ~ Qtleue length 'N-'~·t:er oj lanea. rOL!I'l<lad 

up to lhe n~rl h1~tces1 wh~le vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

145 
0.19 

1 

72.9 
2.9 

6 
150 
150 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Dale: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/24/2008 

Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

Cycle Length: 
Confldence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehlcle: 

#1 

90 sec 
gso;l) 

25 feet 

#2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 
GIC for movement: 
Number of lanes· 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh)· 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length {feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre~PHF): 
Opposing sat flow rate 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh}: 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet}: 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

LenJ~Ih ol red ·m~rv~l • (1. GIC) • Cycl~ length 

Averoge queue:lane "· V<l~Jme • Red lnlerval/ 3600 

M<~ximurol qu<:>ue· Rar,dom arrivaiiCcno:a:ll serv.c.e 

"'am/om arrivals bei!ave ac::wding to ~ P<:Jiss•ln d•st~b\Jii<:n 

Th>:ore 'sa protmbility eqtmlto tr" conMen;R. lev~ I d.,.we<J 1~ ~ ()~·:, · 

lhn' IIlii <]Uf!we funned tlurino t~acll r ~d ontmval wd ~e J~s~ lh<Jn 

c,r e~"alto tho rnax11rurro qvmw 

(Pr;;otl ~~arrivals-~ N) " (R~dlnlervaii'N • Hp( -N j/ ~:· {til~ Pu"~·,r. d·>t"b~t<o:') 

(Pmb ol arrw>tls >~ t\)"' t · Swn ul ~woabolilleo luo vel1ocles 0 : . fi-

IJ~~ N: HiiJh~SI .'-:sud\ \11~1 ~~~ ~"n <!IIJt'>lmlHIIIids >(I · ~~nr><:~ Le 1~·:~1) 

#3 
SBLT 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

48 
0.63 

1 

33.3 
0.4 

2 
50 
50 

Rcquore-:1 s~ocage per lane "·Queue length I Number cttanes. rounde(l 

up to !he f'e.<t hghil~ whnl<l vehicle 

Unblocked GtC (9uiC) ~ (IJiC • Yo)f{1-Yo) 

#8 
WBTH/RT 



a.. 
V> 
V> 

Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: July 24. 2008 

Scenario: 2011 Total AM Peak Hour 

Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 
Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

Legend 
V == Flow rate for movement 

C = Capacity of movement 

Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft) 

·95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17-37) presented in Highway Capacity Manua/2000. 

ApproachfTurn Movement 

Intersection Name NB LT NBTH NBRT SB LT SBTH SBRT EB LT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT 

v 15 32 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 987 557 

Proposed Site Access Q 0.0 0.2 
s 25 25 

v 15 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 198 

Kian Lane Q 0.2 
s 25 

v 45 206 59 16 
Quatama Rd/ c 892 657 1458 1467 

Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.2 1.3 0.1 0.0 
s 25 50 25 25 

v 20 21 126 122 

231st Ave/Dogwood St 
c 1309 996 281 359 
Q 0.0 0.1 2.2 1.5 

s 25 25 75 50 
- -

Dunn Traffic Engineenng, LLC C:\Profliles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Usel,excel\queuinglqueue_unsignalized.xls 
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Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: July 24, 2008 

Scenario: 2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 
Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

Legend 
V = Flow rate for movement 
C = Capacity of movement 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft) 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17-37) presented in Highway Capacity Manua/2000. 

Approach/Tum Movement 

Intersection Name NBLT NBTH NBRT SB LT SBTH SBRT EB LT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT 

v 44 41 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 551 249 

Proposed Site Access a 0.3 0.6 
s 25 25 

v 4 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 138 

Kian Lane Q 0.1 
s 25 

v 34 237 74 35 
Quatama Rdl c 806 551 1412 1511 

Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.1 2.1 0.2 0.1 
s 25 75 25 25 

v 26 75 71 105 

231st Ave/Dogwood St 
c 899 1173 236 207 

a 0.1 0.2 1.2 2.6 

s 25 25 50 75 
---

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Us.e:\e..l«::ee\queuing\queue_u~.Jds 
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BEFORE THE PLANNING AND ZONING HEARINGS BOARD . 
FOR THE CITY OF HILLSBORO, OREGON 

In the matter of an application for a zone 
change from Washington County 
lnstitutk>nal zoning to City SCR-V, Station 
Community Residential ..:. Village for 
approximately 55· acres .in the City of 
Hillsboro, Or on~ 

I. Summary: 

City FileNo. ZC 18"()5 
(Orenco Wbods Crossing) 
Opinion Nq. · /3 99 

This Opinion is the decision of the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board approving with 
conditions this application for a zone change from Washington County lnst~\ltional zoning to the 
City's Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) zoning for approximately 55 acres. 
This decision is based on the February 9, 2006 Staff Report as supplemented by the Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law and conditions of approval set forth in this Opinion. 

II. Subject Property and Applicant: 

The subject property coflsists of tWo tax lots, totaling approximately 55 acres that were 
annexed in 2004 (case files AN 16-04 & 23-04). The property is generally located north of NW 
Quatama Road, south of the Westside Light Rail Line, west of NW Cornelius Pass Road and 
east of NW 225"' Avenue (TLs 3400 & 6600 on Washington County Tax Map 1N2-35). 
Following annexation, and a lengthy process before the Planning Commission and City Council, 
the parcels were eventually converted to the following City Comprehensive Plan designations: 
RM Medium Density Residential, RL Low Density Residential, OS Open Space and FP 
Floodplain pursuant to Ordinance No. 5571. The City Council's decision and ordinance 
included a set of "development directions" as a non-binding guide to subsequent zoning and 
development decisions. In pertinent part, the City Council provided the following guidance for 
the use of these development directions: 

"These development directions are not intended to bind .the Council, Planning 
Commission, the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board or the Applicants. 
However, they are intended to use testimony and evidence in the record to 
forecast likely Council actions in adopted future zoning and other. development 
controls for this property. This forecast may make future land use proceedings . 
more efficient and focused. These directions are relevant to the permitted plan 
amendment only to the extent that they show how the plan amendment could be 
implemented consistent with plan policies and how the .amendment does not 
render the Plan internally inconsistent." 

As was the stated intent of the Planning Commission during the Plan Change 
proceedings, the Commission initiated a zone change application to implement the adopted City 
Comprehensive Plan designations consistent with the direction provided in Ordinance No. 5571, 
resulting in the Commission's adoption of Resolution No. 1533-P. Jn this Resolution, the 
Planning Commission recommended SCR-V zoning for the property, which woUld subject any 
resulting development of the property to the City's Concept Development Plan and Detailed 
Development Plan review process. The Planning Commission, as applicant for the zone 
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change, also suggested a set of conditions modeled on the City c;ouncil's development 
directions. · · 

The property is owned by the Hillsboro Elks Lodge, which is represented in this zone 
change proceeding by Venture Properties and the development design consultant WRG Design, 
Inc. Current development on,the property includes a 9-hole golf course and an historic structure 
(the McDonald House, aka th.eHouse ofRuth) that is not on any state or national historic 
inventory or register, but is apparently eligible for such designation. The property as a whole is 
bisected (east-west) by Rock Creek and its associated riparian area. An unnamed tributary 
draining into Rock Creek from the north, divides the upper half of the site. The parcel is 
bounded on the north by the Westside Light Rail Line, NW 225th Avenue on the west, NW 
Cornelius Pass Road on the east, and ~ Quatama Road on the south. The historic Orenco 
Neighborhood is west of the site across NW 225th Avenue. 

Ill. Local Procedure and Applicable Law: 

The City duly noticed and held a public hearing on this application on February 16,2006 
before the Planning and Zoning Hearings Boarcj (the Be<;trd), consisting of Chairman Daniel 
Kearns and members Walter Hellman and Brenda Gustafson. At the commencement of the 
hearing, the Chairman made the procedural statements required by ORS 197.763 (5) and (6) 
and 197.796. No member of the Board had any ex parte contacts, conflicts of interest or biases 
to report. There were no procedural objections or objections to the participation of any member 
of the Board in this matter, and no person requested a continuance or that the record be kept 

·open. 

The Staff Report recommended 13 conditions of approval, which are based upon initial 
suggestions of the Planning Commission, and listed the approval criteria, which were recited by 
Brett Estes, Planning Supervisor, during his oral presentation. The applicable approval criteria 
are contained in Section 114(2) ofZoning Ordinance No. 1945, governing zone changes, plus 
the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: Urbanization Implementation Measure A(5) and J, 
Natural Resources, Open Space, Scenic and Historical Site~ Policies A(1) and A( B), and 
Transportation Implementation Measure (A) and (B). 

John Coulter, Planning Commission President, appeared and testified on behalf of the 
Planning Commission, as the nominal applicant for this zone change. The property owner and 
developer's representative, Mimi Doukas ofWRG Design, Inc:;., appeared and provided 
information aboutthe overall proposal, the process and commented on the proposed conditions 
of approval. Ms. Doukas clarified that the property owner had no objections tci the City 
Council's development directions, but had modijjcations to suggest for Condition 12 relating to 
the bridge construction traffic. The following people. spoke, not so much in opposition to the 
zone change, butto seek specific modifications to \he proposed conditions of approval stated in 
the staff report: Jim Lubischer, Bonnie Kooken, Laine Young, Tim Stout, Kathy and Dan Bloom. 
Edward Sullivan, attorney for the owner and developer, and transportation engineer Brian Dunn, 
provided final rebutial'to the opponenttestimony and waived the right to submit written rebuttal. 
The record closed at the conclusion of the February 16, 2006 hearing. 

IV. Summary of the Proceeding and Record: . 

The February 9, 2006 Staff Report provides a site description, a description of 
surrounding area, public utilities, transportation and facilities, all of which are adopted and 
incorporated herein by the Board. The Planning staff included in the record of this proceeding 
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all of the testimony and other documentauon associated with its initiation of the zone change 
and adoption of Resolution 1533-P. The record also appears to contain some materials 
associated with the adoption of the current comprehensive plan designation and the City 
Council's passage of Ordinanee No. 5571, including a packet, dated November 30,2005, from 
Dan Bloom regarding the Orenco neighborhood and the adopted Orenco Community Plan. 

Following the initiation of this zone change, written materials were submitted by Bonnie 
Kooken of the Orenco Neighborhood Organization {January 30 and February 3, ~006), Jim 
lubischer (February 3 and 16, 2006) and AI Waibel (February 3, 2006). Written materials were 
submitted on behalf of the property owner !lnd developer by WRG Design, Inc. {December 6, 
2005, February 1 and 16, 2006). By the time of the February 16, 2006 hearing on this matter, 
most of the commentary back and forth supported approval of the requested SCR-V zoning and 
provided specific comment on the form and content of the recommended conditions of approval. 
As such, formulation .of the conditions was the priinary focus at the hearing, and approval of the 
underlying zone change application was not contested. The record of this matter includes the 
above-mentioned written materials plus an audio recording of the February 16, 2006 hearing. 

V. Discussion. Conclusion and Decision: 

As a threshold matter, the Board finds that a SCPA zoning designation, such as the 
SCR-V zone, is not limited just to property with a SCPA plan designation. Accordingly, this 
parcel, with noncSCPA Comprehensive Plan designations adopted by the City Council _in 
Ordinance No. 5571, is eligible for the SCR-V zone. 

As discussed in this section, several people submitted written comments and also 
testified at the hearing. Where both written and verbal comment was provided. the written 
materials were far more extensive and detailed than the·ural comments and appear to address 
issues that were no longer contested by the time of the hearing. The. Board adopts the following 
findings with regard to the specific points raised in testimony during the proceeding: 

Jim lubischer: Mr. lubischer supported approval with the following modifications to the 
conditions: Condition 8- "No negative impact" should be the standard for transportation 
concurrency, rather than simple compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule; Condition 11 
- The initial contingency should be deleted in light of the fact that the developer has aiready 
obtained its access permit from Washington County. 

Mr. lubischer's request for Condition 8 exceeds the legal standard that applies. The "no 
negative impact" standard that. he suggests is not reflected in state law nor .has it been adopted 
by the City. The Board finds that compliance with the T ransportatio11 Planning Rule to the City's 
satisfaction is sufficient. 

Bonnie Kooken: Ms. Kooken requested additional protections for the McDonald House and 
more definite requirements for its preservation plan. In particular, she requested .that the 
historic nomination and preservation plan determine the best or optimal physical tontext for the 
house and include that in the preservation plan. 

Because the McDonald House has not been nominated to the state or federal historic registers, 
it is difficult to impose specific requirements on these procedures as part of a zone change 
decision. Given the limitations placed on the Board's authority to condition rezones, the Board 
finds that Condition 2 as proposed in the staff report is satisfactory. 
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Laine Young: Ms. Young requested additional historic preservation requirements be included in 
Condition 2, such as landscaping, setback and buffer requirements, and that the 5-acre park 
mentioned. in Condition 3 include the McDonald House. Ms. Young also suggests that 
Condition 7 be modified to eliminate any possibility that the street system of this development 
could be integrated with the Old Orenoo Neighborhood. 

While the Bo.ard has heard Ms. Young's recomm.endatlon about the 5-acre park, we find that 
over1y proscriptive conditions attached to the Z9ne change may have unintended and 
undesirable consequences when it comes time to design this development, preserve the 
McDonald House and locate the 5-acre park. ACcordingly, the Board accepts staffs proposed 
Conditions 2 and 3 as sUfficient With regard to Condition 7, the Board is disinclined to 
forecl9se. the possibility of some measure of street integration betWeen this development and 
the Old· Orenco Neighborhood .. The Board is mindful, however, of the fact that the streets in Old 
Orenco are eXtremely·narrow and sidewalks are lacking, which could make integration 
dangerous. For that r~ason, the Board modifies Condition 7 from what staff recommended, to 
require an evaluation of safety for both affected neighborhoods before any such cross 
connections are made. · 

Tim Stout: Mr. Stout echoed Ms. Young's comments about Condition 7 and requested the 
removal of any language that would allow integration of the street systems of the two 
neighborhoods. In particular, Mr. Stout said that simple "convenience or other transportation 
reasons" should not be justification for such connections that could endanger the safety of both 
neighborhoods. Mr. Stout also suggested a grammatical modification to Condition 6. He also 
requested the deletion of the initial contingent clause from Condition 11 because Washington 
County has already approved the access permit onto NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

The (3oard agrees in part with Mr. Stours comments on Condition 7 and has modified it 
accordingly. The developer's attorney agreed to the grammatical change to Condition 6, and 
the Board declines to mOdify Condition 11. 

Kathy Bloom: Ms. Bloom testified that the school capacity data discussed in the findings at 
page 15 of Ordinance No. 5571 are outdated and a condition should be imposed requiring 
current school capacity data. Ms. Bloom provided the Board with a handou1 with supposedly 
current, or at least more recent, school capacity data. 

As a preliminary matter, the findings associated with Ordinance No. 5571, the City Council's 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment for this property, are not at issue before the Board. The 
Board acknowledges thatservice capaCity data can,.and frequently does, become stale. 
However, for the purposes of this zone change request, the Board finds that the school service 
provider letters that were sUfficient to support the comprehensive plan amendment are also 
sufficient to support this request. When a specific development proposal is subsequently 

·submitted, the school capacity issue may again arise. For the time being, however, the record 
is adequate to support this zone change request as conditioned below. 

Dan Bloom: Mr. Bloom, representing the Orenco Neighborhood Organization, testified that 
Condition 3 should be modified so that the 5-acre park shall contain and help preserve the 
McDonald House. Mr. Bloom also requested that Condition 10 be modified to require a more 
enhanced landscape buffer between this development and the Old Orenco Neighborhood. He 
also echoed the school capacity issue of the previous witness. 
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While the Board heard testimony to include the McDonald House .in the ~acre park, that may 
end up not being feasible or advisable given the developer's final concept and detailed 
development plans. Consequently, the. Board is reluctant to tie Conditions 2 and 3 together as 
Mr. Bloom suggests. In the Board's view, Condition 10 already requires a sufficient buffer 
between this development and the Old Orerico Neighborhoodand.adequately addresses the 
issue, especially since this is a zone change and not a design proceeding. 

Based on the foregoing findings, !he summary and analysis of the approval criteria set 
forth in the Staff Reportand the property oWner/developer's submissions.tofhisproceeding, the 
Board concludes that the application meets all of the applicable;approval criteria, and it is 
hereby approved subject to the following conditions: 

1. The developer shall apply for and receive Concept Development Plan (COP) I Detailed 
Development Plan (DDP) approval as part of' development and site review for the 
subject property. · 

2. Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Development Plan applications, the 
developer shall provide t.he follbwing: 

a) ·Information on how the Historic McDonald House has been provided protection as a 
cultural resource under HZOSeclion 132; 

b) Information verifying that funding has been dedicated to an applicationto place the 
McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places, and the status of the 
application. The developer and owner of the property shall follow the advice and 
conditions provided by the State Historic Preservation Office and shall make a good 
faith effort in filing the application(s ); · 

c) A landscape and improvement plan for an open space /landscaped area around the 
McDonald House that will provide context to the House; and 

d) Information 0n how consideration of the context of the McDonald House was 
addressed in the plans included in the· COP and DDP applications. 

There shall be continued Coordination between the Elks. and the existing charitable use 
of the McDonald House to ensure that the maintenance of the house is continued. 

3. The owners of the property shall cooperate with the City so that at least five acres 
located north of Rock Creek, qutside of the OS Plan designated area, and outside the 
City of Hillsboro Goal 5 Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) are available to be 
acquired by the City for develepment of a neighborhood park. The location of the park 
shall be addressed in the CDPIDDP applications. If appropriate arrangements can be 
made, those lands designated as OS may also be acquired for public use. If the 
OSISNRO lands cannot be acquired by the City for openspace or park use, maintenance 
of these lands for open space use shall be specified during the CDPIDDP process and 
may include a required homeowners association, the Elks or equivalent maintenance 
mechanism, 

4. The developer shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements along 
the site's frontage with NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road to the 
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standards required in the transportation system plans for the City of Hillsboro and 
Washington County. 

5. The developer shall cOnstruct a bridge across Rock Cr~ek thereby providing a vehicular 
connection between the south and north s[des of the property. The specific location, 
capacity and design of the bridge shall be identified in t~e CDP/DDP applications. 

6. The maximum number of residential dwelli119 units for the property shall be in the range 
of 240 dwelling units, plus or minu~ 5%, and the- aCtual density shall be determined 
through the CDP/DDP application review, -

7. , _ The western portion of the property shall not be connected with the street system of the 
Old Orenco Neighborhood, except for pedestrian, bicycle and emergency purposes, 
provided, however, the developer shall prqvide for future rights-of-way for one or more 
connections to Old Orenco. Should the City determine, following a public hearing, that 
vehicular connections are warranted for safety, convenience, or other transportation 
reasons and the City has determined that the safety of neither neighborhood will be 
compromised by such cross circulation connections, street improvements connecting 
Old Orenco and development on the subject site could then be constructed. 

8_ As part of subsequent development applications, the developer shall demonstrate that 
each project phase will meet the standards of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule 
(OAR 660, Div 12) regarding the capacity of streets and intersections providing 
automobile access to the site. The City of Hillsboro shall make a determination that the 
standards of the_ Transportation Planning Rule are met regarding this matter prior to 
approval of the applications. Phased development shall be coordinated with street 
improvements to assure that capacity is available on the street system servicing the site 
to serve the site-generated traffic for each phase. 

9. Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the 
southeastern side of the property_ Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the 
southeast side transitioning to the northwest side, with the final phase being located in 
the northwest comer in order to provide _the aJ>ility for future- purchase of parkland 
beyond the five acres described in Condition 3 should funds become available. The 
specific phasing plan shall be provided in the CDP/DDP applications. 

10. Lar~er lots in the range of 7,500 square feet or more in area shall be provided along NW 
225 Avenue in order to transition lot sizes in Old Orenco to those on this property. 
Enhanced landscaping in the yards and planter strips along ~ 225'" Avenue shall also 
be provided. The specific lotting pattern. as Well as a plan identifying the enhanced 
landscaping shall be described in detail in_ the CDP/DDP applications. 

11. If granted by Washington County, the development shall include a minimum of one 
access onto NW Cornelius Pass Road. All access points shall be constructed to the 
standards required by the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

12. Construction vehicles used during site development shall access the property only from 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and/or NW Quatama Road; except that construction access 
may be allowed to the site from the west only with respect to: (1) the construction of the 
bridge described in Condition 5 and (2) the culvert crossing the Rock Creek tributary 
located in the north central portion of the site. No such alternative construction traffic 
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access shall be allowed until a construction access management plan has been 
approved by the City Engineer and Planning Director. 

13. Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 131 (A).3.b.3, City Zoning on those portions of the 
property identified as Significant Natural Resource Area or as Impact Area on the City's 
adopted Goal 5 Inventory shall include the Significant Natural Resource Overlay District. 
Development on those portions of the property shall be subject to the provisions of 
Section 131(A) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Date of Decision: March E.Q._, 2006. 

Board MemberAction: 

Waller Hellman 

Page 7- OPINION 

PLANNING AND ZONING HEARINGS BOARD 

By: _g:::--::--:-:-:...__.____Q,..-----::-:-~----­
Daniel Keams, Chairman 

Agree/Object Dale: 

-3 -It -{}t, 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
May 12,2006 

TO: Interested Parties 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: NOTICE OF DECISION- Request for Land Use Approvals- Orenco Woods Crossing 
Casefile Nos.: COP 1-0S, DDP 2-0S, SUB1-0S, FA 1-0S, SNRP 1-06 

At their regular meeting on May 10, 2006, the Hillsboro Planning Commission adopted Resolution 
No. 1561-P, including 72 conditions with supporting findings, approving the requested Concept 
Development Plan, Detailed Development Plan, Preliminary Subdivision Plat, Floodplain 
Alteration, and Significant Natural Resources Permit for the Orenco Woods Crossing project. 
Development in the proposed project would include creation of 147 detached single family 
residential lots. 105 attached single family residential lots, natural resource and open space 
tracts, public and private infrastructure, public and private streets and alleys, preservation of the 
existing cultural resource {the McDonald House), and improvements along NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and NW Quatama Road, on a site approximately 55.05 acres in area. The site of the 
proposed project is generally located north of NW Quatama Road, east of NW 225111 Avenue, 
west of NW Cornelius Pass Road, and south of a portion of the Westside Light Rail line. 

A copy of Resolution No. 1561-P, with the supporting findings, is attached for review. 

Any person may appeal a Planning Commission decision and request a public hearing before the 
City Council by filing written notice with the City Recorder within 15 days of the date of the 
decision. The appeal deadline is 5:00p.m., Thursday, May 25, 2006. All appeals filed shall be 
accompanied by payment of a fee equal to one-half the fee paid for the original application{s). 
The notice should request that a hearing be held and the reasons for the request. If no request 
for an appeal hearing is received, the decision of the Planning Commission will become final. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Planning Department at {503) 681-6153. 

Sincerely, 

0 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Attachment: Resolution No. 1561-P 

Planning Dapartment • 150 East Main Stree1, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123~4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EDWIL OPPORTUNTY EMPI.O'fER PRINrEO ON RECYCLED PM PER 
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RESOLUTION No./5&1 /- p 
COP 1-06, DDP 2-06, SUB 1-06, SNRP 1-06 AND FA 1-06: 

ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN, DETAILED 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT, SIGNIFICANT NATURAL 
RESOURCE PERMIT AND FLOODPLAIN ALTERATION PERMIT FOR ORENCO WOODS 
CROSSING, A 252-LOT DETACHED AND ATTACHED SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT. 

WHEREAS, the owners of certain tracts of land, described below, have filed a written 
application with the City of Hillsboro for concept development plan, detailed development plan, 
preliminary subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit 
approval for a 252-lot detached and attached single-family residential development on said 
tracts, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on this application on March 
22"d, April 12'". and May 10, 2006, receiving testimony in support of the application as well as 
testimony in opposition regarding the proposal, and 

WHEREAS, having received the materials and testimony submitted, the Planning 
Commission approves the concept development plan, detailed development plan, preliminary 
subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit for the 
proposed detached and attached single family development with the conditions attached hereto 
as Attachment A, based on the findings attached hereto as Attachment B. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Hillsboro Planning Commission, that the 
Commission, by and through this resolution, does hereby approve the concept development 
plan, detailed development plan, preliminary subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit 
and floodplain alteration permit for Orenco Woods Crossing, as contained in Planning 
Department Case File Nos. COP 1-06, DDP 2-06, SUB 1-06, SNRP 1-06 and FA 1-06, on the 
following described properties: 

Tax Lots 3400 and 6600 
on Washington County Tax Map 1 N2-35, 

Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian 

Introduced and passed this 1 O'" day of April, 2006. 

ATTE~~ 
ecretary 

L 

I 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

1. Approval of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, subdivision 
tentative plat, floodplain alteration permit and significant natural resource permit is 
conditioned upon compliance with the conditions of the associated zone change request 
(Ordinance No. 5633). 

2. Development and construction on the site shall conform substantially to the development 
plans and conditions approved by the Planning Commission and shall conform 
specifically to final construction plans reviewed and approved by the Planning Director, 
the City Engineer, the Building Official, the Fire Marshal, Parks and Recreation Director 
and Washington County. All plans shall comply with the applicable building, planning, 
and fire protection codes of the City of Hillsboro. 

3. The developer shall assure the construction of all public streets and utilities within and 
adjacent to the plat as required by these conditions of approval, to the plans, standards, 
and specifications of the City of Hillsboro, except as otherwise approved by the Street 
Committee and the Planning Commission. The developer shall also provide to the City 
financial guarantees for construction of all public streets and utilities within and adjacent 
to the plat, as required by the conditions of approval, prior to the approval of the final 
plat. All construction plans shall be approved by the City Engineer and, as necessary, 
by Washington County prior to issuance of construction permits within the subdivision. 

4. The developer shall dedicate ri~t-of-way and construct half-street improvements along 
the site's frontage with NW 225 Avenue, NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to the standards required in the transportation system plans for the City of 
Hillsboro and, as applicable, Washington County. Development is conditioned on 
compliance with the Washington County letter dated March 2, 2006. 

5. The developer shall identify on the construction plans, five foot curb tight landscape 
strips along NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. The landscape strips 
shall be constructed as a part of the infrastructure improvements. Prior to approval of 
the applicable phase of the final plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and 
landscape plans for these frontages. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director, City Engineer and, as applicable, Washington 
County. Approved landscape improvements shall be installed prior to acceptance of 
public infrastructure of the applicable phase. 

6. The developer shall construct a half street improvement on NW 225'h Avenue to the 
Street Standard Type "A" which is identified in HZO Section 140(111)(N)(3)(a) and Section 
140(Figure 5.4). Street improvements shall include paving, Option Bacorn street lights, 
sidewalk, and landscape strip. All improvements shall be subject to approval by the City 
Engineer. 

7. The final plat shall show a 50 foot right-of-way dedication for public streets as follows: 

• Street 1 (except across culvert), Street 2 (except across bridge & adjacent to 
Park), Street A, Street B. Street C, Street D, Street E (north of Street 1) and 
Street F (north of Street 1 ). 

PC RESOLUTION -ORE NCO WOODS CROSSING 
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• Street 1 shall terminate with a public hammerhead on the eastern side of the 
culvert crossing which shall be coordinated with the private improvements of 
Alley 17. 

• Street F shall terminate with a public hammerhead at its northern terminus 
which shall be coordinated with the private improvements of Alley 1. 

• A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided west of Street F and in 
alignment with Street 1 and NW Dogwood Street. 

• A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided at the northern terminus of 
Street F, adjacent to the light rail line, and in alignment with NW Birch Street. 

The final plat shall show a 55 foot right-of-way dedication for that portion of Street D 
located between Street E and Street F. The 5 feet of additional right-of-way shall be 
used to implement that portion of the McDonald House linear pedestrian amenities 
located on the south side of the Street D right-of-way. Prior to approval of the applicable 
phase of the final plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and landscape plans 
for this frontage. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Director and City Engineer. Approved landscape improvements shall be installed prior 
to acceptance of public infrastructure of the applicable phase. 

8. The final plat shall show a 20 foot tract for private Type A alleys as follows: 

• Alley 1, Alley 4, Alley 5, Alley 6, Alley 7, Alley 8, Alley 9, Alley 10, Alley 11, 
Ailey 12, Alley 21a, Alley 22, Alley 23, Alley 24, Alley 25, Alley 26, Alley 27 
and Alley 28. 

9. The final plat shall show a 24 foot tract for private Type B alleys as follows: 

• Ailey 2, Ailey 3 Alley 15, Alley 16, Alley 19, Alley 20, and Alley 21. 

10. The final plat shall show a 30-33 foot tract for a private Type A street as follows: 

• Alley 13 

11. The final plat shall show a 41 foot tract for a priv.ate Type B street as follows: 

• Alley 14, Alley 17, and Alley 18. 

12. The final plat shall show a 50 foot tract for a private street as follows: 

• Street E (south of Street 1) and Street F (south of Street 1 ). 

13. The developer shall construct the public streets and private streets and alleys within the 
development, to the following improvement paving widths: 

• Local Street 
• Private Street Type A 
• Private Street Type B 
• Alley Type A 
• Alley Type B 

PC RESOLUTION - OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 
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14. Improvements shall substantially conform to the specific street sections as identified on 
Plan Sheet C700 of the Concept Development Plan application. All streets and alleys 
shall be improved to a public street section standard of either asphaltic concrete or 
Portland cement concrete. 

15. The developer shall identify on the construction plans, items such as lane striping, 
signing plans, cross walk markings, speed sign locations, driveway locations, and stop 
sign locations based on MUTCD standards, vision clearances, and traffic volume. 

16. Stop signs shall be required at points where a lower classification of street intersects 
with a higher classification of street, or as directed by the City Engineer. 

17. The developer shall provide a street lighting plan with the construction plan submittal. 
Street lights for all public streets shall be PGE Option B acorn lights. All private streets 
and alleys shall have a private metered system per PGE standards with PGE Option B 
acorn lights. 

18. The proposed names and directionals for the public and private streets and alleys within 
the subdivision shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. 

19. The final plats shall show the private streets and alleys as tracts to be owned and 
maintained by the Home Owners' Association. The Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions, or a separate document recorded with the final plats, shall provide for 
access and maintenance of the private streets. 

20. The final plats shall provide for public and private utility, emergency vehicle access, 
private storm drainage, private access, and public pedestrian and bicycle easements on 
private street tracts, as applicable. All easements shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City Engineer and Planning Director prior to approval of the applicable final plat 
Storm sewers located in the private streets and alleys shall be a private system owned 
and maintained by the Home Owners' Association. All private utilities shall be owned 
and maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

21. The final plat shall show public utility easements (PUEs) eight feet wide adjacent to all 
public rights-of-ways, within and adjacent to the plat unless the City Engineer and all 
utility companies that could locate infrastructure in the PUEs provide written approval of 
an alternate reduced width utility easement configuration. 

22. The final plat shall show utility easements to the City of Hillsboro at any location in which 
water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage lines· are proposed for location outside public 
right-of-way. The minimum width for such easements shall be 15 feet for a single utility 
and 25 feet for two utilities placed within the same easement. Any utility easement to 
the City shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, Water Department and 
Planning Director prior to approval of the final plats. In addition, prior to final plat 
approval or In conjunction with the recording of the plat, the applicant shall record off-site 
easements for all utilities to be constructed as part of the development within a portion of 
the development not yet platted. Submittal of final plats for each phase shall be 
accompanied by a utility plan for the area within the plat boundaries which clearly 
identifies the location of all utilities requiring easements. All easements shall be 
reviewed by the City Engineer and Planning Director. 

PC RESOLUTION- ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
Final Version 

3 



1680 

23. Prior to approval of construction drawings, the applicant shall request Street Committee 
approval for parking prohibitions, the use of decorative sidewalks and crosswalks across 
some public right-of-ways, and bulb-outs on some public streets. If approved by Street 
Committee, parking prohibitions and/or improvements shall be identified on the 
applicable construction plans. 

24. The utility plans, Including line sizes for water lines, sanitary sewer lines. and storm 
drainage lines within the subdMsion, shall be subject to review and approval by the City 
Engineering, Building, and the Water Departments prior to approval of construction 
plans for the development. UUiilies shall be placed within easements, as approved by 
the City, when located outside public rights-of-way or when crossing property Hnes. 

25. Prior to construction of private storm drain, sanitary sewer, or water lines, the applicant 
shall obtain plumbing permits from the City of Hillsboro Building Department. 

26. Sanitary sewer lines shall be built to City of Hillsboro and Clean Water Services 
standards and utilized as part of the public system. 

27. The developer shall construct a twelve inch water line connection in NW Cornelius Pass 
Road. from NW Quatarna Road to the northern property line, to connect to the existing 
water line to allow for a looped system. 

28. The developer shall install fire hydrants within the subdivision in conformance with the 
requirements of the Fire Marshal and City Engineer. The final utility plans shall show the 
placement of hydrants located within 300 feet of all exterior building walls as measured 
along an accessible route of travel. The right-of-way aligned with NW Dogwood Street, 
west of Street F and east of NW 225"' Avenue shall include an integrated fire access and · 
pedestrian improvement which shall be shown on the construction plans for the 
applicable phase. Prior to approval of construction plans, the plans shall be reviewed 
and approved by the City Fire Marshal and Planning Director and the access way 
improvements shall be installed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. 

29. Any lot adjacent to a City-installed water line and/or sanitary sewer line shall be subject 
to the City-installed rate at the time of building permit issuance. 

30. All rain, storm, and other surface water runoff from roofs, exposed stairways, light wells, 
courts, courtyards, and exterior paved areas shall be disposed of in compliance with 
local ordinances and state rules and regulations which will not cause flooding to 
adjacent properties. The approved points of disposal include but are not limited to: a) 
storm sewer, b) street gutter through curb, and c) engineered storm sewerage system. 

31. The developer shall provide three water quality facilities, designed and constructed per 
Clean Water Services and City of Hillsboro standards. The design shall include 
landscaping and a powder coated chain link fence. The landscaping and fencing plan 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, the Planning Director and CWS 
prior to approval of construction plans. The water quality facilities shall be located in 
tracts owned by the City of Hillsboro. The water quality facilities shall be maintained by 
the City of Hillsboro and the landscaping adjacent to the fenced water quality facilities 
shall be maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 
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32. Prior to approval of construction plans, the developer shall submit water quality 
calculations for review and approval by the City Engineer. 

33. Prior to approval of construction permits for the subdivision, the developer shall submit 
to the City Engineer for review and approval a storm drainage plan. The plan shall 
include but not be limited to, the following: 

a) Plans for roof drain connections from buildings on all lots to the storm 
drainage system; 

b) Plans conforming to Clean Water Services standards, as approved by the 
Oty Engineer; and 

c) Plans showing the capability of the receiving systems to accommodate 
drainage from the development. 

34. Final construction drawings for the project shall include grading plans confirming that 
site grading within the subdivision will not impede or impound existing storm drainage 
from surrounding properties. If deemed necessary by the City Engineer, the grading 
plans and construction drawings shall include drainage tiles. private storm drainage lines 
or catch basins, or other aHernative means to adequately convey the storm runoff away 
from adjacent properties to the new storm drainage lines in the development. Any 
drainage tiles, private storm drainage lines, catch basins, or other alternative 
improvements considered necessary by the City Engineer shall be included in the 
subdivision construction. The detailed grading plans shall also accurately depict the 
finished grades for the subject property. Site grading for lots adjacent to Rock Creek 
shall be minimized through the design and use of extended foundation walls and 
daylight basements for the detached single family dwelling units. 

35. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the developer shall provide to 
the City financial guarantees for the provision of street trees internal to the applicable 
phase of the project. Street trees shall be a minimum of 2.5 inch caliper in size when 
measured four feet from the ground, and shall be planted within root barriers approved 
by the City Engineer. Street trees to be installed on public and private streets within and 
adjacent to the applicable phase. Street tree species shall be consistent with approved 
landscape plans. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the 
developer shall provide a final street tree plan which shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning Director. 

36. The developer shall prepare Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, or other applicable 
legal documents, which address the following issues: 

a. Formation of a Home Owners' Association (HOA); 
b. Maintenance agreements for all common structures on the site which 

ensure a unified level of design and maintenance throughout the attached 
single family portions of the project; 

c. Responsibilities for maintenance of landscaping around all sides of the 
attached single family dwellings. 

d. Responsibilities for the shared maintenance of the applicable open space 
tracts by both the detached and attached single family dwellings; 

e. Responsibilities for maintenance of private street, private alleys, and 
private utility lines, private parks, and ali other common amenities; 

f. Ability of both the detached and attached single family residents to utilize 
common open space amenities throughout the site; 
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g. Requirement of the Home Owners' Association to maintain the street 
trees, landscaping and open space per City standards; 

h. Authorization for the City to assess the Home Owners' Association for 
necessary maintenance of the landscaping within the public right-of-way, 
if not adequately maintained by the Home OWners' Association. This 
portion of the Covenants shall be written to prohibit subsequent revision 
without consent by the City; 

i. Responsibility of the Homeowners' Association for the collection and 
distribution of funds for the maintenance and repair of such elements as, 
but not limited to common structures, landscaping, irrigation, fences, 
walls, entry signs, private parking areas, private sidewalks, and private 
utilities. 

j. The Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions and/or other property 
encumbrances that are filed with the final plats for the subdivision shall 
include references to the street improvements on which parking is 
prohibited as identified by the Fire Marshal. 

If the developer fomns more than one Home Owners' Association for the subdivision, the 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for each Home Owners' Association shall 
include a provision to the effect that all Home Owners' Associations shall share the 
responsibility for and cost of maintaining all common space areas within the subdivision. 
The language of the COvenants, Conditions and Restrictions shall be submitted to the 
Planning Director and Building Official for review and approval prior to final plat 
approval. 

37. Construction plans for public utilities and site grading within the development shall 
include a tree protection and removal plan to be followed during site construction. The 
purpose of the tree protection and removal plan will be to ensure the preservation of the 
maximum possible number of trees within and adjacent to the public rights-of-way and 
private property. The tree protection and removal plan shall identify all trees eight 
inches or larger in diameter four feet above the ground, as follows: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

Trees which must be removed due to their location within the 
public/private street improvements or the alignments of the underground 
public or private utilities; 

Trees which will be retained if possible, outside the underground utilities 
alignments but within the public right-of-way, private street improvements, 
or utilities easements. A fencing plan will be provided for these trees, and 
any proposed tree removal in these are11s must be justified on the basis 
that construction will render the trees unsafe. 

Trees that will be retained outside the public right-of- way, private street 
improvement, or public utilities easements, within the individual lots or the 
common open space tracts. A fencing plan shall be provided for these 
trees if the driplines extend into the utility alignments. No trees within 
these areas shall be considered for removal unless the tree is directly 
adjacent to the utility construction and construction will render the trees 
unsafe. 
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The tree protection and removal plan shall be prepared with the assistance of a certified 
arborist, and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to the 
issuance of grading or construction permits. No development grading or construction 
shall occur until a tree protection and removal plan has been approved by the City. 

38. Following construction of the project, trees proposed to be retained on the Individual lots 
are to be removed with City of Hillsboro approval only In the event where the tree( s) 
pose a threat of immediate danger to adjoining properties or where a certified arborist 
has determined that tree(s) are dead or severely damaged to the extent that the tree(s) 
require removal to minimize the threat of danger to adjoining homes and properties 
and/or to ensure the continued health of the remaining trees. Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions, conservation easements, and/or other property encumbrances 
recorded with the final plat shall specify such restrictions and shall be written to prohibit 
subsequent revision without consent by the City. 

39. Spoil dirt from construction of public or private infrastructure improvements shall not be 
permanenUy disposed of within the driplines of the trees remaining within the plat's 
boundary. With the assistance of a certified arborist, the developer shall prepare and 
submit a spoils disposal plan for public infrastructure improvements. Said plan shall be 
approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer prior to issuance of grading or 
construction permits. 

40. Dust suppression measures, as approved by the City Engineer, shall be provided during 
the course of construction within the development. 

41. Erosion control measures in compliance with the City standards shall be provided during 
the course of construction within the development. 

42. The developer shall coordinate the location of mailboxes with the City Engineer and the 
Hillsboro Post Office. 

43. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) concepts shall be 
incorporated throughout the development, addressing lighting, signage, entryways, and 
landscaping. 

44. The submittal by the applicant for final plat review and approval shall include but not be 
limited to the following; a narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval 
have or will be met; the final plat; the final plat review fee; and any other materials 
required to display compliance with the conditions of approval. These items and the 
financial guarantees required in Condition No. 2 shall be provided prior to transmittal of a 
"plat release letter" to Washington County. 

45. The developer shall construct a minimum 1 0-foot wide asphalt pathway along the 
riparian corridor of Rock Creek within Tract P. Prior to approval of construction plans the 
applicant shall submit a detailed plan showing the precise location of the path and plans 
for the removal of any trees. Said plan shall be approved by the City Engineer, Planning 
Director, and Parks Department prior to approval of construction drawings. Construction 
of the pathway shall be completed as part of infrastructure improvements for the 
appropriate construction phase. The trailhead design shall be approved by the City 
Planning Director and the City Parks Department. 
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46. Prior to any activity within sensitive areas, the applicant shall gain authorization for the 
project from the Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL} and US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE). The applicant shall provide the City Engineer with copies of all DSL and 
USACE project authorization permits. 

47. Mitigation for encroachment into the Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) 
District shall be identified on a mitigation plan that shall be included with the engineering 
construction plans. The mitigation plan shall include a landscape plan with a planting 
schedule illustrating the mitigation proposed on the site. It shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of any engineering/construction 
permits. Either a performance bond shall be provided for the mitigation plantings prior to 
acceptance of the public infrastructure for the applicable phase or the mitigation 
plantings shall be installed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. Should the performance bond be provided for the mitigation plantings 
of the applicable phase, it shall be released once the final certificates of occupancy for 
the attached single family dwelling units are issued, the final inspections for the 
detached single family dwelling units are completed, and final approval confirming 
compliance has been obtained from the Planning Director. Watering for the mitigation 
plantings specified in the mitigation plan shall be provided at a rate of at least 1" per 
week during the first two summer seasons (June 15 - October 15) to insure plant 
survival. 

48. Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall provide documentation regarding the 
distribution of responsibility for maintenance and preservation of the resources within the 
site's Significant Natural Resource Overlay. This shall be in the form of conveyance of 
tracts to the City, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, conservation easements, or 
other legal instrument subject to approval by the Planning Director, and which shall be 
recorded along with the final plat 

49. Development and construction on the site shall comply with the Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance No. 1945, Section 131A (9) and (14)c. 

50. A detailed grading/soil erosion control plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
City Engineer and Parks and Recreation Director prior to conducting any topographic 
alterations. All on-site grading and earthwork shall be substantially consistent with the 
plans approved by the Planning Commission. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 
applicant shall include a narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval 
applicable to this condition have been met. The applicant shall submit copies of all 
approved permits from Clean Water Services, Division of State Lands, and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers as part of the grading/erosion contrql permit application. 

51. All topographic alterations on the site shall conform substantially to the plans approved 
by the Planning Commission, and specifically to the final engineering plans approved by 
the City Engineer, Division of State Lands, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Clean 
Water Services, as applicable. The applicant shall comply with all applicable conditions 
of approval of the Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter and this Significant 
Natural Resource Permit approval prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. 

52. Approval of the special use permit for topographic alterations, including grading and 
construction of a water quality swale within the 100-year floodplain, shall be subject to 
the following: 
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a. Compliance with the Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter, dated 
January 29, 2003; and 

b. Receipt of all necessary permits from the Division of State Lands and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and compliance with all conditions 
attached to such permits. 

53. The applicant shall conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) on the 
subject site. The reports from the Assessments shall be submitted to the City Engineer 
and Planning Director prior to Issuance of grading permits, or construction permits 
(whichever comes first). Remedial Actions to remove contaminated materials shall be 
accomplished prior to and/or during construction on the site in accordance with 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) standards. 

54. A geotechnical report, for the applicable phase, shall be submitted to the Engineering 
Department in conjunction with the submittal of the engineering construction plans for 
the proposed topographic alterations. The geotechnical report shall address slope 
stability, compaction of cut and fill areas and the interface of the subject site's 
topography to adjacent properties. In addition, prior to submittal of any building permit 
applications, the developer shall provide to the Building Official a geotechnical 
investigation report including slope stability studies, on-site site grading, cutting and 
filling, structural foundation requirements, surface and subsurface drainage 
recommendations, erosion vulnerability, and building or grading limitations, including top 
of slope offsets and areas restricted for site grading. Construction of streets, utilities, 
and structures on the site shall comply with any recommendations of the geotechnical 
investigation report. Building permit applications for on-site structures shall include a 
final geotechnical report identifying any portions of the site requiring further evaluation 
by a geotechnical or structural engineer. 

55. Prior to final plat approval for the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscaping and improvement plans for the applicable open space tracts. The landscape 
plans shall be subject to approval by the Planning Director and improvements made to 
the tracts prior to acceptance of public infrastructure improvements by the City Engineer. 

56. Enhanced landscaping shall be provided along the frontage of NW 2251h Street, as 
shown in the Applicant's exhibits. Prior to approval of the applicable phase of the final 
plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and front yard landscape plans for this 
frontage. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director 
and City Engineer, and the developer shall provide a bond for the frontage landscaping 
improvements prior to approval of the applicable final plat. The landscaping shall be 
installed prior to final inspections for the applicable detached single family dwelling units 
and the bond shall be released once all the detached single family dwelling units along 
NW 2251h Avenue have been constructed and final review and approval of the frontage 
landscaping by the Planning Director has been obtained. 

57. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscape plans for the front and street side yards of the attached single family dwelling 
units and a typical front and street yard landscape plan for the detached single family 
dwelling units. The landscape plans shall be substantially similar to the approved 
Detailed Development Plan landscaped plans and shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning Director prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase. Front and 
street side yard landscaping for the detached single family dwelling units shall be 

PC RESOLUTION - OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 
Final Version 

9 

1685 



1686 

installed prior approval of the final inspections for the applicable dwelling unit. The 
common landscape areas around the attached single family dwelling units shall be 
installed prior to issuance of occupancy permits and shall be maintained by the Home 
OWners' Association. 

58. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the Planning Director shall assure 
that all lots adjacent to NW 225111 Avenue are at least 7,500 square feet in area. 

59. The open space areas shall be shown on the final plat as tracts, which shall be owned 
and maintained by the Home Owners' Association or, as approved by the City of 
Hillsboro Parks Commission, shall be deeded to the City of Hillsboro. Should the City of 
Hillsboro acquire the Neighborhood Park, that area shall be either conveyed to the City 
on the final plat of the applicable phase or by separate legal instrument. Otherwise that 
area shall be owned by the applicant, its successors or assigns. 

60. Setbacks within the subdivision shall comply with the standards of the SCR-V Station 
Community Residential - Village zone. The maximum front yard setback of 19 feet for 
detached single family dwelling units may be increased to 25 on some lots due to the 
organic geometry of the site which resulted in curvilinear frontages for some lots. The 
minimum parking setback of 19 feet may be reduced to 17 feet for some lots due to the 
organic geometry of the site, and to minimize SRNO impacts. Determination of the 
application of the alternative standards shall be made by the Planning Director prior to 
issuance of the applicable building permit. 

61. All homes on comer lots will be sold with mandatory upgrade packages, which will 
include additional windows, pop-out bays and other elements to enhance the side yard 
street frontage. No blank walls or blank gable ends will be allowed. 

62. Adjacent single family detached homes shall not receive the same front elevation or 
color selection. 

63. On front-loaded homes where possible, adjacent driveways shall be paired with a 
planting strip between, except where street grades exceed four percent. 

64. Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith 
an application for the listing of the Historic McDpnald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director, including written 
acknowledgement of receipt of the application by the appropriate agency. This 
application shall not be withdrawn prior to completion of Orenco Woods. Should the 
Elks wish to dispose of the McDonald House and the associated tract on which it is 
located, the City of Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal for 120 days to acquire 
the property. Additionally, should the City acquire the McDonald House and its 
associated tract the Home Owners Assocation shall grant the City of Hillsboro the ability 
to purchase Tract HH. Provisions for this mechanism shall be incorporated into the 
CC&Rs for the applicable phase and shall not be modified without consent of the City of 
Hillsboro. 

65. No later than 180 days before construction activity on phase 4, including the installation 
of infrastructure, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks and 
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Recreation Director, and the Orenco Neighborhood Organization Chair at an address to 
be provided by the Planning Director. · 

66. Building permit submittals shall provide for the first floor of all front-loaded single family 
detached units and at least one-half of all alley-loaded single family detached units shall 
provide for at least a 38-inch wide door to the bath and toilet facilities on that floor. 

67. Prior to approval of engineering construction plans, the developer shall coordinate with 
the Hillsboro School District, the Planning Director and the City Engineer to provide a 
final design of a school drop off point within the subdivision near to the Orenco School. 
Such plan shall include a connecting path to NW 225"' Avenue and the Orenco School 
and shall include parking restrictions. The objectives of such a plan shall include safety 
for the children using the path, visibiHty of those children by their parents making the 
drop off, and discouraging trips to the school outside the subject site. The Planning 
Director and City Engineer shall approve the final design of the drop off plan after finding 
that these objectives have been met. If adjustments to the lotting pattern are necessary 
to implement the drop off design, the revised lotting pattern shall be included in the 
school drop off plan and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. No 
lot adjacent to NW 22511> Avenue shall be reduced below 7,500 square feet. 

68. Prior to final plat approval, the developer shall work with the City Planning and Parks 
and Recreation Departments staff, and the staff of Clean Water Services to determine 
whether additional trail connections connecting the residential pods could be constructed 
without modification to the Clean Water Services Service Provider letter or Significant 
Natural Resources permit. If the developer is unable to provide the additional trail 
connections, the developer shall provide the City of Hillsboro Planning Director with 
documentation showing the applicant made a good faith effort to work with all involved 
parties. If the Planning Director accepts the applicant's documentation then the 
Planning Director may release the applicant from the requirements stated within this 
condition. If paths are able to be constructed, the path improvement shall be 
constructed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the applicable phase. The 
Planning Director shall review and approve the proposed trail locations. 

69. Construction plans submitted to the Engineering Department shall show the location of 
any existing wells and septic tank drainfields. Plans shall indicate the method and 
schedule for abandonment. Disposition of the wells and septic system shall be subject 
to review and approval by the City Engineer. Compliance with the approved plan shall 
be accomplished prior to completion of subdivision infrastructure improvements. 

70. Fences within and adjacent to the subdivision shall be constructed in accordance with 
the City of Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance standards. Prior to final plat approval for the 
applicable phase, a master fencing plan, Including any fencing on individual lots and 
decorative fencing adjacent to NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road, shall 
be provided to the Planning Department for review and approval. Such plan for fencing 
on individual lots shall be followed during and after home construction. Prior to 
acceptance of public infrastructure, the applicant shall construct a heavy double-sided 
channel groove style wood fence, with masonry columns and rail, maximum of six feet in 
height, adjacent to NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road, in order to 
provide visual and sound buffering from the adjacent vehicular traffic prior to occupancy 
of said residential units. The fence shall be constructed of quality materials such as 4x6 
pressure treated posts, a 2x8 top cap with saw curf to prevent warping, 2x6 rails for 
horizontal stability and siding with a minimum Y. inch actual thickness. The masonry 
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columns shall be faced with cultured stone and the fence shall be treated with a 
protective stain. · 

71. Prior to approval of a final plat which includes attached dwelling unit lots, the applicant 
shall submit a maintenance agreement for the attached dwelling units. The maintenance 
agreement shall be reviewed and approved by the Building Department and shall be 
recorded in conjunction with the applicable phase's final plat. 

72. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the acquisition of the property 
for the Sequoia Park shall be finalized. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, 
OF F1LE NOS. CDP 1-06; DDP 2-06; SUB 1-06; SNRP 1-06; FA 1-06 

These findings and conclusions support the recommendation of the Planning Commission 

to the Hillsboro City Council that the applications ofV enture Properties and the Hillsboro Elks 

should be approved, with the conditions set forth in the resolution to which these findings 

provide a supporting documentation. The applications before the Commission include: 

1. A subdivision for 252 residential lots (SUB 1-06); 

2. A Concept Development Plan (CDP 1-06); 

3. A Detailed Development Plan (DDP 2-06); 

4. A Significant Natural Resources Permit (SNRP 1-06); and 

5. A Floodplain Alteration (FA l-06). 

The subject site is designated Medium and Low Density Residential, Open Space, and 

Floodplain on the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan ("HCP") as the result of the adoption of the 

plan amendment enacted by Hillsboro Ordinance 5571. See File No. HCP 4-04. The plan 

amendment was not appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals. The subject site was 

rezoned to Station Community Residential- Village ("SCR-V") in File No. ZC 18-05, which 

was adopted by the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board and, not being appealed, became final 

when adopted by the Hillsboro City Council on April 18, 2006 through Hillsboro Ordinance 

5633. Both of these decisions form applicable criteria for these proceedings. 

Additional criteria relevant to this proposal include applicable provisions of the HCP.1 

With respect to the individual applications, the Concept Development Plan ("CDP") is governed 

Under ORS 197.195(1), the City's comprehensive plan does not apply to "limited land use decisions," 
which include subdivision and design review applications. 

1 
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by Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance ("HZO") 136-142. The applications were deemed complete on 

February 23, 2006. Hearings before the Planning Commission were held on March 22, 2006, 

April 12, 2006 and May 10, 2006. At the close of the oral hearing, the Planning Commission 

gave all parties until the close ofbusiness on Aprill9, 2006 to submit any additional testimony 

and evidence in these matters, and further gave all parties until the close of business on April26, 

2006 to submit any additional testimony and evidence in rebuttal to the submissions on Aprill9, 

2006. The applicants were then given until the close ofbusiness on May 3, 2006 to submit final 

written argument in this matter. The applicants indicated to the Commission at the April 12, 

2006 hearing that they would submit, as part of that final written argument, draft findings and 

conclusions, and suggest certain conditions of approval to the Commission for its consideration. 

The Commission has the record of these proceedings before it, including the staff report 

for the hearing on March 22, 2006, and the supplemental staff reports for the April 12, 2006 

hearing, in addition to the supplemental staff reports regarding the post hearing submission of 

testimony and other evidence and final written argument. These materials are hereby 

incorporated by reference in their entirety including any attachments or exhibits. To the extent 

there are any conflicts between the incorporated documents and these findings, these findings 

shall control. The Planning Commission and its members have based these decisions solely on 

the evidence contained in the public record and have not had an .ex parte contacts with any party 

or party representative on any matter at issue in these cases. 

I. The Concept Development Plan 

At the outset, the Commission considers whether the proposed development constitutes a 

"village" under the Station Community Residential Planning Area ("SCPA'') provisions of the 

HZO and concludes that it does. "Residential Village" is defined in Section 136(III)yy: 

2 



Residential Village. As used in conjunction with the Station Community Residential 
Village District of this ordinance, a residential village is a self-contained community 
where residents can live, work and recreate on a day-to-day basis without an over­
reliance on the larger community or region, as opposed to being a euphemism for a quaint 
or intentionally picturesque housing project. A residential village project includes all of 
the following: a range of housing types to fully integrate the community without a 
feeling of exclusivity; a variety of commercial and public services, parks and natural 
areas, employment opportunities, and other amenities found in a small community; an 
integrated pedestrian-sensitive, multi-modal street and alley system to make it easy to 
walk and travel to, from and throughout the community; and an organized site plan that 
facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community. 

The applicants have proposed a diverse, integrated community where residents live, may 

work in home occupations or the Historic McDonald House, and enjoy the parks and 

open space facilities provided as part ofthis proposal. The site is connected with the 

Orenco neighborhood area through connections to the nearby Orenco Schoof and the 

regional trail system. 3 Nevertheless, the residents may use the parks and open space 

system for their recreation without leaving the development. The range of housing types 

are allowed in this zone under Table II ofHZO section 1364 and includes townhouses to 

single family houses and has been designed by the applicants to integrate with the 

existing Orenco neighborhood, in addition to its other neighbors. Being a part of the 

Orenco neighborhood, additional commercial services or employment centers other than 

those provided are not deemed necessary by the Commission, which also notes the 

2 The Commission bas voiced concern as to the conoection to the Orenco School from the proposed 
development The applicants have submitted alternative design proposals to meet those concerns, iocludiog parking 
restrictions. All agree that the school drop-off poiot should be safe, visible for parents to watch their children cross 
NW 225"' to get to the school, and discourage trips out of the subdivision. Condition of Approval No. 80 provides 
direction to meet these concerns. There was also an issue as to whether the school facilities were sufficient. The 
Commission believes the school provider letter and concludes that there are sufficient facilities for this use, noting 
that the Hillsboro School District only provides statistical iofonnation and does not make a conclusion io reporting 
on availability of school facilities. 

3 The Commission requested the applicants to work with City and Clean Water Services staff to iovestigate 
the feasibility of addiog to the trail system in the Open Space area. The applicants agreed to do so, and that 
agreement is reflected in condition of approval no. 81 to these development permits. 

' No restricted or specially regulated use under HZO section 136(VI) is proposed io these proceediogs. 
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pedestrian-oriented design of the streets and alleys to enable residents and others to walk 

and travel to, from, and throughout the community. 5 The parks, as well as the 

transportation systems constitute, in the view of the Commission, an "organized site plan 

that facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community." 

Moreover, the Commission notes the supplemental staff report and relating to this 

issue prepared by Deborah Raber, AICP, the project manager for various SCPA code 

changes, for the Commission's Aprill2, 2006 proceedings. The legislative history of the 

2005 amendments to the SCR-V zone shows that commercial uses were an optional, 

rather than a mandatory, part of the zone. The Commission agrees and so construes the 

requirements of the zone. 

The Commission notes that the specific proposal now before it has appeared in similar 

form before it, the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board, and the City Council and that its 

professional planning staff proposed the use of the SCR-V zone for this proposed development 

as meeting these standards and concludes that this proposal does, in fact meet those standards. 

HZO 136(VII)(A)- Development Review Provisions Applicable to all Development 

within Station Community Planning Areas 

HZO l36(VII) applies to all development in SCPA zones. Paragraph A ofthis subsection 

provides that HZO 133 applies to all development except detach,ed single family or duplex 

houses on single lots and that the subdivision regulations continue to apply. The application of 

that section is treated below. The applicants have requested approval under both these HZO 

s These two systems also assure the development of a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, 
community containing a range of residential housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood 
commercial uses and employment opportunities. As indicated in these findings, the Commission does not construe 
the provisions of the SCR-V District to require additional commercial facilities in every case and finds that the 
proximity of this site to existing commercial facilities, in addition to the actual and potential commercial uses of the 
site, are sufficient to meet the requirements of SCPA developments. 
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sections, as well as City subdivision regulations and have paid the applicable fees. The 

applications on file, including supplemental information, contain the information required by 

City regulations to provide the basis for the commitments to be required by the City for 

pedestrian and bicycle connections to other portions of the proposed development and public 

transportation facilities. In particular, the applicants have designated those areas proposed to be 

dedicated to public ownership and those to be retained by property owner associations, among 

other things, for the ownership and maintenance of common open space, private streets or alleys 

which are of a public nature and are not dedicated to and accepted by the City. The Homeowner 

Association provisions of this section are feasible and can be met at the time of final subdivision 

plat approval. The Commission concludes that HZO 136(VII)A is met 

HZO 136(VII)(B) SCR-V District, and Phased Developments within a SCPA Commercial, 

Industrial or Institutional District 

The development criteria ofHZO 136(VII)(B)(2) apply to SCR-V developments, 

including this proposal. These provisions require the filing of a CDP and DDP, both of which 

are before the Commission. The Commission finds and concludes that the applicants have filed 

applications consistent with these provisions. 

HZO 136(VII)(B)(3), (4) and (5) deal with the CDP review procedures and required 

submittal information. The Commission finds and concludes that the applicants are authorized to 

seek approval ofthe CDP and DDP requests and that the existing conditions and development 

information submittal requirements of these subsections have been met. 

The Commission notes that HZO 136(VII)(B)(6) provides for the approval criteria for 

CDPs and fmds as follows: 
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a. That notice of these COP proceedings has been given in accordance with HZO 

116, as demonstrated in the record of these proceedings. 

b. That the proposal meets the standards for COP approval, as follows: 

1. It meets the pwposes of Development Review in the SCR-V District, 
which are set out in HZO 136(VII)(B)(1) as follows: 

"It is the intent of this subsection to establish application and 
review procedures to permit flexibility in development review of 
all projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of 
commercial, industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty 
(30) acres within any SCPA district so that larger scale projects 
can be reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased manner. 
Specifically, these review procedures are intended to:" 

The Commission finds that this language is aimed at City procedures, which are 

in place and the subject site exceeds thirty (30) acres in size. 

"a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements 
consistent with the intent of the applicable SCPA district;" 

The Commission fmds that the design and location of structures and infrastructure 
improvements are consistent with the intent of the SCR-V District, which states: 

'The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of a pedestrian­
sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community containing a range of residential 
housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood commercial 
uses and employment opportunities." 

The design in this case emphasizes the use of pedestrian and bike paths, provides 
sufficient roads and parking6 to be auto-accommodating, contains a range of residential 
housing types, and provides the limited potential for further residential, commercial, and 
employment opportunities. As indicated above, commercial uses in the SCR-V zone are 
optional. This standard is met.7 

6 The Commission notes that the applicants have provided for at least two off-street parking spaces per unit, 
and that most units have four spaces, all in addition to that provided on-street, and concludes that there is sufficient 
availability of parking for the proposed uses. 

7 The Commission notes that there was considerable discussion over the design of the proposed development 
at the southeast comer. The applicant contended that it was necessary to make a design that provided different 
housing types, a park, and met the density expected for the site. During the proceedings, the proposed park was 
redesigned to allow for an enlarged park facility, availability for use by children, and providing pedestrian 
connectivity to allow that park to be accessed over a short distance from the pod of houses in the area. The 
Commission accepts this revised design and layout. 
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''b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a 
more economical arrangement of buildings, circulation 
systems, land uses, and utilities;" 

By arranging the uses on the site to maximize available buildable land, increase 
open space, undergrounding utilities, and providing sufficient transportation connectivity, 
the Commission finds this standard is met. 

"c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion;" 

The Commission fmds that the applicants have preserved 4 7% of the site in open 
space or park areas, limited the residential use of the site within the density range 
imposed by the applicable zoning, and minimized site grading so as to utilize site features 
in a harmonious manner. This standard is met. 

"d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting 
uses;" 

The Commission finds that the applicants have provided for the conveyance of a 
usable public park, as requested by the City Parks Commission and its staff, and the 
conveyance of open space resources found on the site for public use if these permits be 
approved. The Commission further finds that the applicants have also arranged the 
allowable density on the site in a manner to allow for this dedication and preservation of 
land and that this standard is met. 

"e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate 
approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will 
retain the character envisioned at the time of approval;" 

With the conditions of approval assuring a clear path for final plan and plat 
approval and the conveyance of land set aside for park and open space use which 
conveyance shall occur on approval of these applications, the Commission fmds that this 
standard is met. 

"f. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses 
than what may occur with a conventional project; and" 

There was another concern raised during the proceedings regarding accessibility to bathrooms and 
bedrooms on the first floor. The applicants indicated their amenability to a condition to require all single family 
front-loaded homes and half of the alley-loaded homes to be required to provide this accessibility, which will consist 
of3-foot wide doors to bathrooms. 
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With the conditions of approval arranging the public and private uses on this site, 
the proposed use wiJI be compatible with sunounding uses, particularly the Old Orenco 
neighborhood, where lot sizes have been increased in abuttin~ project areas, public streets 
and paths to provide access to the Historic McDonald House, and general connectivity 
with that neighborhood. Additionally, the residential character of the proposal does not 
detract from the residential character of the surrounding residential uses. The 
Commission finds that this standard is met. 

"g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood 
commercial development and other opportunities for 
employment in a manner that achieves the intent and 
purpose of the District." 

As indicated above, there are a range of housing types proposed and the City does 
not require commercial or employment development in the SCR-V zone. Given the 
proximity of existing commercial and employment development in the area, the 
Commission does not find it necessary to place additional uses of this nature as part of 
this proposal. This standard is met. 

2. "The phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed five (5) years 
between commencement of development on the first and last phases unless 
otherwise authorized by the Planning Commission; and" 

The applicants have represented that this standard will be met. As there is no 
request for a deviation from this standard, the ordinance provision applies and is an 
implicit condition of approval. This standard is met. 

3. "That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with minimum 
residential density, minimum floor area ratio and minimum usable open 
space requirements of Sections 137 and 138." 

The applicants have demonstrated compliance with this criterion in its application 
materials and the Commission finds that this standard is met. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some or all of an applicant's 
proposed alternative development or design elements pursuant to the provisions of 
subsection VII.B.2.e. of this section. 

No such elements were adopted by the Commission. 

The Commission discussed the possibility of a pedestrian path connecting the Old Orenco Neighborhood 
and Orenco School with the Historic McDonald House. The applicants stated they were amenable to a condition to 
make such a connection across the subject site and the Conunission bas imposed a condition to do so. 
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d. The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as it deems necessary to 
ensure compliance with these elements and other applicable standards in Sections 
137 through 142.9 

The Commission has imposed conditions to assure compliance with HZO 
Sections 137 through 142. This standard is met. 

e. If an applicant represents to the Planning Commission, either verbally, in writing 
as part of a submittal, the applicant's intention to impose restrictions beyond the 
minimum requirements of the applicable development code(s), including but not 
limited to Zoning Code Sections 136-142, or represents that certain actions or 
conditions, through the use of private Deed Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions ("CC&Rs") or otherwise, will occur, the Planning Commission may 
include such representations and/or CC&R provisions in its Concept 
Development Plan Approval Order. 

The Commission has imposed additional conditions represented, or consented to, 
by the applicant. This standard is met. 

f. Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute approval in principle 
for the proposed phased development; provided, however, that Concept 
Development Plan approval shall be binding as to the following 
particulars: 

(1) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space for the project as a whole; 

(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses, and 

(3) Consistency with the purposes identified in this section. 

The applicants and the Commission understand this provision to be applicable to 
this case. This standard is met. 

g. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the applicant the right to proceed 
with the filing of applications for Detailed Development Plan approval in a 
manner consistent with the approved Concept Development Plan, subject to 
compliance with the provisions of this subsection, all applicable requirements in 
Sections 136 through 142 of this Ordinance, all other applicable City ordinances 
and regulations, and such conditions of approval as the Planning Commission has 
attached to the Concept Development Plan approval. An application for Detailed 
Development Plan approval of the first phase of the Concept Development Plan 

' The Commission notes that, contrary to the transportation standards found in HZO 13 ?(XVI)( C)( I)( c), 
which have been met, some have suggested a standard that the traffic along NW Cornelius Pass and NW Quatama 
Roads be "no worse" than before the project. The Planning Commission did use that term in the Plan Amendment 
proceedings; however, the Council did not use the term in imposing the Development Directions for subsequent 
proceedings, nor did the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board impose a condition of this nature on the rezoning of 
the site. The Commission chooses to adhere to the standards set forth in the HZO and the conditions imposed on the 
rezoning and refuses to import a standard not found in the applicable criteria. 
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shall be filed not more than eighteen (18) months following the date of a final 
decision approving the Concept Development Plan. 

The applicants have filed a Detailed Development Plan application concurrent 
with the Concept Development Plan and understand that this CDP approval imposes 
compliance standards as imposed by this paragraph. This standard is met. 

h. If a Concept Development Plan was approved by the Planning Commission between 
August 6, 1996 and City Council approval of amendments to Sections 136-142 on April 
15, 1997, at the option of the applicant, the provisions relating to the process and 
requirements for submittals for Concept, Detailed and Final Development Plans, and the 
binding requirements of subsection (f), above, in effect at the time of the application, 
shall remain applicable to that application. 

This standard is not applicable. 

II. The Detailed Development Plan 

ln addition to the standards for CDP approval, DDP approval requires approval 

under the standards and procedures of HZO 136(VII)(B)(7) through (9). The Commission finds 

that the applicants have submitted the information required under paragraphs 8 (Existing 

Conditions) and 9 (Development Information) and turns to the Review Standards for DDPs 

under paragraph 7 as follows: 

a. The Planning Director has reviewed the DDP application under HZO 133 and the 

applicable fees have been paid. This standard is met. 

b. The Planning Director has submitted the application to the Planning Commission 

for public hearing. This standard is met. 

c. The applicants have filed a concurrent application for subdivision approval, which 

is a part of these proceedfugs. This standard is met. 

d. The following findings can be made: 

"I) The Detailed Development Plan complies with all applicable requirements of 
Sections 136through 142 of this Ordinance and other applicable provisions, 
including the provisions of applicable overlay zones; and" 

10 



Findings related to compliance with HZO 136 appear in this first portion of the 
overall findings related to CDP and DDP approval and are supported by the 
justification found at pp. 13 to 23 of the applicants' DDP narrative. Compliance 
with HZO 137 and 138 are shown at pp. 23 to 61 of the applicants' CDP 
narrative. Sections 139 to 142 do not apply, as indicated at p. 61 of the 
applicants' CDP narrative. The Commission concurs with the applicants' 
submission on such compliance. 

"2) If a Concept Development Plan has been approved, the Detailed Development 
Plan conforms with the Concept Development Plan, including conditions of 
approval attached thereto." 

The DDP has been approved simultaneously with the CDP and does not deviate 
from it. This standard is met. 

e. The DDP conforms to the CDP. This standard is met. 

f. This section applies to appeals from a Director's decision which denies or 

conditions the DDP approval and is not applicable. 

In addition, paragraphs 11-14 relate to later processes and proceedings in connection with 

CDP/DDP approval, which are not applicable at this time. 

The remaining criterion is that of compliance with HZO 133, adopted by reference in 

paragraph 10. The Commission finds as follows: 

Part I is a purpose statement, rather than an applicable criterion. Part II requires 

preapplication review, which has occurred. Part ill sets out the applicability ofthe section and 

specifically includes SCPA development. Therefore the section is applicable, as shown at p. 13 

of the applicants' CDP justification. Part IV requires submission of plans, which has been done, 

as shown at pp. 13-18 of the applicants' DDP justification. Part V requires conformity with 

certain standards. Compliance with these standards is shown at pp. 18-27 of the applicants' DDP 

justification. Part VI relates to special development standards at or near major transit stops and 

is not applicable to this request, as shown at p. 27 of the applicants' DDP justification. Part VIII 

relates to special standards for pedestrian/bicycle accessways and is met, as shown at pp. 27-31 
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of the applicants' DDP justification. The remaining provisions (Parts IX and X) relate to the 

review process and conflicts with other sections and are not substantive approval standards. The 

Commission concludes that Section 133 is met. 

The Cormnission concludes that, with the approval conditions, the DDP criteria are met. 

III. HILLSBORO SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE (ORD. 2808) 

Ordinance 2808 sets the land division standards for approval which are applicable in this 

case. As applicable,10 the Commission makes the following findings: 

A. Section 4 Standards for Approval Among the standards for zoning approval, applicants 

must show that the request "complies with the zoning ordinance and other applicable land 

use regulations." As shown at the applicants' submittal p. 13 of the DDP application, this 

application was predicated on the SCR-V Zoning District imposed on the subject site by 

the City in File No. ZC 18-05, as well as the conditions of that rezoning approval The 

submittal referred to above, as well as the findings relating to the CDP and DDP 

demonstrate compliance with the City's zoning ordinance. Similarly, compliance with 

the remaining portions of this section is demonstrated at pp. 11 to 15 of the applicants' 

subdivision submittal. The Commission finds this standard is met. 

B. Section 5 Street and Pedestrian/Bicycle Design Standards Among other things, this 

section "encourages" through street connections between neighborhoods. The City 

Council made a policy decision to limit immediate connections with the adjacent Orenco 

neighborhood at the request of representatives of that neighborhood and the Commission 

respects that decision. With respect to the remaining requirements of this section, 

10 ORS 197.195 provides that, unless a comprehensive plan standard is specifically made applicable by a land 
division ordinance, that comprehensive plan is not a standard for land division review. The Commission thus does 
not consider the HCP in the subdivision portion of these proceedings. 
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compliance is demonstrated at pp. 15 to 18 of the applicants' subdivision submittal. The 

Commission finds this standard is met. 

C. Section 6 Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways The applicants demonstrated compliance with 

this section at pp. 18 to 19 ofits subdivision submittal. The Commission fmds this 

standard is met. 

The Commission concludes that the subdivision standards have been met. 

IV. THE SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE PERMIT 

Because 16.4 of this 55.05 acre site lies within a Significant Natural Resources Overlay 

("SNRO") area, as demonstrated in Exhibits A and D to the application for a Significant Natural 

Resources Permit ("SNRP Application"), a permit under HZO 131A is required. In this case, the 

applicants have requested a Type 2 permit under HZO 131A(5) to accommodate stream 

crossings by roads and utilities. At pp. 6-11 of their SNRP Application, the applicants have 

shown compliance with HZO 131A(8), (9), (11), and (14). At the request of the Commission, 

the applicants have provided for additional trail opportunities through a condition of approval to 

which the applicants have consented. The Commission finds that the applicants have met these 

criteria and concludes that the permit may issue. 

V. THE FLOODPLAIN ALTERATION PERMIT 

Similarly to the SNRP, the City's Floodplain regulations, found at HZO 131, prohibit 

erection of structures or alteration or filling ofland without a Floodplain Alteration Permit 

("F AP"). The applicants seek to place two creek crossing structures within the floodplain of 

Rock Creek, a bridge and a culvert, and alteration of a portion of that floodplain through 

grading is also proposed. Compliance with the applicable subsections ofHZO 131, i.e., 

subsections (5) and (6), is demonstrated at pp. 11-15 of the applicants' FAP application. The 
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applicants have also submitted the Base Flood Elevation of 148 through a registered 

professional engineer, who has certified that no lot or dwelling unit will be located in the 

floodplain. The Commission concurs with the applicants and finds these subsections are met. 

In addition, the standards ofHZO 83, relating to conditional uses are applicable and 

addressed by the applicants at pp. 15-16 of their F AP submittal. The Commission finds that 

these standards are met for the reasons set forth in the submittal. Similarly, the Commission 

finds that the applicable City Comprehensive Plan Standards, which are set out at pp. 16-20 of 

the applicants' F AP submittal, are met for the reasons set forth in that portion of that submittal. 

The Commission concludes that the F AP permit shall issue, subject to the conditions 

adopted concurrently with these findings. 

VI. COMPLIANCE WITH REZONING CONDITIONS 

The Council's Development Directions were imposed, with certain changes, as rezoning 

conditions through the actions of the Plauning and Zoning Hearings Board. Those conditions 

included the following: 

1) The applicant shall apply for and receive Concept Development Plan (CDP)/Detailed 
Development Plan (DDP) approval as a part of the development and site review for the subject 
property. 

Response: The Commission finds this condition is met through these proceedings. 

2) Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Dev.elopment Plan applications, the 
developer shall provide the following: 

a) Information on how the Historic McDonald House has been provided 
protection as a cultural resource under the HZO Section 132; 

Response: The Commission takes official notice that the Historic McDonald House is 
presently on the City's inventory of historic properties and is protected from change or 
demolition without City approval under Statewide Planning Goal 5 and the City's acknowledged 
comprehensive plan. See Demlow v. Hillsboro, 39 OR LUBA 307 (2001). 
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b) Infonnation verifYing that funding has been dedicated to an application to place 
the McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places and the status of the 
application. The developer and the owner of the property shall follow the advice and 
conditions provided by the State Historic Preservation Office and shall make a good-faith 
effort in filing such the application(s); 

Response: The applicants have verified that such funding has been designated by the 
Elks and is available for a listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The application 
has not been filed; however, the Commission understands that the applicants are amenable to a 
condition of approval that applicant Hillsboro Elks, which will retain control of the House of 
Ruth, will nominate the Malcolm McDonald House to the National Register of Historic Places 
within 60 days of the expiration of all appeals in this case and prior to the filing of the fmal 
subdivision pial Such a condition of approval will be imposed as part of these approvals. In this 
connection, the applicants have indicated that they will follow the advice of the State Historic 
Preservation Office in making such application. A condition of approval shall be imposed to 
assure that this rezoning condition is carried out as part of these development permits. 

c) A landscape and improvement plan for an open space /landscaped area around 
the McDonald House which will provide context to the House; and 

Response: The applicants have submitted such a plan and have provided the 
testimony of Rob Mawson, a professional historical consultant, that the landscape and 
improvement plan provides the historic context for the Historic McDonald House. The 
applicants have provided a one half acre parcel in addition to the Historic McDonald House and 
landscaping and buffering for the house. This standard is met. 

d) Infonnation on how consideration of the context of the McDonald House was 
addressed in the plans included in the CDP/DDP applications. 

Response: 
information. 

Mr. Mawson and the applicants' development team have provided such 

There shall be continued coordination between the Elks, and the existing charitable use ofthe 
McDonald House to ensure that the maintenance of that House is continued. 

Response: The applicant Elks are amenable to a condition to assure for the 
maintenance of the Historic McDonald House for as long as that organization owns the property, 
and an additional condition that, should the Elks ever wish to dispose of the McDonald House or 
the land on which it is located, the City of Hillsboro will have a right of first refusal for 60 days 
to acquire the property. 

3) The owners of the property shall cooperate with the City so that at least five acres 
located north of Rock Creek, outside the OS Plan design'ated area, and outside the City of 
Hillsboro Goal 5 Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) are available to be acquired by 
the City for development of a neighborhood park. The location of the park shall be addressed in 
the CDP/DDP applications. If appropriate arrangements can be made, those lands designated as 
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OS may also be acquired for public use. If the OS/SNRO lands cannot be acquired by the City 
for open space or park use, maintenance of these lands for open space use shall be specified 
during the CDP/DDP process and may include a required homeowners association, the Elks, or 
equivalent maintenance mechanism. 

Response: The applicants have proposed a specific five-acre site in its CDP and DDP 
applications as available for City acquisition as a park. The Parks Commission has 
recommended approval of that park land acquisition. An opponent contends that the proposed 
park is short of the five acres required; however, while the five acres specifically excludes the 
Open Space Plan and SRNO lands, it does not exclude the Clean Water Service Buffers. The 
amount of parkland to be conveyed is 5.17 acres. The applicants have also proposed to convey 
SNRO lands to the City, both conveyances being contingent on approval of these development 
permits. This condition is met. 

4) The applicant shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements along the 
site's frontage with NW Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road to the standards required in the 
transportation system plans for the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

Response: The applicants have represented to the Commission that: 

Half-street improvements and right-of-way dedications will be made along NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and NW Quatarna Road in a manner that is consistent with the conditions of approval 
established by Washington County in the staff report dated March 2, 2006. 

This condition is therefore met. 

5) The applicant shall construct a bridge across Rock Creek thereby providing a vehicular 
connection between the south and north sides of the property. The specific location, capacity and 
design of the bridge shall be identified on the CDP/DDP applications. · 

Response: The applicants have represented to the Commission that it will build the bridge 
required by the conditions and has provided information as to the capacity and location of the 
bridge in the applications now before the Commission. 

Various opponents suggested to the Commission that tht; applicants should be required to 
widen, replace, or improve a bridge on 2271

h Ave. north of Quatama Road, in addition to the 
bridge required as part of the rezoning conditions. Brian Dunn, P.E., the applicants' 
transportation consultant, provided information to the Commission as part of the April 191h 
submission by the applicants re~ing the safety, circulation and capacity impacts caused by the 
proposed project on this bridge. 1 The Commission agrees with these submissions and notes 

II 
For example, the recent traffic counls submitted by Dr. Lubischer, an opponent, show a peak hour volume 

of243 vehicles in the 7:00a.m to 8:00a.m period. This ~:quates to 4 vehicles per minute (approximately 2 vehicles 
per minute each way on the bridge considering the distribution pattern). Since it only take a few seconds to cross 
lhe bridge, bus drivers are not likely to encounter opposing traffic on the bridge very often. Nevertheless, when 
such a situation does occur, the bus driver's decision to slow down and wait for a gap in opposing traffic ensures 
that this bus crossing maneuver is safe. Otherwise, bus drivers would nol be using this bridge at all. 
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that, under Dolan v. City ofTigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994) as implemented in Clarkv. City of 
Albany, 137 Or App293, 904P.2d 185 (1995), the burden would be on the City to show that 
such improvements were ''roughly proportional" to the impacts created by the proposed use. No 
such evidence has been produced to the Commission. which declines to impose further bridge 
improvements on the applicants. 

This Commission concludes that this condition is met. 

6) The maximum number of residential dwelling units for the property shall be in the range of 
240 dwelling units, plus or minus five percent, and the actual density shall be determined 
through the CDP/DDP application review. 

240 x 5% = 12 units 
240 + 12 units= 252 maximum 
240- 12 units= 228 minimum 

Proposed Development Plan: 
14 7 detached single family homes 
105 attached townhouse single family homes 
252 total proposed units 

The applicants have proposed 252 units, which is within the range established by the City 
Council in the development directions, and the condition imposed by the Planning and Zoning 
Hearings Board. This condition is therefore met. 

7) The western portion of the property shall not be connected with the street system of the Old 
Orenco neighborhood, except for pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency purposes; provided, 
however, the developer shall provide for future rights of way for one or more connections to Old 
Orenco. Should the City detennine, following a public hearing that vehicular connections are 
warranted for safety, convenience or other transportation reasons and the City has detennined 
that the safety of neither neighborhood will be compromised by such cross circulation 
connections, street improvements connecting Old Orenco and development on the subject site 
could then be constructed. 

Response: The applicants have provided only bicycle, pedestrian and emergency 
connections with the Old Orenco neighborhood at this time, but has also provided for future 
rights of way for possible later decisions to make those connections. This condition is met. 

The 20-foot paved width of the bridge helps to keep speeds at a prudent level. If the bridge were widened 
to address perceived bus safety issues, it is logical that vehicle speeds would increase across the bridge. The 
potential for accidents would now increase at the location inunediately south of the bridge where NW Quatama 
Road transitions into NW 227"' Avenue through a right-angle horizontal and vertical curve. A wider bridge crossing 
would also make the route defmed by NW Quatama Road, NW 227"' Avenue, and NW Dogwood Street more 
attractive for cut. through users, and local residents of the Orenco Woods Crossing development. This would violate 
the City's goal to dissuade site traffic from passing through the old Orenco neighborhood. 
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8) As a part of subsequent development applications, the developer shall demonstrate that each 
project phase will meet the standards of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660, 
Div. 12) reguding the capacity of streets and intersections providing automobile access to the 
site. The City of Hillsboro shall make a detennination that the standards of the Transportation 
Planning Rule are met regarding this matter prior to approval of the applications. Phased 
development shall be coordinated with street improvements to assure that capacity is available 
on the street system servicing the site to serve site generated traffic for each phase. 

Response: The applicants have represented that: 

The street and intersection operating standards enforced by the City of Hillsboro and Washington 
County will be satisfied by the construction of capacity and frontage improvements along 
Cornelius Pass and Quatama Roads, as well as at the intersection of those two roads. 

All proposed site-frontage improvements will be constructed prior to the occupancy of any new 
residential structure. These improvements will provide sufficient capacity on the transportation 
system to support all remaining development phases, meets the Transportation Planning Rule, 
and will provide an immediate benefit. 

9) Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the southeastern 
side of the property. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the southeastern side 
transitioning to the northwest side with the final phase being located at the northwestern corner 
in order to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland beyond the five acres described in 
Condition 3, should funds become available. The specific phasing plan shall be provided in the 
CDP/DDP applications. 

Response: The Commission notes that no specific number of phases is required under 
this condition, and that the applicants have placed the first development phase at the southeastern 
portion ofthe subject site, planned the phasing and set out the phasing plan in the applications 
now before the Commission, all in accordance with the condition. In addition, the applicants 
have indicated that they are amenable to give a 120 day notice to the Hillsboro Planning and 
Parks and Recreation Director, and the Chair of the Oret_lco Neighborhood Association before 
commencement of residential construction of the last phase of the development, as set out in 
their application. 

Opponents raised an issue over the placing of public facilities underground in 
undeveloped phases, so as to lower the cost of the housing provided by installing these 
improvements all at once. Kevin Smith, Parks and Recreation Development Manager, testified 
that this placement did not interfere with future acquisition of!and and, in fact, may assist the 
City in providing services to future restrooms and taking away drainage from the site. The 
applicants indicated they understood a public agency could acquire the land, but nevertheless 
desire to loop the systems and install them now, rather than undertake those costs later. The 
Commission does not find this installation to be inconsistent with the Development Directions of 
the Council, nor the condition of approval imposed by the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board 
and concludes that this condition is met. 

18 



10) Larger lots in the tiange of7,500 square feet or more in area shall be provided along NW 
225th Avenue in order to transition lot sizes in Old Orenco to those on this property. Enhanced 
landscaping in the yards and planter strips along NW 225th Avenue shall also be provided. The 
specific lotting pattern as well as a plan identifying the enhanced landscaping shall be described 
in detail in the CDP/DDP applications. 

Response: The applicants presented the Commission with alternative plans for the 
area along NW 2251

\ one of which met the 7500 square foot lot condition and one which was 
slightly less, so as to deal with other issues. The Commission determines that it wishes the 7500 
square foot lots, along with the enhanced yard landscaping and planter strips along NW 225th, as 
provided in the CDP/DDP applications before the Commission. This condition is met, using the 
alternative with the 7500 square foot lots. 

11) If granted by Washington County, the development shall include a minimum of one access 
onto NW Cornelius Pass Road. All access points shall be constructed to the standards required 
by the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

Response: The applicants have represented and provided information to the 
Commission that: 

Washington County has approved an Access Modification to allow a right-in, right-out, left-in 
access point on Cornelius Pass Road approximately 600 feet north ofQuatarna. 

The Commission inquired of the applicants' traffic expert, as well as the City's transportation 
consultant, whether the loss of that access point would cause the project to violate capacity 
standards of Cornelius Pass Road. Both experts indicated it would not do so. 

The Commission heard a great deal of transportation testimony from Dr. Jim Lubischer. 
Dr. Lubischer is not trained in transportation engineering or planning.12 The Commission relies 
on the testimony of Brian Dunn, P.E., the applicants' transportation consultant, and Brett 
Ahrend, the City's Transportation Consultant, in arriving at its determination that this condition, 
as well as all transportation requirements applicable to these applications, has been met. 

The Commission concludes this condition is met. 

12) Construction vehicles used during site development shall access the site only from NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and/or NW Quatarna Road; except that construction access may be allowed 
to the site from the west only with respect to: (1) the construction of the bridge described in 
Condition 5 and (2) the culvert crossing the Rock Creek tributary located in the north central 
portion of the site. No such alternative construction traffic access shall be allowed until a 

12 The Corrunission notes that Dr. Lubischer caused a tiaffic count to be taken on the same day a major street 
construction project was taking place, causing heavy delays and detours. The Commission is sure that taking a 
count on that day was coincidental and not the result of wrongful intent. Nevertheless, this error demonstrates the 
need to rely on professionals in the field. 
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construction access management plan has been approved by the City Engineer <end Planning 
Director. 

Response: The applicants have represented that: 

Venture Properties will honor the construction access restrictions, and anticipate a condition of 
approval to this effect for the Concept Development Plan, the Detailed Development Plan, and 
the Subdivision applications. 

The Commission is aware the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board modified this condition 
slightly from the Development Directions originally imposed by Council and that Council 
subsequently adopted the rezoning of the subject site with that modification. The applications on 
file before the Commission show that the applicants (and in particular the only applicant which 
will undertake construction, i.e., Venture Properties) will meet this condition. The Commission 
concludes that this condition is met 

13) Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 131 (A).3.b.3, City Zoning on those portions of the 
property identified as Significant Natural Resource Area or as hnpact Area on the City's adopted 
Goal 5 Inventory shall include the Significant Natural Resource Overlay District. Development 
on those portions of the property shall be subject to the provisions of Section l31(A) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

Response: The applicants have represented that: 

The SNRO Overlay district has been delineated and established with the completion of the 
Natural Resource Assessment. 

The Commission agrees that the SNRO overlay district and impact area have been established as 
to the area delineated in the Natural Resource Assessment now before it and that such lands are 
subject to the provisions ofHZO l31A. As part of these proceedings, the Commission has 
granted pennits under HZO 131 A, utilizing these delineations. The Connnission concludes that 
this condition is met. 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

FILE NO. COP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

PROJECT/APPLICANT NAME ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

AFFIDAVIT OF NOTICE OF MAILING 

I, Dawn Duray, being duly sworn, say that I gave notice of mailing for a proposed 

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN affecting land described as Lot(s) 3400 

on Washington County Tax Map -'1"-N'-=2'--3:..;5'-----; or as attached hereto and 

described herinbelow; and that, pursuant to City Ordinance 2793-4-77, Section 1(111); 

Ordinance 1945, Sections 80, 109, 116, 118 or 127 as applicable; or Ordinance No. 

2808-7-77, Articles 11-VI, I did give notice of mailing to those persons or entities listed 

on the attached mail list, on or before the 17 day of November, 2008, the 

deadline date determined by relevant statute or ordinance controlling notice provisions for 

this matter. The attachments to which this affidavit are: 

Notice of pecis."'-'1-=ow"-·"-'----------------------------
Resolution No. 1683-P 

Mail list 

17 day of ..:.N:..:o:..;v..::e:..:m.;..;b:c:ec:.r,'---- 2008 

17 day of November, 2008 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 17, 2008 

TO: Interested Parties 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: NOTICE OF DECISION- Request for Modification of a Concept Development 
Plan- Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

At a special meeting on November 14, 2008, the Hillsboro Planning Commission denied the 
request for modification of an approved Concept Development Plan (CDP) to add non-residential 
buildings to a residential development, Orenco Woods Crossing, on a site approximately 55.00 
acres in area. The site of the proposed modification is generally located north of NW Quatama 
Road, east ofNW 225th Avenue, west ofNW Cornelius Pass Road, and south of a portion of the 
Westside Light Rail line. The site is specifically identified as a portion of Tax Lot 3400 on 
Washington County Assessor's Tax Map 1N2-35. 

The Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 1683-P, which is attached for your reference. 

Any person with standing may appeal the Planning Commission's decision and request a public 
hearing before the City Council by filing written notice with the City Recorder within 15 days of 
the Date of Decision. The appeal deadline is 5:00p.m., Monday, December 1, 2008. The notice 
should request that a hearing be held and should state the reasons for the request. A fee is 
required to cover the cost of the appeal. If no appeal is filed within the 15-day period, the 
decision of the Planning Commission becomes final. 

If you have any questions, please call us at (503) 681-6153. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

' 

Enclosure: Resolution No. 1683-P 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN /:?QUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINT£0 ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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RESOLUTION NO. 1683-P 

CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION DENYING A PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR OREN CO WOODS CROSSING WHICH REQUESTED A MIX 
OF 64 RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM UNITS AND NON-RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS IN 
THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE SITE. 

WHEREAS, the owner of certain tracts of land, described below, has filed a written 
application with the City of Hillsboro for a modification to an approved concept development 
plan, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this application on 
September 10, October 8, and October 22, and deliberated on November 12 and November 14, 
2008 and received testimony in support as well as testimony in opposition to the application, and 

WHEREAS, having received the materials and testimony submitted, the Planning 
Commission concludes that the requested modification to the concept development plan should 
be denied based on the findings attached hereto as Exhibit A and the vicinity map attached hereto 
as Exhibit B. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Hillsboro Planning Commission, that 
the Commission, by and through this resolution, does hereby DENY the modification to the 
concept development plan for Orenco Woods Crossing, as contained in Planning Department 
Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I), on the following described property: 

A portion of Tax Lot 3400, on Washington County Tax Map IN2-35, 
Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian. 

Introduced and passed this 14th day of November, 2008. 

I' 

Jt;r::_i£5!:--
'/1 ( e- President 
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BEFORE THE HILLSBORO PLANNING COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR A 
MODIFICATION TO THE CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

FINDINGS 
CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 

On November 12, 2008, the Planning Commission voted 5-0 to DENY the above identified 
application for modification of an approved Concept Development Plan. The following findings 
are made in support of the Planning Commission decision. 

I. Introduction. 

A. Request 

Applicant Venture Properties, Inc. requests Planning Commission approval of a modification to 
the Concept Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a phased residential 
development on a site approximately 55 acres in size. 

The proposed modification to the CDP revises the approved layout at the southeast comer 
approximately 19.4 acres of the site. Since the modification is confined to this corner, the 
Planning Commission's review is limited to that area unless otherwise noted. The previously 
approved CDP layout for the southeast comer included 26 detached single family residential lots 
and 40 attached single family residential lots. The proposed layout includes a mix of 64 
residential condominium units and commercial buildings. With the sizes, numbers and locations 
of the various buildings within the overall 19.4 acre site to be determined during the Detailed 
Development Plan(s) review processes. Non-residential Detailed Development Plan application 
submittals would address the site allowance of up to 1 0% or 1.94 acres for "neighborhood 
commercial" and up to 20% for "other employment" uses. 

B. Background 

The following is a timeline of prior land use approvals for the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development. All of the following approvals are vested and all appeals have concluded. 

Annexation of Site to Hillsboro 

• July 20, 2004 the City Council approves the Annexation. (Case File No. AN 16-04) 
• August 17, 2004 the City Council approves the second Annexation of remnant pieces. 

(Case File No. 23-04) 

Minor Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map Change 

• May 25, 2005 the Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council. 
(Case File No. HCP 4-04) 
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• October 18, 2005 the City Council approves the Map Change following the appeal 
hearing. This map change, enacted by Ordinance 5633, changed the designation of 
the property from Open Space/Flood Plain to Medium and Low Density Residential. 

Zone Change of Site 

• March 20, 2006 the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board approves the Zone Change. 
(Case File No. ZC 18-05) 

• April 18, 2006 the City Council approves the Zone Change. The zone change 
rezoned the property from County Institutional to Station Community Residential -
Village (SCR- V). The property was zoned SCR-V even though it is not located in a 
light rail Station Community Planning Area, as noted by the Land Use Board of 
Appeals in Lubischer v. City of Hillsboro, 53 Or LUBA 143, affirmed 211 Or App 
435 (without opinion), affirmed 343 Or 159 (without opinion) (2007). 

Development Proposal 

• May 10, 2006 the Planning Commission approves the Concept Development Plan, 
Subdivision Preliminary Plat, Detailed Development Plan, Floodplain Alteration 
Permit and Significant Natural Resources Permit. (Case File Nos. CDP 1-06, SUB 1-
06, DDP 2-06, FA 1-06, and SNRP 1-06). The CDP and DDP comprised the entire 
site described as Orenco Woods Crossing. 

• July 18,2006 the City Council approves the Concept Development Plan following the 
appeal hearing. 

• The City Council decision was upheld by the Land Use Board of Appeals, Oregon 
Court of Appeals and Oregon Supreme Court. (citations referenced above.) 

• January 9, 2008, the Planning Director grants an extension of the Final Development 
Plan and Final Subdivision Plat for the initial phase to May 10,2009. 

On September 10, 2008, the Planning Commission held its first hearing to consider this request. 
At an opponent's request, this hearing was continued to October 8, 2008. An additional 
continuance extended the public participation portion of the hearing until October 22, 2008. At 
the end of the hearing, the record was closed for oral testimony but left open to allow for written 
evidence and rebuttal by all parties. The Planning Commission deliberated on November 12, 
2008 and voted to deny this request, with a final written decision to be issued following a special 
Planning Commission meeting scheduled for November 14, 2008 at 5:30p.m. 

These findings support denial of CDP 1-06 (MOD 1 ), the CDP modification requested by 
the Applicant. 

C. Incorporated Findings. 

The factual assertions set out in the August 2008 application, which includes the revised 
transportation impact analysis report dated August 2008, and the staff reports, including any 
attachments or exhibits, dated September 4, 2008, September 7, 2008, September 10, 2008, 

(00013563; I }2 



October 1, 2008, October 10, 2008, October 16, 2008, and October 22, 2008 are hereby 
incorporated by reference in their entirety. 

D. Procedural Background 

The CDP approval procedure includes subsequent approval(s) of Detailed Development Plans 
(DDP). In the period between approval of the Orenco Woods CDP and submittal of the 
requested CDP modification the Planning Commission and City Council approved a procedural 
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance which establishes City staff review of a DDP application. 
The applicant has offered the Planning Commission the option of reviewing the DDPs for the 
southeast comer due to the level of examination this project has received. The Planning 
Commission hereby denies this proposal as reflected in the accompanying Resolution; however, 
if the Planning Commission decision is overturned on appeal, a condition of approval should be 
included to ensure this result. 

The CDP process is intended to provide opportunity for review and conditional endorsement of 
an overall concept plan, rather than a specific development proposal. As provided in the Zoning 
Ordinance, the process does not expect or require a CDP to provide the same level of detail in 
the application or the conditions of approval. As confirmed by LUBA in the recent appeal of 
another decision involving a CDP, CDP modification and DDP, the detail of a proposed 
development and its consistency with the approved CDP is evaluated at the DDP stage. This 
approach has been specifically considered and approved by LUBA. David et a/ v. City of 
Hillsboro,_ Or LUBA _ (LUBA No. 2008-023, July 31, 2008). 

With regard to the Orenco Woods Crossing site, the applicant's previous approvals (CDP, SUB, 
DDP, FA and SNRP applications) were consolidated within a single fmal written decision in the 
form of a resolution. The Planning Commission finds that the applicable review criteria for a 
modification of an approved CDP do not trigger re-review of the entire project as already 
approved. As LUBA noted in the David case cited above: following approval of a CDP, 
modifications are possible based on a reading of HZO 136.VII.B.2.a in combination with HZO 
133. David, supra, slip op at 35-36. Although consideration of this requested modification 
would not result in modification of the previous resolution the changes proposed to the southeast 
portion of the site must be considered in the context of the approved CDP and related approvals, 
which as noted above are fmal decisions. The area encompassed by the application is the only 
portion of the site subject to the Planning Commission's jurisdiction; but site development of the 
entire project will result in impacts already identified in the earlier approvals which must be 
considered together in reviewing the proposed modification. Finally, the Planning Commission 
views any issues relating to the applicant's compliance with the conditions of approval for the 
previous zone change or plan approvals as not relevant, except as continuing compliance with 
those conditions specifically relates to the present modification and the territory affected by this 
limited application. 

II. Testimony Presented 

Public Notification: Notice of hearing was maiied on August 20, 2008. The staff report was 
available for review on September 4, 2008. 

{00013563; 1 )3 

II 



12 

The City received comments from the Building, Engineering, Fire and Water Departments as 
well as from Washington County and Clean Water Services. As noted above, the conditions of 
approval associated with Concept Development Plans do not typically include specifics 
regarding construction of infrastructure and buildings structures. The majority of the various 
department comments will be addressed and conditioned as needed as part of any subsequent 
DDP review. 

Given the length and overlapping nature of the opposition testimony, the issues are grouped 
together and a single response provided: 

A. Authority to Modify a CDP 

The opponents argue that the Code does not authorize modification or outline a procedure for 
processing a modification request. The opponents also argue that a modification re-opens the 
CDP and DDP approvals for the entire property. As explained in the City Attorney's memo 
dated October 15, 2008, modifications of approved CDPs are expressly allowed under HZO 136 
VII(A)(l). The Commission agrees with the City Attorney and adopts her recommendations as 
its own. The Planning Commission also finds that its review must be limited to the modification 
request currently before them; revisiting the larger CDP approval would be impennissible as a 
collateral attack on the prior approvals. That said, the Commission considers the impact of the 
modification in the context of the larger, final approvals since the applicant is entitled by virtue 
of those final approvals to construct the project as approved or modified. 

B. Baker v. Citv o(Milwau/de Plan Consistency 

The opponents assert that allowing this modification to allow commercial uses is contrary to the 
Oregon Supreme Court's decision in Baker v. City of Milwaukie, 271 Or 500, 533 P.2d 772 
(1975), which holds that the comprehensive plan is a constitution governing zoning and land use 
decisions. At the time the SCR-V zone was implemented, the findings, including analysis of 
how the amendment implemented the Goals, particularly Goal 2, the Council found that a station 
community planning area designation would be consistent with the proposed plan amendments. 
DLCD agreed. The time to challenge that determination has passed. 

Further, the Planning Commission finds that the SCR-V designation pennitting a commercial 
component is consistent with the Medium Density Residential plan designation in place on the 
property. Comprehensive Plan Section 10. Economy, (IV) Implementation Measure (2) 
encourages neighborhood commercial development in high and medium density areas. The 
SCR-V zone encourages including neighborhood commercial development and as such, the 
SCR-V zoning implements the plan. However, as discussed below, the Commission fmds that 
the proposed modification is not consistent with the purposes of the SCR-V zone with respect to 
creation of a mixed use neighborhood. 

C. Table l.h (20) Limitations on Neighborhood Commercial Uses and Mix of Uses 

Opponents argue that the uses proposed exceed the allowed I 0% amount of neighborhood 
commercial uses identified in Table l.h.(20). According to opponents, pursuant to HZO Section 
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!36.IILHH and HZO Section 136.III.I, day-care and office uses are "commercial" uses and as 
such cannot be considered "other employment uses." The opponents challenge the applicant's 
removal of the illustrative details relating to the mix of proposed uses in the site plan. The 
Commission concludes that given the potential range of uses possible should this modification be 
approved, approving this modification with absolutely no indication of what might occur on the 
site does not allow the Commission to adequately find that this criterion is met. The 
Commission fmds that the site plan provided only a conceptual layout of the new commercial, 
employment and residential components. HZO 136 VII B.4.d expressly allows for the deferral 
of detailed information until the DDP process. Tills provision should not be interpreted to allow 
a complete absence of potential uses. As discussed below, imposing a condition of approval to 
address this concern is unworkable and infeasible, and inappropriately defers a fmding of 
compliance to a later stage of the proceedings. The DDP process is designed to address details 
of design, not to regulate the uses on the site. 

D. Modification of Condition Regarding Phasing 

Opponents argue that the proposal includes "an indirect attempt" to alter a previous condition of 
approval relating to phasing of the project. The Orenco Woods Crossing Concept Development 
Plan is proposed to be constructed in four phases within a period of five years, from the start of 
construction as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance. The requested modification expressly includes 
an alteration to the phasing plan that is a part of the application. The applicant is not proposing 
to modify the number of phases (four) or the timeline (5 years). The applicant is not proposing 
to postpone the construction of the street infrastructure along the modification area's northern 
and western borders. The Commission finds that the proposed alteration to the phasing plan 
would be acceptable because the infrastructure needed to serve the development is still provided 
at the appropriate stage, prior to impacts. 

E. Site Access, Circulation, Traffic Impacts, and Parking 

Opponents raise a number of issues related to traffic both in terms of the additional trips 
generated by this modification and what road improvements they believe are triggered as a 
result. As noted further below, the Commission finds that the proposed modification, which 
adds commercial uses without reducing the overall number of residential dwelling units to offset 
the increase in resulting traffic, creates additional traffic impacts to existing facilities which 
exceed those identified and mitigated through the original Concept Development Plan approval. 
The Commission further finds that it may not lawfully require the applicant to make all 
improvements necessary to address existing deficiencies in the transportation system 
specifically, but not limited to, those areas located west of the site. The Commission finds that 
the additional transportation system impacts imparted by the proposed commercial use would 
particularly result in a further degradation of safety for pedestrians and bicycles in the areas west 
of the site, with necessary mitigation exceeding the reasonable proportionality limits associated 
with the proposed commercial use. Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994). Furthermore, 
the Commission finds that the already approved development, as conditioned, was in effect 
capped on its traffic generation impacts to the surrounding roadway system, and in particular that 
portion of the system located west of the site, through a limiting of the number of dwelling units 
allowed to be constructed ( 400 dwelling units requested and 252 dwelling units approved). 
Approving this amendment would allow construction of the full number of those units, while 
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adding commercial uses and their associated traffic, thereby exceeding the trip generation cap 
effectively established by the prior limitation placed on the number of dwelling units allowed 
under the original CDP. This would be inconsistent with the prior CDP approval and requires a 
new application since the Commission does not have jurisdiction at this juncture to modify the 
underlying CDP approvaL 

Opponents have argued that specific transportation improvements are needed at the Kian Lane 
access to Cornelius Pass Road. Planning Commission finds that it cannot impose any additional 
transportation improvements at this intersection, due to the fact that the access was originally 
approved by Washington County as an interim access only. Washington County has mandated 
that this access be removed once alternative access is established across undeveloped property to 
Quatama Road. Although this access issue would be mitigated by the forthcoming Cornelius 
Pass Road widening project, to be undertaken by Washington County and the City of Hillsboro, 
the timing of implementation of a solution to the Kian Lane safety concern remains uncertain as 
it relates to its concurrency with the proposed development. As the Commission lacks authority 
to impose additional conditions of approval despite the impacts to be created by this 
development, the Commission finds that approval of the proposed modification would unduly 
impact this facility. 

Opponents have argued for alley improvements, parking restrictions, construction improvements 
and speed limits on Dogwood Street should be required in order to resolve existing and future 
circulation problems. The Planning Commission finds that it cannot impose these additional 
requirements given its limitations to impose only those exactions that are roughly proportional to 
the impacts caused by development. Dolan v. City ofTigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994). 

Opponents challenge the extent of the safety improvement proposed at NW 227 Avenue and NW 
Quatama Road. Again, the Planning Commission acknowledges that the scope of its demand for 
improvements is limited under Dolan v. City of Tigard. That said, the Commission recognizes 
that there are deficiencies in these areas to which the proposed project will contribute. 

III. Compliance with Approval Criteria 

Each of the approval criteria are set out in italics below with findings following: 

Section 13 6. 
1L 

Station Community Planning Areas 
LAND USE DISTRICTS 
A Station Community Planning Area shall include one or more of the 
following zoning designations: 
H Station Community Residential-Village (SCR-11 

The SCR-V District may be applied to property containing at least thirty (30) 
acres in single ownership or control located within approximately 3,900 feet of a 
light rail station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of 
a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community containing a range of 
residential housing types, mixed use residential, freestanding neighborhood 
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commercial uses and employment opportunities. A residential village project may 
be developed in one or more phases. A residential village incorporates a number 
of design, development and infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant 
neighborhood; including, but not limited to: multi-purpose streets linking 
residential areas with neighborhood activity and commercial centers and the light 
rail station; horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban 
design befitting a growing major metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in 
the built environment; a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community 
services; advantageous and sensitive use of natural resource features and open 
space; and innovative and imaginative site planning in order to develop a sense 
of place where the amenities, facilities, features, and overall urban design and 
architectural integration could not be achieved through application of any other 
individual or abutting combination of districts or zones. 

The proposed project originally contained a mix of single-family detached and attached 
townhouse dwelling units. The proposed modification will add neighborhood commercial uses 
and other uses in the southeast comer. This comer originally contained small lot detached and 
townhome lots. The number of residential units will be very similar with a reduction of only 
three dwelling units from what was originally proposed, and as capped as part of the 
Commission's decision to approve the original CDP. In addition to the same number of housing 
units, the proposed modification would result in the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
other uses. This design locates the most intense land uses at the comer of Quatama and 
Cornelius Pass Road. The Planning Commission fmds this design does not provide the vibrant, 
mixed-use community envisioned by the SCR-V zone, incorporating jobs and services into the 
community fabric, because it creates instead an effective strip commercial development at the 
edge of this property, with no special attention to pedestrian connectivity or access from within 
the development. As such, it does not meet the definition of a village identified in this criterion; 
it does not create a self-reliant residential community. Moreover, as discussed above, this 
addition of uses and traffic is inconsistent with the underlying CDP approval, which caps 
housing units in order to achieve a set transportation impact on surrounding infrastructure. This 
fmding is consistent with the Commission's previous finding in its decision on the PacLand (Wal 
Mart) application, CDP 4-02, DDP 8-02. 

IV. PERMITTED LAND USES 
A. The land uses listed on Tables I, 2 and 3 are allowed, 
conditionally allowed or not permitted in the Station Community Planning 
Areas shown. These uses must be consistent with the description of the 
relevant district as set forth in subsection II of this Section. 

The Commission concludes that although compliance with the outright permitted use provision is 
feasible, the Commission does not believe the proposed modification should be decided in a 
void, with no consideration of how the future DDP might take shape. HZO 136 VII B.4.d 
expressly allows for the deferral of detailed information until the DDP process. That said, the 
Commission finds it must consider this modification in the context of the full range of uses that 
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could be allowable as a result of this modification, especially since it is possible as 
acknowledged by the applicant that the commercial portions of the site would be sold or 
otherwise developed by third parties. Imposing a condition of approval at this time is 
unworkable and would be difficult to enforce at the DDP stage, which is most appropriately 
reserved to addressing the site design and layout as contrasted with the nature and extent of the 
proposed uses on the site. 

VI RESTRICTED AND SPECIALLY REGULATED LAND USES 
A. Within 2, 600 feet of a light rail station site, except as otherwise 
provided below, the following uses are not transit-supportive and shall not 
be established as new uses, nor may existing uses or structures be 
converted to the following uses ... 

Only the small northern tip of the Orenco Woods site is located within 2,600 feet of a light rail 
station, therefore, this section does not apply. 

VII. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW AND RELATED CITY DEVELOPMENT 
CODE 
B. Development Review- SCR-V District, and Phased Developments 
within a SCP A Commercial, Industrial or Institutional District 

1. Purpose. It is the intent of this subsection to establish application 
and review procedures to permit flexibility in development review 
of all projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of 
commercial, industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty 
(30) acres within any SCP A District so larger scale projects can 
be reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased manner. 
Specifically, these review procedures are intended to: 
a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements consistent 
with the intent of the applicable SCP A district; 
b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a 
more economical arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, 
land uses, and utilities; 
c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion; 
d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting uses; 
e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of 
ultimate approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will retain the 
character envisioned at the time of approval; 
f Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses 
than may occur with a conventional project; and 
g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood commercial 
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development and other opportunities for employment in a manner 
that achieves the intent and purpose of the District. 

As found by the Land Use Board of Appeals in its review of the previous CDP approval, purpose 
statements in the SCP A districts are themselves approval criteria, because compliance with the 
applicable approval criteria, HZO 136.VII.6.b.(l), imports consideration of and compliance with 
these standards for CDP approval. The purpose of this section encourages innovative design; the 
design proposed in this modification application is not innovative, but rather clusters commercial 
development at a busy corner of the project so as to maximize exposure to passing traffic. The 
result is that the commercial uses at the site will rely on passing traffic to be attracted into the 
development to a great extent; in this respect, the proposal is a traditional strip commercial 
proposal which is not innovative and does not achieve the intent and purpose of the District to 
create a lively mixed use development. 

2. General provisions. 
a. Development Review shall be accomplished through the Concept 

Development Process as provided in this susbsection if 
(1) the project or development is within the SCR-V District; ... 

Orenco Woods Crossing was originally reviewed as a Concept Development Plan, and was 
found to meet the criteria of a CDP. As explained above, the proposed modification is subject to 
the same criteria. 

c. Following Concept Development Plan approval, the applicant 
shall file applications for Detailed Development Plan and Final 
Development Plan approvals for each phase of the project in 
accordance with the approved Concept Development Plan and any 
conditions attached thereto; except that an applicant proposing a 
multi-phase project may request Detailed Development Plan 
approval for the initial phase or phases of the project concurrent 
with the application for Concept Development Plan approval. 

The applicant has not submitted detailed architectural information for the proposed CDP 
modification because this information will not be known until the final tenants are selected. A 
condition of approval is proposed by the applicant requiring that the Detailed Development Plan 
be reviewed by the Planning Commission after notice and comment, to allow deferral of 
architectural review until the DDP application. But the proposed condition, as discussed above, 
is not an appropriate mechanism to regulate uses on the site, and therefore the Commission does 
not believe this criterion can be met by imposing a condition of approval, even if the 
Commission review was subject to a public process as proposed by the applicant. 

d Where an application for Development Review is for a project within a 
PUD approved prior to August 6, 1996, ... 

This development application is not for a Planned Unit Development (PUD). This stipulation 
does not apply. 
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e. Except as provided in paragraph (j), below, an applicant for Concept 
Development Plan approval may propose one or more alternative 
development or design elements for all and/or specific areas within the 
plan boundaries which supersede corresponding development regulations 
or design standards set forth in Sections 137 through 142. Such 
alternative elements shall be clearly and specifically identified within the 
plan submittals, and shall include an explanation and/or drawings 
justifYing and substantiating the need for a variance from the standards of 
Sections 137 through 142. 

No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, this 
section does not apply. 

f Notwithstanding paragraph (e), above, no alternative development or 
design element shall be allowed to replace the development regulations 
and design standards of Sections 13 7 through 14 2 that would propose to 
vary or make an exception from: ... 

No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, this 
section does not apply. 

g. The Planning Commission may authorize a proposed alternative 
development or design provision only if it finds that the proposed standard 
meets the criteria set forth in Section 136.XB.3., Variances and the intent 
of the district. 

No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, this 
section does not apply. 

Subsection 5 of this section identifies applicable procedures and submittal requirements. The 
Planning Commission finds that these are not applicable approval criteria and do not require 
detailed findings .. 

6. Concept Development Plan Approval. 
b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for 
Concept Development Plan approval only upon finding the following 
approval criteria are met: 
(I) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is consistent with 

the purposes identified in this section and the intent of the 
applicable SCP A district; 

The purpose statements and SCR-V district have been previously addressed. 

(2) The phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed five (5) 
years between commencement of development on the first and last 
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phases unless otherwise authorized by the Planning Commission; 
and 

The second criterion states that the proposed phasing schedule must be reasonable and not 
exceed five years between commencement of development between the first and last phases. 
The applicant is requesting a modification to the approved phasing that will postpone the 
construction of the residential condominium and commercial building components to the third 
phase. The applicant has stated that the revised phasing will give them time to market the 
property for development. Because the proposed improvements would have been constructed 
before any occupany on the site, the original phasing schedule as proposed for modification is 
"reasonable" as required by this provision and the overall phasing plan is consistent with this 
criterion. This criterion is met. 

(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with 
minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space requirements of Sections 13 7 and 138. 

Approval of the third criterion constitutes approval in principle of the entire phased development, 
with the three binding particulars of minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space for the project as a whole. The density for the Orenco Woods 
community has been determined through the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change 
approval process. Per the Conditions of Approval for Case File No. ZC 18-05, the density for 
Orenco Woods shall be in the range of 240 dwelling units, plus or minus five percent. This is a 
density range of 228-252. The proposed development includes 249 residential dwelling units, 
complying with the Condition of Approval. The proposed modification (non-residential uses) 
meets the FAR minimum requirement of 0.40. The development far exceeds the open space 
requirements of Section 138 with the provision of a five acre neighborhood park, the Rock Creek 
regional trail and riparian corridor, one acre parcel for the McDonald house, and various pocket 
parks throughout the development. Open Space was reviewed and approved in the original 
Orenco Woods CDP. No changes have been proposed to the open space plan in the CDP 
modifications, therefore the original fmdings continue to show compliance with this criterion. 
This criterion is satisfied. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some or all of an 
applicant's proposed alternative development or design elements pursuant 
to the provisions of subsection V1IB.2.e. of this section. 

No alternative design options have been proposed, therefore this section does not apply. 

d The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as it deems 
necessary to ensure compliance with these elements and other applicable 
standards in Sections 13 7 through 142. 

The applicant has not submitted detailed architectural information for the proposed CDP 
modification. Although the Commission would allow deferral of architectural review until the 
DDP application, as noted above the proposed deferral here far exceeds simply matters of design. 
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The Commission does not believe that conditions of approval can be imposed to this proposed 
modification in a manner that would assure compliance with the standards in Sections 137 
through 142. 

e. If an applicant represents to the Planning Commission, either verbally, in 
writing as part of a submittal, the applicant's intention to impose 
restrictions beyond the minimum requirements of the applicable 
development code(s), including but not limited to Zoning Code Sections 
136-142, or represents that certain actions or conditions, through the use 
of private Deed Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") or 
otherwise, will occur, the Planning Commission may include such 
representations and/or CC&R provisions in its Concept Development Plan 
Approval Order. 

The applicant does not propose any specific amendments to the CC&R' s, therefore this section 
does not apply. 

f Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute approval in principle 
for the proposed phased development; provided, however, that Concept 
Development Plan approval shall be binding as to the following 
particulars: 
(1) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 

minimum usable open space for the project as a whole; 
(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses, and 
(3) Consistency with the purposes identified in this section. 

This proposed modification to the approved development in the original CDP is so general that 
the type of permitted uses that will occupy the site is not possible to defme, or to assure with a 
condition of approval. There is no assurance that the potential uses will further the purposes of 
the SCP A district. 

g. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the applicant the right to 
proceed with the filing of applications for Detailed Development Plan 
approval in a manner consistent with the approved Concept Development 
Plan, subject to compliance with the provisions of this subsection, all 
applicable requirements in Sections 13 6 through 14 2 of this Ordinance, 
all other applicable City ordinances and regulations, and such conditions 
of approval as the Planning Commission has attached to the Concept 
Development Plan approval. An application for Detailed Development 
Plan approval of the first phase of the Concept Development Plan shall be 
filed not more than eighteen (18) months following the date of a final 
decision approving the Concept Development Plan. 

The DDP approval for the first phase of development was approved as part of the original 
Orenco Woods Crossing CDP approval. This criterion is satisfied 
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h. If a Concept Development Plan was approved by the Planning 
Commission between August 6, 1996 and City Council approval of 
amendments to Sections 136-142 on April 15, 1997, at the option of the 
applicant, the provisions relating to the process and requirements for 
submittals for Concept, Detailed and Final Development Plans, and the 
binding requirements of subsection (j), above, in effect at the time of the 
application, shall remain applicable to that application. 

The Orenco Woods Crossing CDP was approved by the Hillsboro Planning Commission on May 
I 0, 2006, therefore this section does not apply. 

i. If the Planning Director denies Detailed Development Plan approval or 
places conditions on the approval which the applicant opposes, the 
applicant may apply to the Planning Commission for an amendment to the 
Concept Development Plan under the applicable provisions of Section 
136.Vll.B.3-6. 

Although the Planning Commission finds this section is not directly applicable since the Orenco 
Woods DDP was approved and the DDP for this modification has not yet been approved, the 
Planning Commission finds it does provide guidance for the review procedures for a CDP 
modification. In that respect, the proposed modification presents such a limited amount of 
information on potential uses that the Commission anticipates the applicant - which will likely 
not be the same as the applicant in this case - would need to apply for a further amendment to 
the CDP at the time of subsequent DDP application. The Commission finds that such an 
interpretation would result in an inefficient and cumbersome process, with less certainty for the 
applicant and the public about the ultimate buildout of the site. Such an approach is contrary to 
the purposes of the SCP A District, which seeks to create particular mixed use communities. 

Section 137. Development Regulations for Station Community Planning Areas 
II. DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA 
Tables 1.a through 1.n contain the development criteria which shall apply 
within each Station Community Planning District. Criteria may vary 
depending on the distance of the project from a light rail station site. 
These differences, if any, are shown in the applicable table as 
requirements applying to development within 1,300 feet of a station site, 
between 1,301 and 2,599 feet of the station site, and development 2,600 or 
more feet from a light rail station site. The development criteria for a 
particular district or use consists of the combined requirements of Tables 
l.a through J.n and subsections Ill. through XI. 

The criteria set forth in Table l.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -
Village (SCR-V) are summarized in each of the following sections. 

Ill. MINIMUM LOT SIZE 
B. Standards -
Minimum lot size: none for other use types 
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Only condominium units, commercial development, and other employment uses are proposed in 
this CDP modification application. The minimum lot size for these uses is 'none', therefore the 
criteria is met. No land division is being proposed with this application; a modification to the 
Preliminary Plat will be required if this CDP modification were to be approved. 

JY. MINIMUM LOT WIDTH AND DEPTH 
B. Standards -
Minimum lot width: None 
Minimum lot depth: None 

There are no minimum lot width and lot depth requirements for the SCR-V zone, therefore the 
application meets the criteria. 

V. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES, AND 
ANCILLARY DWELLING UNITS 
B. Standards 
I. See Table I of this Section. 
2. Each project shall meet minimum residential density requirements. 
Ancillary dwelling units are included for purposes of determining 
minimum density requirements in new development projects, but in an in­
fill situation ancillary dwellings shall not be precluded due solely to 
maximum density provisions of any district. Dwelling units shall qualifY 
for density calculation purposes regardless of whether owner or renter 
occupied. 

The project proposes to develop 249 dwelling units on 19.4 net developable acres. Thus, the 
development project's calculated net residential density is 12.8 dwelling units per net acre, which 
exceeds the minimum residential density of 7 dwelling units per acre for an SCR-V zone area 
beyond 2,600 feet from a light rail station and complies with the maximum density of 45 units 
per acre. 

3. Notwithstanding the mmzmum residential density requirements of this 
Section, one or more dwelling units may be constructed on an existing, 
serviced lot of record upon the effective date of this Ordinance within a 
residential district, in compliance with Implementation Measure (N) of the 
Housing element of Comprehensive Plan Ordinance NO. 2793, provided 
that the design and siting of the dwelling unit or units would allow future 
development of the remainder of the parcel to at least the minimum density 
requirement of the applicable SCP A district in which it is located without 
necessitating demolition or redevelopment of the unit or units so 
constructed 

No dwelling units are proposed for the existing lot on the subject site. 
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4. For the purpose of calculating minimum residential density, development 
proposals may include a reduction in the net acreage on a particular site 
containing driplines of existing mature trees as defined in Section 136 
(XIII) (B) (3). The net acreage on such a parcel may be reduced by 
subtracting the area within the dripline of the mature trees. However, in 
no case shall the net acreage subtracted within the dripline exceed 35% of 
the original net acreage of the site. If a development proposes a reduction 
in net acreage for the purpose of retaining existing mature trees, the 
development application shall include a certified arborist 's report and 
tree preservation plan. The approval of the development may be 
conditioned upon implementation of the recommendations for tree 
preservation measures. 

The calculation of net residential density does not include the area contained in the drip lines of 
existing trees. This standard does not apply. 

5. Residential density within an SCR-V project is determined based on the 
amount of net developable acres within three distance categories as 
measured from the light rail station site: 
1,300 feet or less 24 dwelling units per net acre 
1,301 feet- 2,599 feet 15 dwelling units per net acre 
2, 600 ftet or more 7 dwelling units per net acre 

The majority of this SCR-V project site is 2,600 feet to 3,900 feet from two different light rail 
station sites. A small portion of the northwestern corner of the site is just under 2,600 feet from 
the NW 231 st Ave./Orenco light rail station. The net residential density calculation for the 
project site is 15.3 dwelling units per net acre, which exceeds the minimum density requirements 
for this SCR-V site. This standard is met. 

6. Residential density requirements within an SCR- V project are calculated 
first, without any deductions or exclusions for other types of uses. Net 
acreage within each of the categories is multiplied by the required 
residential density to determine (I) the total required residential dwellings 
and (2) the average residential density per net acre of the project. Once 
the total dwelling units required for the project is determined, housing 
types and built density may vary within the residential village project 
regardless of distance to the station provided the overall residential 
density requirement of the project is achieved and at least fifty percent 
(50%) of net acreage of a project is used for residential development. An 
additional twenty percent (20%) of the net acreage may be used for mixed 
use commercial/residential buildings. 

Residential density has been calculated on the total net residential site area, resulting in an 
overall residential density of 15.3 dwelling units per net acre. 
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7. No phase of a SCR-V project shall be permitted to develop below the per 
acre average residential minimum density unless: (1) it is the first phase of 
the development, consisting of no more than ten percent (1 0%) of the total 
project; (2) is a phase, when combined with those phases already 
constructed, achieves the minimum average density requirement of the 
district; or (3) the approved Concept Development Plan is amended to 
indicate where the proposed reduction in density will be made up through 
increased density in another phase of the project. The project shall not 
depend on redevelopment of early phases to achieve overall minimum 
density requirements. As an alternative to the phasing provisions of the 
paragraph above, an individual phase of a project shall be permitted to 
develop below the required minimum residential density upon a 
demonstration through covenants applied to the remainder of the site or 
project, or other binding legal mechanism, that the required density for 
the project will be achieved at project buildout. The increased density 
allocated to any future phase through such a transfer mechanism shall not 
increase the previously allocated density of the subsequent phase by more 
than ten percent (10%). The Planning Commission, as a condition of 
Concept Development Plan approval, may limit the number and total 
amount of such transfers. 

No phase of this project will develop below the per acre average residential minimum density. 
As previously noted, the project exceeds the per acre average residential for this area that is 
primarily beyond 2,600 feet from the nearest light rail station site. The development will contain 
249 units. This development density adheres to the Conditions of Approval for the Zone Change. 
The conditions outline a specific density for this property of 240 plus or minus five percent, 
which equates to a minimum of228 and a maximum of252 dwelling units. 

8. Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, the mmzmum 
density of residential structures constructed within a Station Community 
Residential District on properties within Review Area 6, as identified in 
Figure 7 and in Table 5 of the Hillsboro Airport Compatibility Study (May 
1993), shall not be less than 7 dwelling units Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
No. 1945 Section 137. Development Regulations for Station Community 
Planning Areas per net acre and the maximum density shall not exceed 12 
dwelling units per net acre. 

This property is not within Review Area 6, and thus this standard does not apply. 

9. Where proposed residential uses within a district may be incompatible 
with an adjacent industrial district created by this Ordinance or an 
industrial use existing prior to the effective date of this Ordinance or prior 
to any land use action permitting residential development on an affected 
parcel, the Planning Commission may establish a nonresidential buffer of 
up to 400 feet within the residential district from the property line of the 
industry. Such a buffer shall be shown on the zoning map for that district. 
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Non-residential buffers under this provision shall be used as open space 
or contain any nonresidential uses permitted in the district. The minimum 
required FAR in such an instance shall be 0.35. If the buffer/open space 
exceeds the calculated amount of usable open space required of the 
development project, and if such excess open space causes a development 
project to fail to meet the residential density requirements of the district, 
then the excess open space shall be deducted from the net acreage. 

Industrial districts are adjacent to the north of the proposed community. However, the industrial 
area to the north is separated by the Westside light rail line, a buffer in and of itself. It is also 
adjacent to Rock Creek which serves as an additional buffer to the residential community, and 
has an OS designation. This criterion is satisfied 

10. Where a project in the Downtown SCPA includes or abuts the SCRDNC 
District, the density, development and design standards contained in Section 
138.XIII and Section 13 9 shall apply. 

The proposed community is not in the Downtown SCPA and does not include or abut the 
SCRDNC District, thus this criterion does not apply. 

11. Where a project in the Orenco SCPA includes or abuts the SCR-OTC the 
density, development and design standards contained in Section 138.XIII 
and Section 140 shall apply. 

The project is not in the Orenco SCPA. Thus, this criterion does not apply. 

12. Except where a proposed residential or mixed use project is part of a 
phased or on-going development under the same or related ownership, 
residential development within a SCR-HD, SCR-MD, SCRLD or SCR-V 
District located adjacent to a neighborhood of single family detached 
houses located in a subdivision or development platted before the effective 
date of the Station Area Interim Protection Ordinance, shall transition the 
type and density of the abutting new housing to be compatible with the 
single family character of the previously established neighborhood. 
Development within 100 feet, including road right-of-way, of an existing 
single family neighborhood shall not exceed a density of 7 dwelling units 
per net acre unless the existing neighborhood is zoned at a density 
exceeding 7 units per net acre in which case the new development shall 
match the density of the existing neighborhood 

Previously approved portions of the approved Orenco Woods CDP abut the Orenco Townsite 
Conservation (SCR-OTC) district. The design was found to meet this criterion; it does not apply 
to this proposed CDP modification relating to commercial uses. 
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13. Ancillary dwelling units are permitted in the SCR-MD, SCR-LD. SCR-V 
SCR-DNC and SCR-OTC Districts upon compliance with the following 
standards: ... 

The proposed community does not include ancillary units, thus the above criterion does not 
apply. 

I4. Where the residential density requirements of any SCP A district conflict 
or overlap with the adopted residential density requirements of any other 
zone or district associated with land uses within I,300 feet of a transit 
trunk route where peak period service is provided on at least a 20 minute 
headway basis and service is provided on the route at least every 30 
minutes during the off-peak period between the hours of 5:00a.m. and 
I :00 a.m. of the following day, the requirement with the greatest 
residential density provision that affects the property shall apply, provided 
such bus service is in place at the time of the Development Review 
application for the property in question. 

The proposed community does not conflict or overlap with the adopted residential density 
requirements of any other zone or district associated with land uses within I ,300-feet of transit 
trunk route; therefore this section does not apply. In addition, the proposed project provides a 
dense mixed-use community as set forth in the Station Community Planning Area guidelines. 

I5. If a project proposes to meet minimum residential density requirements 
through or partially through remodeling of and/or additions to an existing 
dwelling, plans for the additional dwelling units shall be confirmed during 
the Development Review application process. 

The proposed project does not intend to remodel existing dwellings to meet minimum residential 
requirements. This provision does not apply. 

VI MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIOS 
B. Standards -
For non-residential uses, 0.50 within I, 300 feet of a light rail station site; 
0.40 elsewhere in the District. 0.50 in all areas for emergency service 
facilities, hotels, residential hotels and indoor recreational facilities in 
free standing buildings, except hotels within 800 feet of a LRT station 
shall be 0. 7 5. 

The proposed layout includes a mix of residential condominium units and commercial buildings. 
The sizes, numbers and locations of the various buildings within the 19.4 acre site could be 
determined during the Detailed Development Plan(s) review processes. Non-residential Detailed 
Development Plan application submittals would be required to address the site allowance of up 
to I 0% or 1.94 acres for "neighborhood commercial" and up to 20% for "other employment" 
uses. 
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VII MINIMUM NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY OBJECTIVES 
A. Purpose 

Minimum density objectives are a tool for helping to achieve a desired 
intensity of development and encouraging increased use of light rail 
transit. These provisions are intended to help ensure development and 
employment opportunities will occur at levels supportive of transit in 
areas identified for non-residential uses which are within walking distance 
of light rail stations. Data on employment densities also helps the City 
determine the demand for and size of the roadway and infrastructure 
system. 

In residential districts where non-residential development is a permitted 
or conditional use, specified minimum non-residential density targets may 
not be applicable where such targets cannot be achieved by the size of 
commercial uses permitted in that district. 

The proposed modification does not provide any information concerning employment levels. As 
noted above, it is not feasible to review conformance with this requirement at the Detailed 
Development Plan stage. when the fmal detailed land uses have been determined. 

VIII MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM SETBACKS FROM STREETS AND ALLEYS 
B. Standards 
1. See Table 1 of this Section. 

Minimum front yard setback from streets and alleys = None, 
except as to accommodate building code, public utility easements 
or public open space requirements. 
Maximum front yard setback from streets and alleys = 13 feet for 
row houses and townhouses, 15 feet for mid-rise apartments, multi­
family and garden apartments, 19 feet for single-family detached 
and duplexes. 
Maximum side yard setback = None for all housing types 

2. Front setback standards shall apply to all sides of a building 
abutting a street or alley. 

The proposed CDP modification includes public streets around the perimeter of the modification 
district, and no public streets or alleys internal to the district. Setbacks can be reviewed in 
greater detail in the Detailed Development Plan application. 

X MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
REQUIREMENTS 
B. Standards 
1. See Table 1 of this Section. Within Station Community 

Planning Areas, building height is measured from native 
grade, four feet outside the foundation of the structure. 
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No units are proposed under one story or over three stories. This standard is met. 

2. Private recreation facilities within 800 feet of an LRT station in a 
SCRV District may be one (1) story provided the footprint of the 
building and any outdoor recreation facility does not exceed 7, 5 00 
square feet, and such facilities do not abut a major pedestrian 
route. 

The proposed community does not contain any private recreation facilities. This provision does 
not apply. 

3. The maximum height allowed by Variance to Table 1, including 
any rooftop equipment or structures, for all building types and 
uses in all Station Community Planning Area Districts shall be 
ninety feet (90 '); except that industrial uses in the SCI or SCBP 
Districts may increase the maximum height for the sole purpose of 
accommodating manufacturing processes, up to a maximum of 
ninety-nine feet (99 '). 

No variance from the maximum height is requested, thus this provision does not apply. 

4. In the event a maximum building height permitted by Table 1 or by 
this subsection as applied to a specific building site conflicts with 
that specified in the Hillsboro Airport Compatibility Study (May 
1993), and the Federal Aviation Administration continues to 
certifY the need for such a height restriction, the Hillsboro Airport 
Compatibility Study shall supersede and control. 

The maximum building height does not conflict with that specified in the Hillsboro Airport 
Compatibility Study, thus this guideline does not apply. 

XI. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS 
B. Standards 
1. Table 2, below, contains the maximum off-street parking 
ratio standards for non-residential development within all SCP A 
Districts. The minimum non-residential off-street parking 
requirements of such uses within SPCAs is equal to fifty percent 
(50%) of the maximum. Table 3 contains the minimum and 
maximum off-street parking standards for residential and similar 
uses. Variance to minimum and maximum parking standards is 
allowed. Pursuant to the results of the Traffic Impact Study 
required under Section 137.XVI.B.2., the City Engineer may 
require off-street parking above the minimum standard to mitigate 
impacts of a use on the street system. 
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2. Off-street surface parking provided by any project or use within a 
Station Community Planning Area shall be at or below the 
maximum standards listed in this subsection. Multi-family, student 
housing and senior housing uses listed in Table 3, Maximum 
Allowed Parking, includes off-street short-term and guest parking. 

7. No maximum bicycle parking standards apply, but a minimum of 
two (2) covered spaces (or one (1) locker) per establishment is 
required regardless of calculation results. Where a calculation 
would otherwise result in a required bicycle parking requirement 
of less than two (2) spaces, owners of one or more adjacent small 
uses, or a single owner of a commercial building with multiple 
tenants, may aggregate their respective gross square footage into 
one calculation and provide the requisite number of common or 
joint use bicycle parking spaces; in which case the requirement for 
a minimum of two (2) covered spaces per establishment shall no 
longer apply provided at least two covered joint use spaces are 
provided by the consortium of users. 

Bicycle parking will be reviewed in detail with the Detailed Development Plan. 

8. Where calculation of maximum residential parking results in fewer 
parking spaces than the required minimum, the minimum 
requirement shall apply. 

The maximum allowable residential off-street parking calculation does not result m fewer 
parking spaces for than the minimum, thus this provision does not apply. 

XIL MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
B. Standards 

1. Residential subdivisions, Residential Village, commercial and 
industrial developments in all districts shall include usable open 
space within a project based on the gross acreage of the project. In 
the SCC-CBD, and SCC-HOD Districts, the minimum amount of 
usable open space shall be five percent (5%) of gross acreage 
within the project. 

Open space requirements were reviewed with the approved Orenco Woods CDP. The proposed 
modification does not change the open space calculations. Therefore, the adopted open space 
findings show compliance with the standard. 

IV. Conclusion 
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For these reasons, and for the reasons set out above, the record does not support allowing 
this modification as proposed. 

{00013563; I )22 



Kelly Ritz 
Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC 
1230 SW Galewood Street 
L-ake Oswego, OR 97035 

Brian Dunn 
Dunn Traffic Engineering 
107 SE Washington Street 
Suite 445 
Portland, OR 97214 

K Shawn Edgar 
630 NW 271h Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

JeffLuyet 
975 NW 228th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mark David 
183 SE 7tl' Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Charlie & Emily Keene 
22965 NW Birch St. 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mike Kilgom 
1250 NW 231'' 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Catherine Taylor 
22885 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

PamBulmann 
821 NW 227th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

_ Jon Bradley 
856 NW 227th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862 
POBox455 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Jim Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama Rd 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Minh Tran 
198 BE 741h Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Brian Hathaway 
22968 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Laurie Vizzini 
22980 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Andre Meek 
22885 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 

Abigail Dunagan 
22663 NW Birch St 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Harvey Kempema 
22484 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

David Fox 
6504 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Christine Armer 
1255 NW 228th Avenue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mimi Doukas 
WRGDesign 
5415 SW Westgate Drive 
Suite 100 
Portland, OR 97221 

Bonnie Kooken 
700 NW 228th Avenue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

AI Waibel 
22495 NW Quatarna Rd 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Bob & Kathy Peck 
832NW2281h 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Kevin & Sharon Keene 
22965 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jeremiah Northcutt 
22880 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Tara & Jeff McRitchie 
7281 NE Rockridge Place 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Matt Hensley 
495 NW Lenox Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Laine Young 
PO Box 966 
Beaverton, OR 97075 

George & Diane Andersen 
152 NE Autumnwood Terrace 
Hillsboor, OR 97124 
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oseBlanco 
i25 NW 227m Ave 
Iillsboro, OR 97124 

)ueLind 
!2685 NW Birch Street 
-Iillsboro, OR 97124 

.Villiam Chapman 
)22 E Main Street 
'Iillsboro, OR 97123 

~teve Heino 
12670 NW Elm Street 
1illsboro, OR 97124 

Ed Sullivan 
121 SW Morrison# 1100 
Portland, OR 97204 

Nancy Warner 
22810 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Ken McLain 
700 SW Cornelius Pass Rd 
Hills boor, OR 97123 

Beverly Miller 
PO Box82 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
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Dan Bloom 
815 NW 229th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jacob Speas 
22662 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mark Waits 
744 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Bill Metzker 
RE/Max Equity Group 
1300 NE 48th Ave Suite 500 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Amanda Fuller 
338 NW 215th Terrace 
Beaverton, OR 97006 

Robb Kidd 
22561 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Laura Milligan 
22980 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jinde Zhu 
WACounty 
MIS# 17 

Joan Krahmer 
614 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Ed Crawford 
1135 NW 228m Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

David Slansky & Susan Tompkins 
Slanksy 
905 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Lori Klingler 
6971 NE Willowgrove Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Tom Benton 
22810 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Kathleen Adams 
807 NW 227th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Adam Holland 
POBox3604 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Lori Klinger 
<Could not mail- No mailing 
address provided> 



Public Notice General Notlllcatwn 

\N, ZC, CU, VAR, CRA, ZOA, SOA, HCP, (always) (always) 
NRP) JASONGATELY X NAOMI-VOGELBEATTIE )< 
1AVID SCHWETIZER PORT OF PORTLAND WASHINGTON COUNTY 
:1 "'AN WATER SERVICES 7000 NE AIRPORT WAY, 3RD FLOOR DLUT- LAND DEVELOPMENT 

)_() __ ________________________________________ P.Q~Tl-hNP, _QB_mQN.~I?:Ul ________________ MJ~ _#_1_3 ____________________________________ _ 
'OriTLAND SHUTTLE (always) 

:LLEN DENNIS -,( 
lOOT- REGION 1 /'-
23 NW FLANDERS 
'ORTLAND OREGON 97209-4037 

:~/ways) 

INDY BACK )<._ 
VASHINGTON COUNTY 
lLUT- PLANNING 
MS#14 

when near Orenco!Orenco Station) 
~ICHAEL COOPER · 

(always) 
JOHN SCHMERBER ){._ 
HILLSBORO POLICE DEPT. 

(when SNRO is involved) 
WETLANDS PROGRAM 
OR DIVISION OF STATE LANDS 
775 SUMMER STREET NE 
SALEM, OREGON 97310-1137 

(always) V 
PATT OPDYKE A. 
OSU EXTENSION OFFICE 
M/S#48 

(when on or near bus/max line} 
JILLIAN DETWEILER X 
TRI MET 
710 NE HOLIDAY STREET 
PORTLAND OREGON 97232 

(when near Orenca!Orenco Station) (when near Orenco) 
ORENCO STATION MASTER HOA BONNIE AND JOEL KOOKEN 

;783 NE FARNHAM ST. X 
-iiLLSBORO, OR 97124 

ATTN: PAT EVANS )( ORENCO NEIGHBORHOOD ORG. 
1590 NE 55TH AVENUE 700 NW 228TH AVENUE ><._ 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR. 97124 

~h;~ ~~;~~ ·o;;~~;,iO~~-~ s~~-t~~~>- · ----------------- -f"ihenn·ear otencor ----------------- ------------ --r~h;~-;~~t;;it-; th; ·uo~ c~~d~~J--- -------------
::RNEST HELVOGT, P.E. X ERICA DIRRIWACHTER ROB WHITFORD 
::. HELVOGT & ASSOCIATES, INC. 22890 NW CHESTNUT STREET VERIZON NETWORK ENGINEERING 
1503 NE 63Ro AVE HILLSBORO, OR 97124 X BEAVERTON, OREGON 
-liLLSBORO, OR 97124 (503) 681-7611 v 503--626-4958 I 503-526-2017 

ericadirriwachter@comcasl.net e-mail rob.whitford@verizon.com 

(when in downtown conseNation area) {when in downtown area) 
'Jf Heart of Hillsboro receives copy) 
JONNA LOVELAND 
~"' NE JACKSON ST. 

HEART OF HILLSBORO 
KIMBERLY CULBERTSON 
223 NE 5TH AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OR. 97124 

DOWNTOWN HILLSBORO ASSOC. 
PO BOX611 

3BORO OR 97124 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

:Downtown & Main St. aka Gateway HOA -If (Main St. aka Gateway HOA- (when culturaVhistorica/ resources are involved) 
1-feart of Hillsboro receives copy) If Heart of Hillsboro receives copy) KAy DEMLOW 
TIM & JOYCE GABRIEL KEVIN PRIME HISTORICAL SOCIETY\/ 
545 NE LINCOLN ST 806 E. MAIN ST 337 NE 2ND AVENUE ,/'-
HILLSBORO OR 97124 HILLSBORO OR 97123 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
r;;;t,~;, -c~li,;,~; i-Hi;t~-,-;~ii?~~-;;~;,;;; ~;.;,--~1iv~d;----- if.l~: -(,i E~~-,g;.;,~-,: -v.;;;i ~i c~;,;.-i>;;;;;--------------- -i,v~_- ~r 'F~;,;,;;,[;;~;,_- ~;;;t -;; 229"' ~-,'d c;~;,;-i>~-;;;. 

fJ~~1~ffi~~~~~~~~t ~~~~~~SOR~"'"""' ~;r~;~OQ6 
(East of Com. Pass. north of Baseline) (So. of Evergreen, W of Com. Pass, E of Dairy Cr 

(when near JB) CPO 7 CPO 9 

PAT WILLIS MARY MANSEAU KATIE MUELLER X 
JACKSON BOTTOM 5230 NW 137TH AVENUE 1442 NE 14TH AVE 

------- --------- ----------------------------------- -~<?.~"!"!!.-~!=>!_~-~--?-~?~~------- -----" ---------- _1:'!!-:~~~g~_<?,_<?.~-~? )_?~--~?!_~ ----------
(If within 500ft. of LRTcrossing orRR crossing) 
DAVID LANNING 
ODOT- RAIL DIVISION 

(If in or adjacent to) 
Hawthorne Farm Village Owner's 
Association 

(If in Or adjacent to Hawthorne Farm lndust. Park) 
Hawthorne Farm Landowners Assoc. 
c/o Kern & Associates 

555 13TH STREET, NE, SUITE 3 
SALEM, OR 97301-4179 

(Sunset Down's & Dawson Creek) 
P.O. Box 1261 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Attn: Andrew Kern 
31525 SW Laurelview Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 -rirkei;iii!n-tiaizoocP; ______________________________ iltResicieniiaizooc;;j-----------------------------:.;;..;~_y;-i,;;,;;,i;~;c;ii-&-vP.'Rj-:----------------

HILLSBoRo SCHOOL DIST. JAN YOUNGQUIST NW Natural d 
JEREMY LYON BEAVERTON SCHOOL DIST. #48 Brenda Hartzog 
" ·1 NE 49TH PLACE #200 16550 SW MERLO RD Residential New Construction reject Manage' 

:SBORO OR 97124-6008 BEAVERTON OR 97006 220 NW Second Avenue 
Portland, OR 97209 

-(Wh~;; ;;, oi.J o;,;r.~;;j ---------- --------- ·- ------- -?Wh~~-in ol;io;.;,-,;;,x--- -------------------------- --(1-ic"P: zo.ii; zc; soA")--- -------------------- · 
Tara Sprague Pamela Bulmann Metro 
Legal Assistant _. B & B Homes, LLC Andy Cotugno 
22945 NW Birch Street 821 NW 227'" Avenue 600 N E Grand 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 Hillsboro, OR 97124 Portland, OR 97232 
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CITY OF HILLSBOkO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

INTERESTED PARTIES SIGN IN 

PLEASE PRINT YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS CLEARLY IF YOU WISH TO 
RECEIVE NOTICE OF DECISION ON THIS ISSUE 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: November 12,2008 

PUBLIC HEARING: COP 1.06 (MOD 1): ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 12, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

DRAFT CONDITIONS- MODFICATIONS 

Staff proposes the following two additional changes to the draft conditions. Both changes 
provided clarification regarding standards and expectations. The new words are highlighted in 
bold and eliminated words are struek threHgli. 

6. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but 
not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site te the satisfaetien ef the City Tmnsjlertatien Planning 
Engineer prior to approval of each non-residential Detailed Development Plan. The 
basis for trip determination shall be the most current edition of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. The submitted letter shall 
address the trip generation cap for this site which shall restrict development of non­
residential commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of no more than 2848 
average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new vehicle trips, and 
274 afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. · Trips which are generated using non­
vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by anEI EiiverteEI lillie trip types are not 
subject to the trip cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications which 
include a request that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above shall 
first be required to apply for and receive a new Concept Development Plan Modification 
approval. 

Reason: The additional text provides clarification regarding the standard to which the 
applicant will be held. 

8. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use within the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, and subject to the approval of Washington 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN £QUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PAINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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County, the developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro 
compliance with the following items: 

a) Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use, 
the developer shall pay to the City of Hillsboro all costs, up to $50,000, 
associated with the engineering, permitting, and construction of a publicly 
contracted improvement administered by the City of Hillsborowhich shall 
complete sidewalk improvements consistent with the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
and extending along the south side of NW Dogwood Street from NW 231" 
Avenue to NW 228th Avenue. The City Engineer and/or City Transportation 
Committee shall approve the plans for the sidewalk improvements prior to 
construction of the sidewalk improvements. If the City does not construct all of 
the sidewalk improvements, as stated above, within three years of the payment of 
the funds by the developer, all of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. If 
the City constructs only a portion of the sidewalk improvements, as stated above, 
within three years of the payment of the funds by the developer, then the 
remaining portion of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. 

Reason: This additional text references page 6 the Group MacKenzie Old Orenco Safety 
Audit. Page 6 provides specific language regarding the gaps in the sidewalk system and a 
cost estimate of$35,000 to $50,000 to close those gaps. 

An updated resolution reflecting these changes is attached, as well as, draft findings that support 
this decision. 

TESTIMONY 

Also attached is a letter from Planning Commission President John Coulter who is not able to 
attend the deliberations and therefore not able to cast a vote tonight. In lieu of being present 
during deliberation and casting a vote, President Coulter has provided the attached letter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attachments: 
Draft Resolution 
Draft Findings 
Coulter Email and Letter, dated December II, 2008 



RESOLUTION NO. 1683-P 

CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A MODIFICATION TO THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN FOR ORENCO WOODS CROSSING ALLOWING A MIX OF 64 RESIDENTIAL 
CONDOMINIUM UNITS AND NON-RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS IN THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF THE SITE. 

WHEREAS, the owner of certain tracts of land, described below, has filed a written 
application with the City of Hillsboro for a modification to an approved concept development 
plan, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this application on 
September 10, October 8, October 22 and November 12, 2008 and received testimony in support 
as well as testimony in opposition to the application, and 

WHEREAS, having received the materials and testimony submitted, the Planning 
Commission approves the modification to the concept development plan with the conditions 
listed herein, based on the findings attached hereto as Exhibit B and the vicinity map attached 
hereto as Exhibit C. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Hillsboro Planning Commission, that 
the Commission, by and through this resolution, does hereby approve the modification to the 
concept development plan for Orenco Woods Crossing, as contained in Planning Department 
Casefile No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I), on the following described property: 

A portion of Tax Lot 3400, on Washington County Tax Map IN2-35, 
Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission's approval of this 
modification to the concept development plan is conditioned upon satisfaction of the following 
conditions: 

1. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit C as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. The following conditions are specific to this modification 
area. 

2. Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Commission. 
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3. Should the development of the site occur in phases, the residential component shall be 
reviewed and approved within the first Detailed Development Plan application submittal. 
The residential component shall consist of 64 residential units. 

4. Should the non-residential development of the site occur in phases, each non-residential 
Detailed Development Plan application shall include a shadow plat that addresses internal 
circulation and connectivity between the developed and undeveloped, residential and 
non-residential portions of the site. 

5. Non-residential Detailed Development Plan application submittals shall address the site 
allowance of a maximum of I 0% for "neighborhood commercial" and a maximum of 
20% for "other employment" uses. The first non-residential Detailed Development Plan 
application shall establish the protocol for all future non-residential Detailed 
Development Plan applications regarding the allotment of "neighborhood commercial" 
and "other employment" uses across the site. 

6. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but 
not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site prior to approval of each non-residential Detailed 
Development Plan. The basis for trip determination shall be the most current edition of 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. The submitted 
letter shall address the trip generation cap for this site which shall restrict development of 
non-residential commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of no more than 
2848 average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new vehicle trips, 
and 274 afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. Trips which are generated using non­
vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by trip types are not subject to the trip 
cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications which include a request 
that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above shall first be required to 
apply for and receive a new Concept Development Plan Modification approval. 

7. Prior to the final inspection approval of any residential structure or issuance of any 
occupancy permit within the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the developer shall 
demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance with the 
following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional right-of-way across the entire 
site frontage to meet the Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standard. The 
dedication shall match the adopted roadway centerline alignment for NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 
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d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements 
along the entire site frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial 
roadway standards. 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road widen the eastern side of the existing paved 
roadway to provide for the required turn lanes and pavement tapers as detailed in 
other Conditions of Approval. These improvements shall include obtaining 
required permits and constructing required pavement widening, pavement 
markings and roadway signage, curb and gutter, street lights, storm drainage and 
other utility modifications, landscape planters and street trees, five ( 5) foot wide 
sidewalk, and associated improvements as approved by the County Engineer. 
Record slope easements where directed by the County Engineer. 

f) The approach of Street 2 to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall meet Washington 
County sight distance requirements. 

Ouatama Road 

g) On NW Quatama Road, dedicate additional right of way across the entire site 
frontage to meet the Washington County C-3 collector roadway standard. 
Dedication of additional right of way may be required at the northwest corner of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road in order to accommodate 
conditioned intersection and traffic signal improvements. 

h) On NW Quatama Road, record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 

i) The approach of Street B to NW Quatama Road shall meet Washington County 
sight distance requirements. 

8. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use within the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, and subject to the approval of Washington 
County, the developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro 
compliance with the following items: 

a) Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use, 
the developer shall pay to the City of Hillsboro all costs, up to $50,000, associated 
with the engineering, permitting, and construction of a publicly contracted 
improvement administered by the City of Hillsboro, which shall complete 
sidewalk improvements consistent with the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance and 
extendin~ along the south side ofNW Dogwood Street from NW 231" Avenue to 
NW 228 Avenue. The City Engineer and/or City Transportation Committee 
shall approve the plans for the sidewalk improvements prior to construction of the 
sidewalk improvements. If the City does not construct all of the sidewalk 
improvements, as stated above, within three years of the payment of the funds by 
the developer, all of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. If the City 
constructs only a portion of the sidewalk improvements, as stated above, within 
three years of the payment of the funds by the developer, then the remaining 
portion of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. 
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b) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to 
allow for the future construction of a southbound 175 foot right tum storage lane 
with transition tapers and intersection comer radius and traffic signal 
improvements at the approach to NW Quatama Road. Future improvements shall 
include an 8 foot wide curb tight sidewalk with integrated street trees in grates. 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record a minimum of 4 foot wide public utility 
easement (PUE), in lieu of the otherwise required 8 foot PUE, adjacent to public 
right of way dedication for a future 175 foot long southbound right turn storage 
lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at the approach to NW Quatama Road through 
placement of underground utility infrastructure under the public sidewalk. 
Coordinate design and construction of improvements behind the street curb with 
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, and utility service providers. 

e) Obtain required permits from Washington County and implement a traffic signal 
interconnect linking the traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW 
Quatama Road and NW Wilkins Street (currently under construction). 

f) On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County 
A-4 standard S-lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right turn 
lane using the fifth lane at its approach to NW Quatama Road, including provision 
of 150 feet of striped right turn storage lane, transition striping, and required 
signage. Modif'y the existing traffic signal as required by conditioned road 
improvements in accordance with Washington County standards. 

g) Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, subject to 
County approval and receipt of required permits from the County Engineer and 
City Engineer, at a distance of approximately 715 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Utilize the southbound west curb lane of 
the County A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate an interim southbound 
right-tum lane using the fifth lane, with storage length and deceleration taper to be 
determined by Washington County, at the new public street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a northbound left turn lane with 75 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane transitions as determined by Washington County 
at the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic movements at 
the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall be limited to right­
in, right-out, and left-in movements through the use of raised medians and barrier 
curbs, signage, and striping on the approach street and/or NW Cornelius Pass 
Road as determined by the County Engineer. 

Quatama Road 

h) On NW Quatama Road obtain required permits and construct improvements to 
establish a left tum median lane with 50 feet of storage at the eastbound approach 
to the intersection with Street B. Subject to the availability of adequate right of 
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way, obtain required permits and construct a continuous left turn median and bi­
directional bike lanes between NE 76th Avenue and NW Cornelius Pass Road 
including a striped ISO foot eastbound storage lane at the traffic signal approach. 
Within existing public right of way, widen NW Quatama Road to provide a 175 
foot westbound left turn storage lane with tapers at the approach to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

i) Modify the existing traffic signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to accommodate conditioned roadway widening. Maintain the existing 
protected/permitted left turn signal phasing on the northbound and southbound 
approaches ofNW Cornelius Pass Road and the existing permitted left turn signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches ofNW Quatama Road. 

Quatama Road I NW 227th Avenue Intersection Improvements 

j) Widen NW 227th Avenue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of the 
existing right-of-way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the 
Rock Creek Bridge roadway guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide 
southbound to eastbound lane and a minimum 13-foot wide westbound to 
northbound lane within the turn radius unless approved otherwise by the County 
Engineer. 

k) On NW Quatama Road east of the intersection with NW 227th Avenue and 
extending to the eastern boundary of Tract A of the Alder Creek Estates 
subdivision, realign and widen NW Quatama Road to the south, within the 
boundaries of the existing right-of-way, to provide a minimum 20-foot roadway 
width, unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer. Install guardrail to 
AASHTO and County standards along the north shoulder of NW Quatama Road 
adjacent the segment of roadway where road shoulder subsidence has occurred 
adjacent to Rock Creek. 

Quatama Road Bridge Signage 

I) On both roadway ':fproaches install additional warning signage in advance of the 
bridge on NW 227 Avenue in accordance with MUTCD standards. Signing may 
include signs warning of a "bridge ahead", "narrow bridge", "road narrows" or 
"pedestrians on bridge". Coordinate with, and obtain required permits, from 
Washington County. 

9. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any non-residential use, the 
developer shall demonstrate compliance to the City Engineer and/or Transportation 
Committee with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from the City of Hillsboro for access onto and work 
within the City right-of-way. 

Pedestrian Signage on Dogwood Street 

b) Subject to the approval of the City Engineer, install pedestrian signage on NW 
Dogwood Street in the vicinity of NW 2271

h Avenue directing pedestrians to use 
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the existing north sidewalk located adjacent the public school and the new 
sidewalk/pathway facilities provided in the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road. 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

c) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph intersection sight distance requirement. On-street 
parking, except where restricted to preserve required sight distance, shall be 
allowed; however, the City reserves the right to restrict or prohibit future on-street 
parking between NW Cornelius Pass Road and Tract "M" as depicted on Sheet 
601 of the application. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

d) Construct Street B between NW Quatama Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph sight distance requirement. 

e) No parking shall be permitted along either side of Street B within 100 feet ofNW 
Quatama Road. Street B shall have a paved width of 36 feet within 125 feet of 
NW Quatarna Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatama Road approach. Street B shall be constructed to align opposite NE 76th 
Avenue. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

f) Commercial and multi-family driveway approaches to Street 2, and to Street B 
shall be addressed during Detailed Development Plan review. 

Introduced and passed this 12th day of November, 2008. 

ATTEST:.~------------------­
Secretary 

President 



BEFORE THE IDLLSBORO PLANNING COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR A 
MODIFICATION TO THE CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

I. Introduction. 

A. Request 

FINDINGS IN SUPPORT 
CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 

Applicant Venture Properties, Inc. requests Planning Commission approval of a modification to 
the Concept Development Plan (COP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a phased residential 
development on a site approximately 55 acres in size. 

The proposed modification to the CDP revises the approved layout at the southeast comer 
approximately 19.4 acres of the site. Since the modification is confined to this comer, the 
Planning Commission's review is limited to that area unless otherwise noted. The previously 
approved CDP layout for the southeast comer included 26 detached single family residential lots 
and 40 attached single family residential lots. The proposed layout includes a mix of residential 
condominium units and commercial buildings. The sizes, numbers and locations of the various 
buildings within the overall 19.4 acre site will be determined Detailed Development Plan(s) 
review processes. Non-residential Detailed Development Plan application submittals shall 
address the site allowance of up to 10% or 1.94 acres for "neighborhood commercial" and up to 
20% for "other employment" uses. 

B. Background 

The following is a timeline of prior land use approvals for the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development. All of the following approvals are vested and all appeals have concluded. 

Annexation of Site to Hillsboro 

• July 20,2004 the City Council approves the Annexation. (Case File No. AN 16-04) 
• August 17, 2004 the City Council approves the second Annexation of remnant pieces. 

(Case File No. 23-04) 

Minor Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map Change 

• May 25, 2005 the Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council. 
(Case File No. HCP 4-04) 

• October 18, 2005 the City Council approves the Map Change following the appeal 
hearing. This map change, enacted by Ordinance 5633, changed the designation of 
the property from Open Space/Flood Plain to Medium and Low Density Residential. 

I 
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Zone Change of Site 

• March 20, 2006 the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board approves the Zone Change. 
(Case File No. ZC 18-05) 

• April 18, 2006 the City Council approves the Zone Change. The zone change 
rezoned the property from County Institutional to Station Community Residential -
Village (SCR- V). The property was zoned SCR-V even though it is not located in a 
light rail Station Conununity Planning Area, as noted by the Land Use Board of 
Appeals in Lubischer v. City of Hillsboro, 53 Or LUBA 143, affirmed 211 Or App 
435 (without opinion), affirmed 343 Or 159 (without opinion) (2007). 

Development Proposal 

• May 10, 2006 the Planning Conunission approves the Concept Development Plan, 
Subdivision Preliminary Plat, Detailed Development Plan, Floodplain Alteration 
Permit and Significant Natural Resources Permit. (Case File Nos. COP 1-06, SUB 1-
06, DDP 2-06, FA 1-06, and SNRP 1-06). The COP and DDP comprised the entire 
site described as Orenco Woods Crossing. 

• July 18, 2006 the City Council approves the Concept Development Plan following the 
appeal hearing. 

• The City Council decision was upheld by the Land Use Board of Appeals, Oregon 
Court of Appeals and Oregon Supreme Court. (citations referenced above.) 

• January 9, 2008, the Planning Director grants an extension of the Final Development 
Plan and Final Subdivision Plat for the initial phase to May I 0, 2009. 

On September 10, 2008, the Planning Conunission held its first hearing to consider this request. 
At an opponent's request, this hearing was continued to October 8, 2008. An additional 
continuance extended the public participation portion of the hearing until October 22, 2008. At 
the end of the hearing, the record was closed for oral testimony but left open to allow for written 
evidence and rebuttal by all parties. The Planning Commission deliberated on November 12, 
2008 and approved this request. 

These findings support approval of COP 1-06 (MOD 1) adopting the COP modification 
requested by the Applicant. 

C. Incorporated Findings. 

The factual assertions set out in the August 2008 application, which includes the revised 
transportation impact analysis report dated August 2008, and the staff reports, including any 
attachments or exhibits, dated September 4, 2008, September 7, 2008, September 10, 2008, 
October 1, 2008, October 10, 2008, October 16, 2008, and October 22, 2008 are hereby 
incorporated by reference in their entirety. 

D. Procedural Background 
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The COP approval procedure includes subsequent approval(s) of Detailed Development Plans 
(DDP). In the period between approval of the Orenco Woods COP and submittal of the 
requested CDP modification the Planning Commission and City Council approved a procedural 
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance which establishes City staff review of a DDP application. 
The applicant has offered the Planning Commission the option of reviewing the DDPs for the 
southeast comer due to the level of examination this project has received. The Planning 
Commission approves this proposal. A condition of approval is included to ensure this result. 

The CDP process is intended to provide opportunity for review and conditional endorsement of 
an overall concept plan, rather than a specific development proposal. As provided in the Zoning 
Ordinance, the process does not expect or require a CDP to provide the same level of detail in 
the application or the conditions of approval. As confirmed by LUBA in the recent appeal of 
another decision involving a CDP, COP modification and DDP, the detail of a proposed 
development and its consistency with the approved CDP is evaluated at the DDP stage. This 
approach has been specifically considered and approved by LUBA. David et a/ v. City of 
Hillsboro, _Or LUBA _ (LUBA No. 2008-023, July 31, 2008). 

With regard to the Orenco Woods Crossing site, the applicant's previous approvals (CDP, SUB, 
DDP, FA and SNRP applications) were consolidated within a single final written decision in the 
form of a resolution. Much of the opposition testimony presented before the Planning 
Commission in this proceeding relates to the overall project such as need for additional open 
space or the status of the historic McDonald House. The Planning Commission finds that the 
applicable review criteria for a modification of an approved CDP do not trigger re-review of the 
entire project as already approved. As LUBA noted in the David case cited above: following 
approval of a CDP, modifications are possible based on a reading of HZO 136.VII.B.2.a in 
combination with HZO 133. David, supra, slip op at 35-36. Moreover, the Approval of this 
requested modification does not modifY the previous resolution. Rather, a new resolution is 
hereby adopted with conditions specific to the southeast portion of the site, which is the only 
portion of the site subject to the Planning Commission jurisdiction in this application. Finally, 
the Planning Commission views any issues relating to the applicant's compliance with the 
conditions of approval for the previous zone change or plan approvals as not relevant, except as 
continuing compliance with those conditions specifically relates to the present modification and 
the territory affected by this limited application. 

II. Testimony Presented 

Public Notification: Notice of hearing was mailed on August 20, 2008. The staff report was 
available for review on September 4, 2008. 

The City received comments from the Building, Engineering, Fire and Water Departments as 
well as from Washington County and Clean Water Services. As noted above, the conditions of 
approval associated with Concept Development Plans do not typically include specifics 
regarding construction of infrastructure and buildings structures. The majority of the various 
department comments will be addressed and conditioned as needed as part of subsequent DDP 
revrew. 
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Given the length and overlapping nature of the opposition testimony, the issues are grouped 
together and a single response provided: 

A. Authority to Modify a CDP 

The opponents argue that the Code does not authorize modification or outline a procedure for 
processing a modification request. The opponents also argue that a modification re-opens the 
CDP and DDP approvals for the entire property. As explained in the City Attorney's memo 
dated October 15, 2008, modifications of approved CDPs are expressly allowed under HZO 136 
VII(A)(l). The Commission agrees with the City Attorney and adopts her recommendations as 
its own. The Planning Commission also finds that its review must be limited to the modification 
request currently before them; revisiting the larger CDP approval would be impermissible as a 
collateral attack on the prior approvals. 

B. Baker v. Citv of Milwaukie Plan Consistency 

The opponents assert that allowing this modification to allow commercial uses is contrary to the 
Oregon Supreme Court's decision in Baker v. City of Milwaukie, 271 Or 500, 533 P.2d 772 
(197 5), which holds that the comprehensive plan is a constitution governing zoning and land use 
decisions. At the time the SCR-V zone was implemented, the findings, including analysis of 
how the amendment implemented the Goals, particularly Goal 2, the Council found that a station 
community planning area designation would be consistent with the proposed plan amendments. 
DLCD agreed. The time to challenge that determination has passed. 

Further, the Planning Commission finds that the SCR-V designation permitting a commercial 
component is consistent with the Medium Density Residential plan designation in place on the 
property. Comprehensive Plan Section 10. Economy, (IV) Implementation Measure (2) 
encourages neighborhood commercial development in high and medium density areas. The 
SCR-V zone encourages including neighborhood commercial development and as such, the 
SCR-V zoning implements the plan. 

C. Table l.h (20) Limitations on Neighborhood Commercial Uses and Mix of Uses 

Opponents argue that the uses proposed exceed the us to I 0% amount of neighborhood 
commercial uses identified in Table l.h.(20). According to opponents, pursuant to HZO Section 
136.III.HH and HZO Section 136.III.I, day-care and office uses are "commercial" uses and as 
such cannot be considered "other employment uses." The opponents challenge the applicant's 
removal of the illustrative details relating to the mix of proposed uses in the site plan. The 
Commission concludes that it need not decide this issue at this time. Rather, the Commission 
finds that the site plan provided only a conceptual layout of the new commercial, employment 
and residential components. HZO 136 VII B.4.d expressly allows for the deferral of detailed 
information until the DDP process. The appropriate time to consider the mix of use issues is at 
the DDP stage which will include notice and an opportunity for all parties to comment. 

D. Modification of Condition Regarding Phasing 
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Opponents argue that the proposal includes "an indirect attempt" to alter a previous condition of 
approval relating to phasing of the project. The Orenco Woods Crossing Concept Development 
Plan is proposed to be constructed in four phases within a period of five years, from the start of 
construction as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance. The requested modification expressly includes 
an alteration to the phasing plan that is a part of the application. The applicant is not proposing 
to modify the number of phases (four) or the timeline (5 years). The applicant is not proposing 
to postpone the construction of the street infrastructure along the modification area's northern 
and western borders. The Conunission finds that nothing in the applicable approval standards 
prohibit approval of such a modification request. 

E. Site Access, Circulation, Traffic Impacts, and Parking 

Opponents raise a number of issues related to traffic both in terms of the additional trips 
generated by this modification and what road improvements they believe are triggered as a 
result. 

A copy of the full Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and all supplemental analyses were sent to 
Washington County DLUT and the City Transportation Planning Engineer for review and 
conunent. Following the TIA, a separate long-range traffic analysis was prepared and submitted 
to the County to support the proposed new public street access to Cornelius Pass Road. The 
Commission acknowledges that the information submitted was not only analyzed and presented 
by a licensed professional, it has been reviewed by County and City staff, who have special 
expertise in evaluating traffic generation as well as in transportation facility engineering. 
Further, the City hired Group Mackenzie, an independent third party traffic consultant, to 
provide a safety audit analyzing how the modified proposal would impact those roads 
surrounding the project. This safety report recommends particular improvements that are both 
roughly proportional to the impacts caused by this specific modification to the approved 
development and which have been included as conditions of approval. 

The Commission finds that the traffic impact analysis was premised on a development composed 
of the highest intensity uses allowed in the zone and that although the traffic will be greater, 
particular improvements will mitigate that impact. The applicant and city staff have also agreed 
to place a trip cap on the site plan modification as one of the conditions of approval to ensure 
that the overall site trip generation does not exceed what was forecast in the TIA. 

During the Planning Commission hearings process, the applicant's traffic engineer provided a 
more detailed study of the mid-day traffic operations for the modification and concluded that this 
is not a peak hour and that all intersections meet the operational standards during the mid-day 
period. Also, additional evidence in this study shows, and the Planning Commission agrees, that 
traffic delays in the Cornelius Pass corridor will be reduced as a result of this modification 
request because of the installation of new signal interconnect between the forthcoming Wilkens 
Road traffic signal and the existing Quatama Road traffic signal. Furthermore, the Commission 
also supports the traffic engineer's fmding that the increased traffic from the modified site plan 
will not adversely affect the long-term vehicle queuing condition that is forecasted to occur along 
Quatama Road, just west of Cornelius Pass Road. Lastly, the Planning Commission agrees with 
the findings of the long-range transportation analysis provided by the applicant's traffic engineer, 
which accounted for future traffic demand from full urban development within Reserve Areas 
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#69 and #71 of the South Hillsboro Community Plan area. The analysis found that Cornelius 
Pass Road will operate in a manner that satisfies both the City and County standards, assuming 
all planned transportation system improvements as envisioned by the City's and County's 
Transportation System Plan are implemented. 

Opponents have argued that specific transportation improvements are needed at the Kian Lane 
access to Cornelius Pass Road. Planning Commission finds that it cannot impose any additional 
transportation improvements at this intersection, due to the fact that the access was originally 
approved by Washington County as an interim access only. Washington County has mandated 
that this access be removed once alternative access is established across undeveloped property to 
Quatama Road. This access issue will be mitigated by the forthcoming Cornelius Pass Road 
widening project, to be undertaken by Washington County. 

Opponents have argued for alley improvements, parking restrictions, construction improvements 
and speed limits on Dogwood Street should be required in order to resolve existing and future 
circulation problems. The Planning Commission finds that it cannot impose these additional 
requirements given its limitations to impose only those exactions that are roughly proportional to 
the impacts caused by development. Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994). However, 
the applicant has agreed to some conditions to assist in meeting the opponents' objections. 
Those conditions are approved by the Planning Commission and will be attached to the approval 
of this modification request. 

Opponents challenge the extent of the safety improvement proposed at NW 227 A venue and 
Quatama Road. Again, the Planning Commission acknowledges that the scope of its demand for 
improvements is limited under Dolan v. City of Tigard. Within those limits, the Commission has 
imposed conditions which will improve safety at this intersection. 

III. Compliance with Approval Criteria 

Each of the approval criteria are set out in italics below with findings following: 

Section 13 6. 
II 

Station Community Planning Areas 
LAND USE DISTRICTS 
A Station Community Planning Area shall include one or more of the 
following zoning designations: 
H Station Community Residential-Village (SCR-V) 

The SCR-V District may be applied to property containing at least thirty (30) 
acres in single ownership or control located within approximately 3,900 feet of a 
light rail station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of 
a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community containing a range of 
residential housing types, mixed use residential, freestanding neighborhood 
commercial uses and employment opportunities. A residential village project may 
be developed in one or more phases. A residential village incorporates a number 
of design, development and infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant 
neighborhood; including, but not limited to: multi-purpose streets linking 
residential areas with neighborhood activity and commercial centers and the light 
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rail station; horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban 
design befitting a growing major metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in 
the built environment; a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community 
services; advantageous and sensitive use of natural resource features and open 
space; and innovative and imaginative site planning in order to develop a sense 
of place where the amenities, facilities, features, and overall urban design and 
architectural integration could not be achieved through application of any other 
individual or abutting combination of districts or zones. 

The proposed project originally contained a mix of single-family detached and attached 
townhouse dwelling units. The proposed modification will add neighborhood commercial uses 
and other uses in the southeast comer. This comer originally contained small lot detached and 
townhome lots. The number of residential units will be very similar with a reduction of only 
three dwelling units, but will be achieved by integrating condominium housing style on half of 
this area. This allows for the addition of neighborhood commercial and other uses. This design 
locates the most intense land uses at the comer of Quatama and Cornelius Pass Road, and 
transitions to the north with mid-rise residential uses, back to the original mix of detached homes 
and attached townhouses that line Rock Creek and large lot detached homes adjacent to historic 
Orenco. The Planning Commission finds this design provides the vibrant, mixed-use community 
envisioned by the SCR-V zone, incorporating jobs and services into the community fabric. 

The modified design does not remove any of the amenities provided in the original Orenco 
Woods COP, including the natural open space, active parks, regional trail corridor, protection of 
the McDonald House, or other walkable features of the community. The Planning Commission 
finds that that proposed modification provides greater diversity in the community. For these 
reasons, this standard is met. 

IV P ERMIITED LAND USES 
A. The land uses listed on Tables 1, 2 and 3 are allowed, 
conditionally allowed or not permitted in the Station Community Planning 
Areas shown. These uses must be consistent with the description of the 
relevant district as set forth in subsection II of this Section. 

The Commission concludes that although compliance with the outright permitted use provision is 
feasible, the Commission need not decide this issue at this time. HZO 136 VII B.4.d expressly 
allows for the deferral of detailed information until the DDP process. The appropriate time to 
consider the mix of use issues is at the DDP stage which will include notice and an opportunity 
for all parties to comment. A condition of approval will ensure compliance and allows for this 
decision to occur before the Planning Commission. 

VI RESTRICTED AND SPECIALLY REGULATED LAND USES 
A. Within 2, 600 feet of a light rail station site, except as otherwise 
provided below, the following uses are not transit-supportive and shall not 
be established as new uses, nor may existing uses or structures be 
converted to the following uses ... 
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Only the small northern tip of the Orenco Woods site is located within 2,600 feet of a light rail 
station, therefore, this section does not apply. 

VII DEVELOPMENT REVIEW AND RELATED CITY DEVELOPMENT 
CODE 
B. Development Review- SCR-V District, and Phased Developments 
within a SCP A Commercial, Industrial or Institutional District 

1. Purpose. It is the intent of this subsection to establish application 
and review procedures to permit flexibility in development review 
of all projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of 
commercial, industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty 
(30) acres within any SCP A District so larger scale projects can 
be reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased manner. 
Specifically, these review procedures are intended to: 
a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements consistent 
with the intent of the applicable SCP A district; 
b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a 
more economical arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, 
land uses, and utilities; 
c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion; 
d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting uses; 
e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of 
ultimate approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will retain the 
character envisioned at the time of approval; 
f Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses 
than may occur with a conventional project; and 
g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood commercial 
development and other opportunities for employment in a manner 
that achieves the intent and purpose of the District. 

Although purpose statements are not in themselves approval criteria, compliance with the 
applicable approval criteria, HZO 136.VII.6.b.(l), imports consideration of and compliance with 
these standards for CDP approval. The purpose of this section encourages the type of innovative 
design proposed in this modification application. The proposed development maintains 
compatibility with surrounding lower density residential neighborhoods while providing a mix of 
housing types appropriate for this location. The proposed modification adds a diversity of land 
uses that adds to the fabric of the Orenco Woods community. Adding neighborhood commercial 
at the comer of Cornelius Pass Road and Quatarna, transitioning north to mid-rise residential 
condominiums, and finally returning to the approved single family homes that line the Rock 
Creek corridor enhances that diversity. The proposed development continues to protect 
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significant natural resources within the site with an expansive open space and park network. The 
proposal is consistent with these policy statements. 

2. General provisions. 
a. Development Review shall be accomplished through the Concept 

Development Process as provided in this susbsection if: 
(1) the project or development is within the SCR-V District; ... 

Orenco Woods Crossing was originally reviewed as a Concept Development Plan, and was 
found to meet the criteria of a CDP. As explained above, the proposed modification is subject to 
the same criteria. 

c. Following Concept Development Plan approval, the applicant 
shall file applications for Detailed Development Plan and Final 
Development Plan approvals for each phase of the project in 
accordance with the approved Concept Development Plan and any 
conditions attached thereto; except that an applicant proposing a 
multi-phase project may request Detailed Development Plan 
approval for the initial phase or phases of the project concurrent 
with the application for Concept Development Plan approval. 

The applicant has not submitted detailed architectural information for the proposed CDP 
modification because this information will not be known until the final tenants are selected. A 
condition of approval is imposed requiring that the Detailed Development Plan be reviewed by 
the Planning Commission after notice and comment, to allow deferral of architectural review 
until the DDP application. 

d. Where an application for Development Review is for a project within a 
PUD approved prior to August 6, 1996, ... 

This development application is not for a Planned Unit Development (PUD). This stipulation 
does not apply. 

e. Except as provided in paragraph (f), below, an applicant for Concept 
Development Plan approval may propose one or more alternative 
development or design elements for all and/or specific areas within the 
plan boundaries which supersede corresponding development regulations 
or design standards set forth in Sections 137 through 142. Such 
alternative elements shall be clearly and specifically identified within the 
plan submittals, and shall include an explanation and/or drawings 
justifYing and substantiating the need for a variance from the standards of 
Sections 13 7 through 142. 

No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, this 
section does not apply. 
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f Notwithstanding paragraph (e), above, no alternative development or 
design element shall be allowed to replace the development regulations 
and design standards of Sections 137 through 142 that would propose to 
vary or make an exception from: ... 

No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, this 
section does not apply. 

g. The Planning Commission may authorize a proposed alternative 
development or design provision only if it finds that the proposed standard 
meets the criteria set forth in Section 136.XB.3., Variances and the intent 
of the district. 

No new design exceptions are requested with this CDP Modification application. Therefore, this 
section does not apply. 

Subsection 5 of this section identifies applicable procedures and submittal requirements. The 
Planning Commission finds that these are not applicable approval criteria and do not require 
detailed findings of approval. 

6. Concept Development Plan Approval. 
b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for 
Concept Development Plan approval only upon finding the following 
approval criteria are met: 
(1) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is consistent with 

the purposes identified in this section and the intent of the 
applicable SCP A district; 

The purpose statements and SCR-V district have been previously addressed. 

(2) The phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed jive (5) 
years between commencement of development on the first and last 
phases unless otherwise authorized by the Planning Commission; 
and 

The second criterion states that the proposed phasing schedule must be reasonable and not 
exceed five years between commencement of development between the first and last phases. 
The applicant is requesting a modification to the approved phasing that will postpone the 
construction of the residential condominium and commercial building components to the third 
phase. The applicant has stated that the revised phasing will give them time to market the 
property for development. In addition, the developer who does purchase the commercial 
property will be drawing their customer base from the houses with the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development and would therefore want the houses constructed first and that customer base in 
place. This criterion is met. 
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(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with 
minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space requirements of Sections 13 7 and 13 8. 

Approval of the third criterion constitutes approval in principle of the entire phased development, 
with the three binding particulars of minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space for the project as a whole. The density for the Orenco Woods 
community has been determined through the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change 
approval process. Per the Conditions of Approval for Case File No. ZC 18-05, the density for 
Orenco Woods shall be in the range of 240 dwelling units, plus or minus five percent. This is a 
density range of 228-252. The proposed development includes 249 residential dwelling units, 
complying with the Condition of Approval. The proposed modification (non-residential uses) 
meets the FAR minimum requirement of 0.40. The development far exceeds the open space 
requirements of Section 13 8 with the provision of a five acre neighborhood park, the Rock Creek 
regional trail and riparian corridor, one acre parcel for the McDonald house, and various pocket 
parks throughout the development. Open Space was reviewed and approved in the original 
Orenco Woods CDP. No changes have been proposed to the open space plan in the CDP 
modifications, therefore the original findings continue to show compliance with this criterion. 
This criterion is satisfied. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some or all of an 
applicant's proposed alternative development or design elements pursuant 
to the provisions of subsection VllB. 2. e. of this section. 

No alternative design options have been proposed, therefore this section does not apply. 

d The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as it deems 
necessary to ensure compliance with these elements and other applicable 
standards in Sections 137 through 142. 

The applicant has not submitted detailed architectural information for the proposed CDP 
modification. As such, a condition of approval that the Detailed Development Plan be reviewed 
by the Planning Commission, to allow deferral of architectural review until the DDP application. 

e. If an applicant represents to the Planning Commission, either verbally, in 
writing as part of a submittal, the applicant's intention to impose 
restrictions beyond the minimum requirements of the applicable 
development code(s), including but not limited to Zoning Code Sections 
13 6-14 2, or represents that certain actions or conditions, through the use 
of private Deed Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions ("CC&Rs ") or 
otherwise, will occur, the Planning Commission may include such 
representations and/or CC&R provisions in its Concept Development Plan 
Approval Order. 

The applicant does not propose any specific amendments to the CC&R's, therefore this section 
does not apply. 
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f Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute approval in principle 
for the proposed phased development; provided, however, that Concept 
Development Plan approval shall be binding as to the following 
particulars: 
(I) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 

minimum usable open space for the project as a whole; 
(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses, and 
(3) Consistency with the purposes identified in this section. 

This development will be further refined in the Detailed Development Plan application, m 
conformance with this CDP modification. 

g. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the applicant the right to 
proceed with the filing of applications for Detailed Development Plan 
approval in a manner consistent with the approved Concept Development 
Plan, subject to compliance with the provisions of this subsection, all 
applicable requirements in Sections 136 through 142 of this Ordinance, 
all other applicable City ordinances and regulations, and such conditions 
of approval as the Planning Commission has attached to the Concept 
Development Plan approval. An application for Detailed Development 
Plan approval of the first phase of the Concept Development Plan shall be 
filed not more than eighteen (18) months following the date of a final 
decision approving the Concept Development Plan. 

The DDP approval for the first phase of development was approved as part of the original 
Orenco Woods Crossing CDP approval. This criterion is satisfied 

h. If a Concept Development Plan was approved by the Planning 
Commission between August 6, 1996 and City Council approval of 
amendments to Sections 136-142 on April 15, 1997, at the option of the 
applicant, the provisions relating to the process and requirements for 
submittals for Concept, Detailed and Final Development Plans, and the 
binding requirements of subsection (f), above, in effect at the time of the 
application, shall remain applicable to that application. 

The Orenco Woods Crossing CDP was approved by the Hillsboro Planning Commission on May 
10, 2006, therefore this section does not apply. 

i. If the Planning Director denies Detailed Development Plan approval or 
places conditions on the approval which the applicant opposes, the 
applicant may apply to the Planning Commission for an amendment to the 
Concept Development Plan under the applicable provisions of Section 
136.VIJ.B.3-6. 

12 



Although the Planning Commission finds this section is not directly applicable since the Orenco 
Woods DDP was approved and the DDP for this modification has not yet been approved, the 
Planning Commission finds it does provide guidance for the review procedures for a CDP 
modification. 

Section 13 7. Development Regulations for Station Community Planning Areas 
Il DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA 
Tables I.a through l.n contain the development criteria which shall apply 
within each Station Community Planning District. Criteria may vary 
depending on the distance of the project from a light rail station site. 
These differences, if any, are shown in the applicable table as 
requirements applying to development within I,300 feet of a station site, 
between 1,301 and 2,599 feet of the station site, and development 2,600 or 
more feet from a light rail station site. The development criteria for a 
particular district or use consists of the combined requirements of Tables 
l.a through l.n and subsections Ill through XI 

The criteria set forth in Table l.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -
Village (SCR-V) is summarized in each of the following sections. 

Ill. MINIMUM LOT SIZE 
B. Standards -
Minimum lot size: none for other use types 

Only condominium units, commercial development, and other employment uses are proposed in 
this COP modification application. The minimum lot size for these uses is 'none', therefore the 
criteria is met. No land division is being proposed with this application; a modification to the 
Preliminary Plat will be requested after approval ofthis CDP modification. 

IV. MINIMUM LOT WIDTH AND DEPTH 
B. Standards -
Minimum lot width: None 
Minimum lot depth: None 

There are no minimum lot width and lot depth requirements for the SCR-V zone, therefore the 
application meets the criteria. 

V. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES, AND 
ANCILLARY DWELLING UNITS 
B. Standards 
I. See Table I of this Section. 
2. Each project shall meet minimum residential density requirements. 
Ancillary dwelling units are included for purposes of determining 
minimum density requirements in new development projects, but in an in­
fill situation ancillary dwellings shall not be precluded due solely to 
maximum density provisions of any district. Dwelling units shall qualifY 
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for density calculation purposes regardless of whether owner or renter 
occupied 

The project proposes to develop 249 dwelling units on 19.4 net developable acres. Thus, the 
development project's calculated net residential density is 12.8 dwelling units per net acre, which 
exceeds the minimum residential density of 7 dwelling units per acre for an SCR-V zone area 
beyond 2,600 feet from a light rail station and complies with the maximum density of 45 units 
per acre. 

3. Notwithstanding the mmzmum residential density requirements of this 
Section, one or more dwelling units may be constructed on an existing, 
serviced lot of record upon the effective date of this Ordinance within a 
residential district, in compliance with Implementation Measure (N) of the 
Housing element of Comprehensive Plan Ordinance NO. 2793, provided 
that the design and siting of the dwelling unit or units would allow foture 
development of the remainder of the parcel to at least the minimum density 
requirement of the applicable SCPA district in which it is located without 
necessitating demolition or redevelopment of the unit or units so 
constructed. 

No dwelling units are proposed for the existing lot on the subject site. 

4. For the purpose of calculating minimum residential density, development 
proposals may include a reduction in the net acreage on a particular site 
containing driplines of existing mature trees as defined in Section 13 6 
(XIII) (B) (3). The net acreage on such a parcel may be reduced by 
subtracting the area within the dripline of the mature trees. However, in 
no case shall the net acreage subtracted within the dripline exceed 35% of 
the original net acreage of the site. If a development proposes a reduction 
in net acreage for the purpose of retaining existing mature trees, the 
development application shall include a certified arborist 's report and 
tree preservation plan. The approval of the development may be 
conditioned upon implementation of the recommendations for tree 
preservation measures. 

The calculation of net residential density does not include the area contained in the drip lines of 
existing trees. This standard does not apply. 

5. Residential density within an SCR-V project is determined based on the 
amount of net developable acres within three distance categories as 
measured from the light rail station site: 
1,300 feet or less 24 dwelling units per net acre 
1,301 feet- 2,599 feet 15 dwelling units per net acre 
2, 600 feet or more 7 dwelling units per net acre 
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The majority of this SCR-V project site is 2,600 feet to 3,900 feet from two different light rail 
station sites. A small portion of the northwestern comer of the site is just under 2,600 feet from 
the NW 231 st A ve./Orenco light rail station. The net residential density calculation for the 
project site is 15.3 dwelling units per net acre, which exceeds the minimum density requirements 
for this SCR-V site. This standard is met. 

6. Residential density requirements within an SCR-V project are calculated 
first, without any deductions or exclusions for other types of uses. Net 
acreage within each of the categories is multiplied by the required 
residential density to determine (I) the total required residential dwellings 
and (2) the average residential density per net acre of the project. Once 
the total dwelling units required for the project is determined, housing 
types and built density may vary within the residential village project 
regardless of distance to the station provided the overall residential 
density requirement of the project is achieved and at least fifty percent 
(50%) of net acreage of a project is used for residential development. An 
additional twenty percent (20%) of the net acreage may be used for mixed 
use commercial/residential buildings. 

Residential density has been calculated on the total net residential site area, resulting in an 
overall residential density of 15.3 dwelling units per net acre. 

7. No phase of a SCR-V project shall be permitted to develop below the per 
acre average residential minimum density unless: (1) it is the first phase of 
the development, consisting of no more than ten percent (1 0%) of the total 
project; (2) is a phase, when combined with those phases already 
constructed, achieves the minimum average density requirement of the 
district; or (3) the approved Concept Development Plan is amended to 
indicate where the proposed reduction in density will be made up through 
increased density in another phase of the project. The project shall not 
depend on redevelopment of early phases to achieve overall minimum 
density requirements. As an alternative to the phasing provisions of the 
paragraph above, an individual phase of a project shall be permitted to 
develop below the required minimum residential density upon a 
demonstration through covenants applied to the remainder of the site or 
project, or other binding legal mechanism, that the required density for 
the project will be achieved at project buildout. The increased density 
allocated to any future phase through such a transfer mechanism shall not 
increase the previously allocated density of the subsequent phase by more 
than ten percent (10%). The Planning Commission, as a condition of 
Concept Development Plan approval, may limit the number and total 
amount of such transfers. 

No phase of this project will develop below the per acre average residential minimum density. 
As previously noted, the project exceeds the per acre average residential for this area that is 
primarily beyond 2,600 feet from the nearest light rail station site. The development will contain 
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249 units. This development density adheres to the Conditions of Approval for the Zone Change. 
The conditions outline a specific density for this property of 240 plus or minus five percent, 
which equates to a minimum of228 and a maximum of252 dwelling units. 

8. Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, the mzmmum 
density of residential structures constructed within a Station Community 
Residential District on properties within Review Area 6, as identified in 
Figure 7 and in Table 5 of the Hillsboro Airport Compatibility Study (May 
1993), shall not be less than 7 dwelling units Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
No. 1945 Section 13 7. Development Regulations for Station Community 
Planning Areas per net acre and the maximum density shall not exceed 12 
dwelling units per net acre. 

This property is not within Review Area 6, and thus this standard does not apply. 

9. Where proposed residential uses within a district may be incompatible 
with an adjacent industrial district created by this Ordinance or an 
industrial use existing prior to the effective date of this Ordinance or prior 
to any land use action permitting residential development on an affected 
parcel, the Planning Commission may establish a nonresidential buffer of 
up to 400 feet within the residential district from the property line of the 
industry. Such a buffer shall be shown on the zoning map for that district. 
Non-residential buffers under this provision shall be used as open space 
or contain any nonresidential uses permitted in the district. The minimum 
required FAR in such an instance shall be 0.35. If the buffer/open space 
exceeds the calculated amount of usable open space required of the 
development project, and if such excess open space causes a development 
project to fail to meet the residential density requirements of the district, 
then the excess open space shall be deducted from the net acreage. 

Industrial districts are adjacent to the north of the proposed community. However, the industrial 
area to the north is separated by the Westside light rail line, a buffer in and of itself. It is also 
adjacent to Rock Creek which serves as an additional buffer to the residential community, and 
has an OS designation. This criterion is satisfied 

10. Where a project in the Downtown SCP A includes or abuts the SCRDNC 
District, the density, development and design standards contained in Section 
138.XIII and Section 139 shall apply. 

The proposed community is not in the Downtown SCP A and does not include or abut the 
SCRDNC District, thus this criterion does not apply. 

11. Where a project in the Orenco SCPA includes or abuts the SCR-OTC the 
density, development and design standards contained in Section 138.XIII 
and Section 140 shall apply. 
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The project is not in the Orenco SCP A. Thus, thls criterion does not apply. 

12. Except where a proposed residential or mixed use project is part of a 
phased or on-going development under the same or related ownership, 
residential development within a SCR-HD, SCR-MD, SCRLD or SCR-V 
District located adjacent to a neighborhood of single family detached 
houses located in a subdivision or development platted before the effective 
date of the Station Area Interim Protection Ordinance, shall transition the 
type and density of the abutting new housing to be compatible with the 
single family character of the previously established neighborhood. 
Development within 100 feet, including road right-of-way, of an existing 
single family neighborhood shall not exceed a density of 7 dwelling units 
per net acre unless the existing neighborhood is zoned at a density 
exceeding 7 units per net acre in which case the new development shall 
match the density of the existing neighborhood. 

Previously approved portions of the approved Orenco Woods CDP abut the Orenco Townsite 
Conservation (SCR-OTC) district. The design was found to meet this criterion; it does not apply 
to this proposed CDP modification relating to commercial uses. 

13. Ancillary dwelling units are permitted in the SCR-MD, SCR-LD. SCR-V 
SCR-DNC and SCR-OTC Districts upon compliance with the following 
standards: ... 

The proposed community does not include ancillary units, thus the above criterion does not 
apply. 

14. Where the residential density requirements of any SCP A district conflict 
or overlap with the adopted residential density requirements of any other 
zone or district associated with land uses within 1,300 feet of a transit 
trunk route where peak period service is provided on at least a 20 minute 
headway basis and service is provided on the route at least every 30 
minutes during the off-peak period between the hours of 5:00 a.m. and 
1:00 a.m. of the following day, the requirement with the greatest 
residential density provision that affects the property shall apply, provided 
such bus service is in place at the time of the Development Review 
application for the property in question. 

The proposed community does not conflict or overlap with the adopted residential density 
requirements of any other zone or district associated with land uses within 1,300-feet of transit 
trunk route; therefore this section does not apply. In addition, the proposed project provides a 
dense mixed-use community as set forth in the Station Community Planning Area guidelines. 

15. If a project proposes to meet minimum residential density requirements 
through or partially through remodeling of and/or additions to an existing 
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dwelling, plans for the additional dwelling units shall be confirmed during 
the Development Review application process. 

The proposed project does not intend to remodel existing dwellings to meet minimum residential 
requirements. This provision does not apply. 

VI MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIOS 
B. Standards -
For non-residential uses, 0.50 within 1,300 feet of a light rail station site; 
0.40 elsewhere in the District. 0.50 in all areas for emergency service 
facilities, hotels, residential hotels and indoor recreational facilities in 
free standing buildings, except hotels within 800 feet of a LRT station 
shall be 0. 7 5. 

The proposed layout includes a mix of residential condominium units and commercial buildings. 
The sizes, numbers and locations of the various buildings within the 19.4 acre site will be 
determined during the Detailed Development Plan(s) review processes. Non-residential Detailed 
Development Plan application submittals shall address the site allowance of up to 10% or 1.94 
acres for "neighborhood commercial" and up to 20% for "other employment" uses. 

VIL MINIMUM NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY OBJECTIVES 
A. Purpose 

Minimum density objectives are a tool for helping to achieve a desired 
intensity of development and encouraging increased use of light rail 
transit. These provisions are intended to help ensure development and 
employment opportunities will occur at levels supportive of transit in 
areas identified for non-residential uses which are within walking distance 
of light rail stations. Data on employment densities also helps the City 
determine the demand for and size of the roadway and infrastructure 
system. 

In residential districts where non-residential development is a permitted 
or conditional use, specified minimum non-residential density targets may 
not be applicable where such targets cannot be achieved by the size of 
commercial uses permitted in that district. 

Target employment levels are guidelines, rather than standards. Actual employment levels will 
be reviewed with the Detailed Development Plan when the fmal detailed land uses have been 
determined. This provision does not apply to the CDP modification. 

Vlll MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM SETBACKS FROM STREETS AND ALLEYS 
B. Standards 
I. See Table I of this Section. 

18 



Minimum front yard setback from streets and alleys = None, 
except as to accommodate building code, public utility easements 
or public open space requirements. 
Maximum front yard setback from streets and alleys = 13 feet for 
row houses and townhouses, 15 feet for mid-rise apartments, multi­
family and garden apartments, 19 feet for single-family detached 
and duplexes. 
Maximum side yard setback= None for all housing types 

2. Front setback standards shall apply to all sides of a building 
abutting a street or alley. 

The proposed CDP modification includes public streets around the perimeter of the modification 
district, and no public streets or alleys internal to the district. Setbacks can be reviewed in 
greater detail in the Detailed Development Plan application. 

X MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
REQUIREMENTS 
B. Standards 
1. See Table I of this Section. Within Station Community 

Planning Areas, building height is measured from native 
grade, four feet outside the foundation of the structure. 

No units are proposed under one story or over three stories. This standard is met. 

2. Private recreation facilities within 800 feet of an LRT station in a 
SCRV District may be one (1) story provided the footprint of the 
building and any outdoor recreation facility does not exceed 7,500 
square feet, and such facilities do not abut a major pedestrian 
route. 

The proposed community does not contain any private recreation facilities. This provision does 
not apply. 

3. The maximum height allowed by Variance to Table 1, including 
any rooftop equipment or structures, for all building types and 
uses in all Station Community Planning Area Districts shall be 
ninety feet (90 '); except that industrial uses in the SCI or SCBP 
Districts may increase the maximum height for the sole purpose of 
accommodating manufacturing processes, up to a maximum of 
ninety-nine feet (99 '). 

No variance from the maximum height is requested, thus this provision does not apply. 

4. In the event a maximum building height permitted by Table 1 or by 
this subsection as applied to a specific building site conflicts with 
that specified in the Hillsboro Airport Compatibility Study (May 
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1993), and the Federal Aviation Administration continues to 
certifY the need for such a height restriction, the Hillsboro Airport 
Compatibility Study shall supersede and control. 

The maximum building height does not conflict with that specified in the Hillsboro Airport 
Compatibility Study, thus this guideline does not apply. 

XI MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS 
B. Standards 
I. Table 2, below, contains the maximum off-street parking 
ratio standards for non-residential development within all SCP A 
Districts. The minimum non-residential off-street parking 
requirements of such uses within SPCAs is equal to fifty percent 
(50%) of the maximum. Table 3 contains the minimum and 
maximum off-street parking standards for residential and similar 
uses. Variance to minimum and maximum parking standards is 
allowed. Pursuant to the results of the Traffic Impact Study 
required under Section 137.XV1B.2., the City Engineer may 
require off-street parking above the minimum standard to mitigate 
impacts of a use on the street system. 

2. Off-street surface parking provided by any project or use within a 
Station Community Planning Area shall be at or below the 
maximum standards listed in this subsection. Multi-family, student 
housing and senior housing uses listed in Table 3, Maximum 
Allowed Parking, includes off-street short-term and guest parking. 

Compliance with this standard will be confirmed during the Detailed Development Plan process. 

7. No maximum bicycle parking standards apply, but a minimum of 
two (2) covered spaces (or one (1) locker) per establishment is 
required regardless of calculation results. Where a calculation 
would otherwise result in a required bicycle parking requirement 
of less than two (2) spaces, owners of one or more adjacent small 
uses, or a single owner of a commercial building with multiple 
tenants, may aggregate their respective gross square footage into 
one calculation and provide the requisite number of common or 
joint use bicycle parking spaces; in which case the requirement for 
a minimum of two (2) covered spaces per establishment shall no 
longer apply provided at least two covered joint use spaces are 
provided by the consortium of users. 

Bicycle parking will be reviewed in detail with the Detailed Development Plan. 
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8. Where calculation of maximum residential parking results in fewer 
parking spaces than the required minimum, the minimum 
requirement shall apply. 

The maximum allowable residential off-street parking calculation does not result in fewer 
parking spaces for than the minimum, thus this provision does not apply. 

XII MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
B. Standards 

1. Residential subdivisions, Residential Village, commercial and 
industrial developments in all districts shall include usable open 
space within a project based on the gross acreage of the project. In 
the SCC-CBD, and SCC-HOD Districts, the minimum amount of 
usable open space shall be five percent (5%) of gross acreage 
within the project. 

Open space requirements were reviewed with the approved Orenco Woods CDP. The proposed 
modification does not change the open space calculations. Therefore, the adopted open space 
findings show compliance with the standard. 

IV. Conclusion 

For these reasons, and for the reasons set out above, the record supports allowing this 
modification as proposed. 

PDX_OOCS:421718.4 [35264-01100) 
11/11108 3:38PM 
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-----Original Message-----
From: John Coulter [mailto:John@fisherfarms.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2008 1:25 PM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Cc: KATIE EYRE 
Subject: RE: Orenco Woods Crossing- Response Submitted Letter 

Ruth, 

Thank you for checking with Pam on this issue. 
Yes, I read the staff report and all of testimony as well. 
I appreciate you reading my letter this evening during deliberations with the 
conunission. 

John 

John Coulter 

-----Original Message-----
From: Ruth Klein <ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2008 1:33 PM 
To: john@fisherfarms.com <john@fisherfarms.corn> 
Cc: Colin Cooper <colinc@ci.hillsboro.or.us>; Vickie Ward 
<vickiew@ci.hillsbo.ro.or.us>; Pam Beery <Pam@gov-law.corn> 
Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing - Response Submitted Letter 

Hello again, 

Pam Beery says that the letter can be read into the record if you have 
read all of the material submitted during the open record period. This 
would be staff report ''G'' and all of the testimony and materials 
attached to it. Would you send me back written confirmation that you 
have done so? And I'll make sure that your letter gets into the record. 

Thanks! 

Ruth 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 

(503) 681-6465 - Phone 
(503) 681-6245 - Fax 
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December 11, 2008 

To members of the Hillsboro Planning Commission, 

In my absence I am writing a letter to you to tell you of my thoughts for the application on the 
request for Modification to the Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. COP 1-06 (Mod 1) 

• Let me start by stating that I am not opposed to the Neighborhood Village concept in this 
area. 

• When this application was originally approved, this body had great concerns about the 
impact of traffic on Cornelius Pass Road, Quantama Road, all roads in the Old Orenco 
neighborhood, and other nearby surface roads. The applicant at that hearing worked 
with the planning commission and ultimately City Council, to cap the number of 
residential dwelling units at 252 to ensure they minimized the traffic impact on all of 
these roads, and neighborhoods. 

• The applicant stated in their earlier testimony on this application that this application will 
provide a benefit to the greater community at a 1 0% impact to Old Orenco. 

• 35% ofthe commercial traffic will head west to the Old Orenco neighborhood. 
• Even though they claim that they have stayed under the cap of 252 dwelling units with 

this modification, they are doing it on an overall smaller area of land, and now have 
added commercial to their same overall acreage. 

• With this modification trip numbers have gone frorn around 2000 to now 4672. 
Incredible increase. 

• Even though the applicant has worked to add additional road improvements, we are still 
left with a greater negative impact on the Old Orenco Neighborhood. 

• This body and the City Council both found merit in LIMITING the applicant during the 
original application process to 252 roof tops. Based on that roof top count we already 
have caused a greater impact to Old Orenco than what they experienced prior to the 
approval of the original application. As a body, this commission said that we were 
committed to that original impact only, and NO Greater. 

• The applicant is back before this community stating they are doing a benefit to the 
greater good, at a minimal negative impact from 10 to 35% in the Old Orenco 
neighborhood. 

• I cannot agree in good conscience with this concept. We made a commitment to this 
community. To make them pay an additional price for someone else's greater good is 
just "wrong". 

• If we as a community do live up to our agreements now, how can we be trusted by our 
community in the future? 

• The applicant could choose to reduce their residential roof tops, then build their 
commercial, to a point where they stay at the original traffic count. It is not right to 
further burden this Old Orenco community. 

• My vote on this application is "Ney" 
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Regards, John Coulter 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 6, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

REOUEST 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

The applicant's representative, WRG Design, Inc., requests Planning Commission approval of a 
modification to the Concept Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing (OWC), a 
phased residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size. 

The proposed modification to the CDP revises the approved residential layout at the southeast 
corner of the site and incorporates commercial uses. Since the modification is confined to the 
southeast corner, this staff report will limit the discussion to that area unless otherwise noted. 
The approved CDP layout, for the southeast corner, includes 26 detached single family. 
residential lots and 40 attached single family residential lots. The requested CDP modification 
layout will include 64 residential condominium units and buildings which contain neighborhood 
commercial uses and other employment uses. If the requested CDP modification is approved, 
the specifics regarding the placement and design of the residential units and commercial 
buildings will be reviewed through the Detailed Development Plan process. 

The applicant and property owner is Venture Properties, Inc. The planning and engineering 
consultant is WRG Design, Inc. The traffic engineer is Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC. 

BACKGROUND 

At the September I 0, 2008 meeting, the Commission heard the presentation of the September 4 
and September 10, 2008 staff reports. President Coulter then opened the hearing. The 
applicant's representative Mimi Doukas, of WRG Design, Inc., and Brian Dunn, of Dunn Traffic 
Engineering, LLC, gave an overview of the requested modification and the reasons for the 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123·4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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request. President Coulter then opened the discussion for questions of the applicant. At the 
conclusion of the questioning, public testimony was received. At the conclusion of testimony, 
the Planning Commission decided to continue the public hearing on Oren co Woods Crossing to 
the meeting date of October 8, 2008 to allow for the submittal of testimony responding to the 
concerns raised during the meeting. 

Prior to the October 8, 2008 meeting, Planning staff received a request from the applicant's 
representative, WRG Design, Inc. to continue the hearing to the October 22, 2008 meeting. The 
request was made to allow City staff and the applicant sufficient time to address the concerns 
raised by the Commission and public testimony at the September 101

h meeting. Following 
receipt of the request, Planning staff mailed notice to the attendees of the September 1om meeting 
that the applicant was requesting from the Commission a continuance. The mailing list for the 
attendees was derived from the sign-in sheet posted at the September 101

h meeting. 

At the October 8, 2008 meeting, the Commission heard the presentation of the October 1" staff 
report which transmitted the testimony received since the issuance of the September lOth staff 
report and the applicant's request for a continuance. President Coulter then opened the hearing 
for public testimony. Following the receipt of testimony, the Commission then granted the 
applicant's request for a continuance to October 22"d. 

At the October 22, 2008 meeting, the Commission heard the presentation of the staff reports 
dated October 16m, October 2181

, and October 22"d. The staff reports transmitted staff responses 
to Planning Commission inquiries and to testimony received, and provided draft conditions of 
approval. President Coulter then opened the hearing for public testimony. Following the receipt 
of testimony, the Commission closed the hearing except for the submittal of written testimony. 
The schedule for submittal of written testimony established an October 29th deadline for all 
parties to submit new evidence into the record and a November 51

h deadline for all parties to 
submit rebuttal to that new evidence. 

TESTIMONY 

The following testimony, attached for the Planning Commission's review, was submitted prior to 
the 5:00pm October 29, 2008 deadline for all parties to submit new evidence into the record: 

l. Letter from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Subject: Questions To Consider", received October 29, 
2008. 

2. Letter from Laine Young, titled "Intersection Failure at 231" A venue and Dogwood; 
Orenco", received October 29, 2008. 

3. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Response to Condition #64 discussion and slide presented 
on 10-22-08", received October 29, 2008. 

4. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Response to Beery, Elsner & Hammond's memorandum 
dated 10-15-08", received October 29,2008. 
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5. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Response to counselor Sullivan's 10-22-08 memo and 
testimony", received October 29, 2008. 

6. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "More Final Response to new evidence submitted 10-22-
08", received October 29, 2008. 

7. DVD from K. Shawn Edgar, titled "Orenco Traffic Documentation 10/08", received October 
29, 2008. 

8. Letter from Mimi Doukas, WRG Design, Inc., titled "Seven-day Continuance of October 22, 
2008 Hearing for Additional Information", received October 29, 2008. 

The following testimony, attached for the Planning Commission's review, was submitted prior to 
the 5:00pm November 5, 2008 deadline for all parties to rebut the new evidence submitted into 
the record: 

9. Letter from Edward Sullivan, Garvey Schubert Barer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 
1-06 (MOD 1)", received November 5, 2008. 

DRAFT CONDITIONS- MODFICATIONS 

In response to the questions posed by the Planning Commission of the public, applicant and staff 
during the October 22"d hearing, City staff has prepared additional draft conditions which are as 
follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Development actlvtty• on the area of modification, identified in Exhibit B, may begin 
following the development of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of Orenco Woods Crossing. 

Should the development of the site occur in phases, the residential component shall be 
reviewed and approved within the first Detailed Development Plan application submittal. 
The residential component shall consist of 64 residential units. 

Should the non-residential development of the site occur in phases, each non-residential 
Detailed Development Plan application shall include a shadow plat that addresses internal 
circulation and connectivity between the developed and undeveloped, residential and non-
residential portions of the site. · 

Non-residential Detailed Development Plan application submittals shall address the site 
allowance of a maximum of 10% for "neighborhood commercial" and a maximum of 20% 
for "other employment" uses. The first non-residential Detailed Development Plan 
application shall establish the protocol for all future non-residential Detailed Development 
Plan applications regarding the allotment of "neighborhood commercial" and "other 
employment" uses across the site. 
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• Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use, the developer 
shall pay to the City of Hillsboro all costs associated with the engineering, permitting, and 
construction of a publicly contracted improvement administered by the City of Hillsboro, 
which shall complete sidewalk improvements consistent with the Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance and extending along the south side of NW Dogwood Street from NW 231" 
Avenue to NW 2281

h Avenue. The City Engineer and/or City Transportation Committee 
shall approve the plans for the sidewalk improvements prior to construction of the sidewalk 
improvements. If the City does not construct all of the sidewalk improvements, as stated 
above, within three years of the payment of the funds by the developer, all of the funds shall 
be refunded to the developer. If the City constructs only a portion of the sidewalk 
improvements, as stated above, within three years of the payment of the funds by the 
developer, then the remaining portion of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. 

These new conditions have been inserted into the following updated list of draft conditions. In 
addition, some of the existing conditions were modified as follows, with the new words in bold 
and eliminated words stmek through. 

1. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit CB as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. The following conditions are specific to this modification 
area. 

Reason: The additional text provides clarification regarding the progression of approvals. 

9. (Note: the following is a portion of Condition No. 9) 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

b) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph intersection sight distance requirement eesiga SJ:leed. 
On-street parking, except where restricted to preserve required sight distance, 
shall be allowed; however, the City reserves the right to restrict or prohibit future 
on-street parking between NW Cornelius Pass Road and Tract "M" as depicted on 
She~t 601 of the application. Obtain all required permits through the City 
Engineer. 

c) Construct Street B between NW Quatama Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph sight distance requirement desiga Sfleed. 

Reason: A clarification of the text was requested by the City Engineer and City 
Transportation Planning Engineer. 

The following is an updated list of draft conditions that has incorporated all of the above 
proposed changes. 
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DRAFT CONDITIONS 

1. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit C as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. The following conditions are specific to this modification 
area. 

2. Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Comntission. 

3. Should the development of the site occur in phases, the residential component shall be 
reviewed and approved within the first Detailed Development Plan application submittal. 
The residential component shall consist of64 residential units. 

4. Should the non-residential development of the site occur in phases, each non-residential 
Detailed Development Plan application shall include a shadow plat that addresses internal 
circulation and connectivity between the developed and undeveloped, residential and 
non-residential portions of the site. 

5. Non-residential Detailed Development Plan application submittals shall address the site 
allowance of a maximum of 10% for "neighborhood commercial" and a maximum of 
20% for "other employment" uses. The first non-residential Detailed Development Plan 
application shall establish the protocol for all future non-residential Detailed 
Development Plan applications regarding the allotment of "neighborhood commercial" 
and "other employment" uses across the site. 

6. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but 
not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site to the satisfaction of the City Transportation Planning 
Engineer prior to approval of each non-residential Detailed Development Plan. The 
submitted letter shall address the trip generation cap for this site which shall restrict 
development of non-residential commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of 
no more than 2848 average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new 
vehicle trips, and 274 afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. Trips which are generated 
using non-vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by and diverted link trip types 
are not subject to the trip cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications 
which include a request that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above 
shall first be required to apply for and receive a new Concept Development Plan 
Modification approval. 

7. Prior to the final inspection approval of any residential structure or issuance of any 
occupancy permit within the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the developer shall 
demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance with the 
following items: 
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a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional right-of-way across the entire 
site frontage to meet the Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standard. The 
dedication shall match the adopted roadway centerline alignment for NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements 
along the entire site frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial 
roadway standards. 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road widen the eastern side of the extstmg paved 
roadway to provide for the required turn lanes and pavement tapers as detailed in 
other Conditions of Approval. These improvements shall include obtaining 
required permits and constructing required pavement widening, pavement 
markings and roadway signage, curb and gutter, street lights, storm drainage and 
other utility modifications, landscape planters and street trees, five (5) foot wide 
sidewalk, and associated improvements as approved by the County Engineer. 
Record slope easements where directed by the County Engineer. 

f) The approach of Street 2 to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall meet Washington 
County sight distance requirements. 

Ouatama Road 

g) On NW Quatama Road, dedicate additional right of way across the entire site 
frontage to meet the Washington County C-3 collector roadway standard. 
Dedication of additional right of way may be required at the northwest corner of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road in order to accommodate 
conditioned intersection and traffic signal improvements. 

h) On NW Quatama Road, record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right -of-way across the entire site frontage. 

i) The approach of Street B to NW Quatama Road shall meet Washington County 
sight distance requirements. 

8. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use within the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, and subject to the approval of Washington 
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County, the developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro 
compliance with the following items: 

a) Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use, 
the developer shall pay to the City of Hillsboro all costs associated with the 
engineering, permitting, and construction of a publicly contracted improvement 
administered by the City of Hillsboro, which shall complete sidewalk 
improvements consistent with the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance and extendin* 
along the south side of NW Dogwood Street from NW 231 '' A venue to NW 228 
Avenue. The City Engineer and/or City Transportation Committee shall approve 
the plans for the sidewalk improvements prior to construction of the sidewalk 
improvements. If the City does not construct all of the sidewalk improvements, 
as stated above, within three years of the payment of the funds by the developer, 
all of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. If the City constructs only a 
portion of the sidewalk improvements, as stated above, within three years of the 
payment of the funds by the developer, then the remaining portion of the funds 
shall be refunded to the developer. 

b) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to 
allow for the future construction of a southbound 17 5 foot right turn storage lane 
with transition tapers and intersection corner radius and traffic signal 
improvements at the approach to NW Quatama Road. Future improvements shall 
include an 8 foot wide curb tight sidewalk with integrated street trees in grates. 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record a minimum of 4 foot wide public utility 
easement (PUE), in lieu of the otherwise required 8 foot PUE, adjacent to public 
right of way dedication for a future 175 foot long southbound right turn storage 
lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at the approach to NW Quatama Road through 
placement of underground utility infrastructure under the public sidewalk. 
Coordinate design and construction of improvements behind the street curb with 
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, and utility service providers. 

e) Obtain required permits from Washington County and implement a traffic signal 
interconnect linking the traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW 
Quatama Road and NW Wilkins Street (currently under construction). 

f) On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County 
A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right turn 
lane using the fifth lane at its approach to NW Quatama Road, including provision 
of 150 feet of striped right turn storage lane, transition striping, and required 
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signage. Modify the existing traffic signal as required by conditioned road 
improvements in accordance with Washington County standards. 

g) Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, subject to 
County approval and receipt of required permits from the County Engineer and 
City Engineer, at a distance of approximately 715 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Utilize the southbound west curb lane of 
the County A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate an interim southbound 
right-tum lane using the fifth lane, with storage length and deceleration taper to be 
determined by Washington County, at the new public street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a northbound left turn lane with 75 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane transitions as determined by Washington County 
at the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic movements at 
the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall be limited to right­
in, right-out, and left-in movements through the use of raised medians and barrier 
curbs, signage, and striping on the approach street and/or NW Cornelius Pass 
Road as determined by the County Engineer. 

Quatama Road 

h) On NW Quatama Road obtain required permits and construct improvements to 
establish a left turn median lane with 50 feet of storage at the eastbound approach 
to the intersection with Street B. Subject to the availability of adequate right of 
way, obtain required permits and construct a continuous left turn median and bi­
directional bike lanes between NE 76rh Avenue and NW Cornelius Pass Road 
including a striped 150 foot eastbound storage lane at the traffic signal approach. 
Within existing public right of way, widen NW Quatama Road to provide a 175 
foot westbound left turn storage lane with tapers at the approach to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

i) Modify the existing traffic signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to accommodate conditioned roadway widening. Maintain the existing 
protected/permitted left tum signal phasing on the northbound and southbound 
approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the existing permitted left tum signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches ofNW Quatama Road. 

Quatama Road I NW 227'h A venue Intersection Improvements 

j) Widen NW 227'h Avenue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of the 
existing right-of-way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the 
Rock Creek Bridge roadway guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide 
southbound to eastbound lane and a minimum 13-foot wide westbound to 
northbound lane within the tum radius unless approved otherwise by the County 
Engineer. 
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k) On NW Quatarna Road east of the intersection with NW 2271h Avenue and 
extending to the eastern boundary of Tract A of the Alder Creek Estates 
subdivision, realign and widen NW Quatarna Road to the south, within the 
boundaries of the existing right-of-way, to provide a minimum 20-foot roadway 
width, unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer. Install guardrail to 
AASHTO and County standards along the north shoulder of NW Quatarna Road 
adjacent the segment of roadway where road shoulder subsidence has occurred 
adjacent to Rock Creek. 

Ouatama Road Bridge Signage 

1) On both roadway afproaches install additional warning signage in advance of the 
bridge on NW 227' Avenue in accordance with MUTCD standards. Signing may 
include signs warning of a "bridge ahead", "narrow bridge", "road narrows" or 
"pedestrians on bridge". Coordinate with, and obtain required pennits, from 
Washington County. 

9. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any non-residential use, the 
developer shall demonstrate compliance to the City Engineer and/or Transportation 
Committee with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from the City of Hillsboro for access onto and work 
within the City right-of-way. 

Pedestrian Signage on Dogwood Street 

b) Subject to the approval of the City Engineer, install pedestrian signage on NW 
Dogwood Street in the vicinity of NW 227'h A venue directing pedestrians to use 
the existing north sidewalk located adjacent the public school and the new 
sidewalk/pathway facilities provided in the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatarna Road. 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

c) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph intersection sight distance requirement. On-street 
parking, except where restricted to preserve required sight distance, shall be 
allowed; however, the City reserves the right to restrict or prohibit future on-street 
parking between NW Cornelius Pass Road and Tract "M" as depicted on Sheet 
601 of the application. Obtain all required pennits through the City Engineer. 

d) Construct Street B between NW Quatarna Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph sight distance requirement. 

e) No parking shall be pennitted along either side of Street B within 100 feet of NW 
Quatama Road. Street B shall have a paved width of 36 feet within 125 feet of 
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NW Quatama Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatama Road approach. Street B shall be constructed to align opposite NE 761

h 

Avenue. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

t) Commercial and multi-family driveway approaches to Street 2, and to Street B 
shall be addressed during Detailed Development Plan review. 

120DAYRULE 

As per state law ORS 227.178, the City of Hillsboro has 120 days from the date an application is 
deemed complete to issue a final action. On August 1, 2008 the CDP modification application 
was deemed complete with a 120-day time frame end date of November 29, 2008. The 
continuance request granted on October 8th included a two week extension of the 120 day rule. 
The 120 day time frame will end on December 13,2008. 

Staff anticipates an appeal of this application and it is the City's legal responsibility to 
accommodate the appeal process within the 120 day time frame. 1n order to accomplish this, on 
November 4, 2008, City staff requested that the City Council proactively schedule a de novo 
appeal hearing on the date of December 2, 2008. Notice of the City Council appeal hearing will 
be sent out on November 12. 1n addition, due to the time constraints imposed by the 15 day 
appeal period following the decision of the Planning Commission, the Commission will be able 
to postpone their decision to no later than November 14th. Ideally, the decision would be made 
on November 12th to provide City staff with a few additional days to assemble and copy the 
record. The following is a more detailed timeline. 

November6 
Planning Commission staff report issued. 

November 12 
Notice of City Council appeal is mailed 20 days prior to hearing. 

November 12 
Planning Commission meeting to deliberate, vote, and sign resolution. 

November 14 
The Planning Commission resolution must be signed no later than this date. 

November 18 
City staff finalize record and send it to the printers. 

November24 
Record returns from printers. 

November25 
City Council staff report and record issued. 
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November27 
Appeal period ends on this date if the Resolution is signed by the Planning 
Commission on November l21

h. 

December I 

11 

Appeal period ends on this date if the Resolution is signed by the Planning 
Commission on November 14th. (Note: the 15 day appeal period actually ends on 
November 291

h which is a Saturday, so the appeal deadline becomes December I, 
a Monday). 

December2 
City staff issue a supplemental staff report to City Council to transmit receipt of 
appeal. 

December2 
City Council meeting, de novo appeal process. 

December __ (Date not set) 
City Council special meeting to vote and issue final decision. 

December 13 
120 day deadline 

RECOMMENDATION 

The public hearing for Orenco Woods Crossing has closed. Planning staff recommends that the 
Commission deliberate and reach a final decision. In anticipation that the Commission may 
recommend approval, staff has prepared the attached resolution with the draft conditions as 
modified by the Planning Commission, City Attorney and Planning and Engineering staff. 
Should the Commission recommend approval the applicant is preparing findings which will be 
transmitted to the Commission in a supplemental staff report. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner ill 

Attachments: 
Draft Resolution 
Testimony 
I. Letter from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Subject: Questions To Consider", received October 29,2008. 
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2. Letter from Laine Young, titled "Intersection Failure at 231" Avenue and Dogwood; Orenco", received 
October 29, 2008. 

3. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Response to Condition #64 discussion and slide presented on 10-22-
08", received October 29, 2008. 

4. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Response to Beery, Elsner & Hammond's memorandum dated 10-
15-08", received October 29, 2008. 

5. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Response to counselor Sullivan's 10-22-08 memo and testimony", 
received October 29, 2008. 

6. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "More Final Response to new evidence submitted 10-22-08", 
received October 29, 2008. 

7. DVD from K. Shawn Edgar, titled "Orenco Traffic Documentation 10/08", received October 29, 200.8. 

8. Letter from Mimi Doukas" WRG Design, Inc., titled "Seven-day Continuance of October 22, 2008 
Hearing for Additional Information", received October 29, 2008. 

9. Letter from Edward Sullivan, Garvey Schubert Barer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 
(MOD !)",received November 5, 2008. 



RESOLUTION NO. __ _ 

CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A MODIFICATION TO THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN FOR ORENCO WOODS CROSSING ALLOWING A MIX OF 64 RESIDENTIAL 
CONDOMINIUM UNITS AND NON-RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS IN THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF THE SITE. 

WHEREAS, the owner of certain tracts of land, described below, has filed a written 
application with the City of Hillsboro for a modification to an approved concept development 
plan, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this application on 
September 10, October 8, October 22 and November 12, 2008 and received testimony in support 
as well as testimony in opposition to the application, and 

WHEREAS, having received the materials and testimony submitted, the Planning 
Commission approves the modification to the concept development plan with the conditions 
listed herein, based on the findings attached hereto as Exhibit B and the vicinity map attached 
hereto as Exhibit C. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Hillsboro Planning Commission, that 
the Commission, by and through this resolution, does hereby approve the modification to the 
concept development plan for Orenco Woods Crossing, as contained in Planning Department 
Casefile No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), on the following described property: 

A portion of Tax Lot 3400, on Washington County Tax Map IN2-35, 
Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission's approval of this 
modification to the concept development plan is conditioned upon satisfaction of the following 
conditions: 

l. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit C as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. The following conditions are specific to this modification 
area. 

2. Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Commission. 
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3. Should the development of the site occur in phases, the residential component shall be 
reviewed and approved within the first Detailed Development Plan application submittal. 
The residential component shall consist of 64 residential units. 

4. Should the non-residential development of the site occur in phases, each non-residential 
Detailed Development Plan application shall include a shadow plat that addresses internal 
circulation and connectivity between the developed and undeveloped, residential and 
non-residential portions of the site. 

5. Non-residential Detailed Development Plan application submittals shall address the site 
allowance of a maximum of 10% for "neighborhood commercial" and a maximum of 
20% for "other employment" uses. The first non-residential Detailed Development Plan 
application shall establish the protocol for all future non-residential Detailed 
Development Plan applications regarding the allotment of "neighborhood commercial" 
and "other employment" uses across the site. 

6. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but 
not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site to the satisfaction of the City Transportation Planning 
Engineer prior to approval of each non-residential Detailed Development Plan. . The 
submitted letter shall address the trip generation cap for this site which shall restrict 
development of non-residential commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of 
no more than 2848 average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new 
vehicle trips, and 274 afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. Trips which are generated 
using non-vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by and diverted link trip types 
are not subject to the trip cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications 
which include a request that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above 
shall first be required to apply for and receive a new Concept Development Plan 
Modification approval. 

7. Prior to the final inspection approval of any residential structure or issuance of any 
occupancy permit within the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the developer shall 
demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance with the 
following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional right-of-way across the entire 
site frontage to meet the Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standard. The 
dedication shall match the adopted roadway centerline alignment for NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 
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d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements 
along the entire site frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial 
roadway standards. 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road widen the eastern side of the existing paved 
roadway to provide for the required turn lanes and pavement tapers as detailed in 
other Conditions of Approval. These improvements shall include obtaining 
required permits and constructing required pavement widening, pavement 
markings and roadway signage, curb and gutter, street lights, storm drainage and 
other utility modifications, landscape planters and street trees, five (5) foot wide 
sidewalk, and associated improvements as approved by the County Engineer. 
Record slope easements where directed by the County Engineer. 

f) The approach of Street 2 to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall meet Washington 
County sight distance requirements. 

Ouatama Road 

g) On NW Quatama Road, dedicate additional right of way across the entire site 
frontage to meet the Washington County C-3 collector roadway standard. 
Dedication of additional right of way may be required at the northwest corner of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road in order to accommodate 
conditioned intersection and traffic signal improvements. 

h) On NW Quatama Road, record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 

i) The approach of Street B to NW Quatama Road shall meet Washington County 
sight distance requirements. 

8. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use within the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, and subject to the approval of Washington 
County, the developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro 
compliance with the following items: 

a) Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use, 
the developer shall pay to the City of Hillsboro all costs associated with the 
engineering, permitting, and construction of a publicly contracted improvement 
administered by the City of Hillsboro, which shall complete sidewalk 
improvements consistent with the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance and extendin~ 
along the south side of NW Dogwood Street from NW 231" A venue to NW 228 
Avenue. The City Engineer and/or City Transportation Committee shall approve 
the plans for the sidewalk improvements prior to construction of the sidewalk 
improvements. If the City does not construct all of the sidewalk improvements, 
as stated above, within three years of the payment of the funds by the developer, 
all of the funds shall be refunded to the developer. If the City constructs only a 
portion of the sidewalk improvements, as stated above, within three years of the 
payment of the funds by the developer, then the remaining portion of the funds 
shall be refunded to the developer. 
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b) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to 
allow for the future construction of a southbound 175 foot right turn storage lane 
with transition tapers and intersection corner radius and traffic signal 
improvements at the approach to NW Quatama Road. Future improvements shall 
include an 8 foot wide curb tight sidewalk with integrated street trees in grates. 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record a minimum of· 4 foot wide public utility 
. easement (PUE), in lieu of the otherwise required 8 foot PUE, adjacent to public 
right of way dedication for a future 17 5 foot long southbound right turn storage 
lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at the approach to NW Quatama Road through 
placement of underground utility infrastructure under the public sidewalk. 
Coordinate design and construction of improvements behind the street curb with 
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, and utility service providers. 

e) Obtain required permits from Washington County and implement a traffic signal 
interconnect linking the traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW 
Quatama Road and NW Wilkins Street (currently under construction). 

f) On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County 
A-4 standard S-lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right turn 
lane using the fifth lane at its approach to NW Quatama Road, including provision 
of 150 feet of striped right turn storage lane, transition striping, and required 
signage. Modify the existing traffic signal as required by conditioned road 
improvements in accordance with Washington County standards. 

g) Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, subject to 
County approval and receipt of required permits from the County Engineer and 
City Engineer, at a distance of approximately 715 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Utilize the southbound west curb lane of 
the County A-4 standard S-lane road section to delineate an interim southbound 
right-tum lane using the fifth lane, with storage length and deceleration taper to be 
determined by Washington County, at the new public street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a northbound left turn lane with 7 5 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane transitions as determined by Washington County 
at the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic movements at 
the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall be limited to right­
in, right-out, and left-in movements through the use of raised medians and barrier 
curbs, signage, and striping on the approach street and/or NW Cornelius Pass 
Road as determined by the County Engineer. 

Ouatama Road 

h) On NW Quatama Road obtain required permits and construct improvements to 
establish a left turn median lane with 50 feet of storage at the eastbound approach 
to the intersection with Street B. Subject to the availability of adequate right of 
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way, obtain required permits and construct a continuous left tum median and bi­
directional bike Janes between NE 76'h Avenue and NW Cornelius Pass Road 
including a striped 150 foot eastbound storage Jane at the traffic signal approach. 
Within existing public right of way, widen NW Quatama Road to provide a 175 
foot westbound left turn storage Jane with tapers at the approach to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

i) Modify the existing traffic signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to accommodate conditioned roadway widening. Maintain the existing 
protected/permitted left tum signal phasing on the northbound and southbound 
approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the existing permitted left turn signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches of NW Quatama Road. 

Quatama Road I NW 2271h Avenue Intersection Improvements 

j) Widen NW 227'h A venue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of the 
existing right-of-way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the 
Rock Creek Bridge roadway guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide 
southbound to eastbound Jane and a minimum 13-foot wide westbound to 
northbound lane within the tum radius unless approved otherwise by the County 
Engineer. 

k) On NW Quatama Road east of the intersection with NW 2271h Avenue and 
extending to the eastern boundary of Tract A of the Alder Creek Estates 
subdivision, realign and widen NW Quatama Road to the south, within the 
boundaries of the existing right-of-way, to provide a minimum 20-foot roadway 
width, unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer. Install guardrail to 
AASHTO and County standards along the north shoulder of NW Quatama Road 
adjacent the segment of roadway where road shoulder subsidence has occurred 
adjacent to Rock Creek. 

Quatama Road Bridge Signage 

I) On both roadway approaches install additional warning signage in advance of the 
bridge on NW 2271 Avenue in accordance with MUTCD standards. Signing may 
include signs warning of a "bridge ahead", "narrow bridge", "road narrows" or 
"pedestrians on bridge". Coordinate with, and obtain required permits, from 
Washington County. 

9. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any non-residential use, the 
developer shall demonstrate compliance to the City Engineer and/or Transportation 
Committee with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from the City of Hillsboro for access onto and work 
within the City right-of-way. 

Pedestrian Signage on Dogwood Street 

b) Subject to the approval of the City Engineer, install pedestrian signage on NW 
Dogwood s·treet in the vicinity of NW 2271h Avenue directing pedestrians to use 
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the existing north sidewalk located adjacent the public school and the new 
sidewalk/pathway facilities provided in the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road. 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

c) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph intersection sight distance requirement. On-street 
parking, except where restricted to preserve required sight distance, shall be 
allowed; however, the City reserves the right to restrict or prohibit future on-street 
parking between NW Cornelius Pass Road and Tract "M" as depicted on Sheet 
601 of the application. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

d) Construct Street B between NW Quatama Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph sight distance requirement. 

e) No parking shall be permitted along either side of Street B within 100 feet of NW 
Quatama Road. Street B shall have a paved width of 36 feet withln 125 feet of 
NW Quatama Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatarna Road approach. Street B shall be constructed to align opposite NE 76th 
A venue. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

f) Commercial and multi-family driveway approaches to Street 2, and to Street B 
shall be addressed during Detailed Development Plan review. 

Introduced and passed this 12th day of November, 2008. 

ATTEST: __________ _ 
Secretary 

President 



October 29, 2008 

Planning Commissioners 
do Ruth Klein 
Civic Center 
Hillsboro Oregon 97123 

SUBJECT: QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 

. : •'.' 

First: Venture's original request was to build 400 housing units. That number 
was reduced to 252 housing units because of the multiple traffic problems and 
congestion 400 units would cause on Cornelius Pass, Quatama and pass­
through traffic in Orenco. 

The proposed Commercial project increases the 252 unit traffic count by more 
than 100. Why is this modification not held to the same amount of traffic count 
that the 252 units were held to? 

Commercial Zoning would be granted ONLY if the traffic count does not increase 
above the 252 unit counts. 

Second: At this time Commercial property is more valuable than residential. If 
part of the Orenco Woods property is zoned as Commercial, that increases the 
value of the property. There is a possibility that this change in zoning would 
allow MorissetteNenture to refinance/restructure their loan. This is a game 
played all the time, even though banks and loan companies are having problems. 

So is this modification really about creating a commercial site or restructuring a 
loan? If this scenario is true, and that in reality Venture does not plan to sell or 
develop the commercial property, can they return to the Planning Commission 
and ask for another modification to return to building only residential units? 

Thank you for your Consideration of these questions. 

Bonnie Kooken, President 
Orenco Neighborhood Organization (ONO) 
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October 28, 2008 

TO: John Coulter, President, Hillsboro Planning Commission 
Hillsboro Planning Colillilissioners 

FROM: Laine Young, Oren co Resident 

RE: Intersection Failure at 231~ Avenue and Dogwood; Oreuco 

According to the Traffic hnpact Analysis provided by Dunn Traffic Engineering LLC, the intersection at 
NW 231" Avenue aud NW Dogwood Streets is predicted to have a level of service (LOS) of"D" by 
2011. At this time the Hillsboro street master plan calls for extension of231" Avenue to Tualatin Valley 
Higbway, thougb no concrete date bas been set for this improvement. I aud others have submitted 
information showing that the road capacity of our region is quickly diminishing with the completion of 
each development project, and our options for functioning regional planning transportation networks 
dwindles with it. 

Taking another look at the potential transportation limitations we are facing, I have found au additional 
opportunity for supporting this intersection. I am asking the Planning Commission to include resolution 
of problems already experienced at this comer as a part of the comprehensive approach to reviewing 
transportation impacts related to Orenco Woods Crossing. Resolving some of the problems now will 
certainly favor the future decisions that must be made when 231~ is extended to TV Higbway, or if the 
City determines that Dogwood must be linked to the Orenco Woods Crossing project because that project 
lacks adequate transportation capacity. Specifically, I am asking that the Plarming Commission include a 
conditions of approval that require: 

1. The alley on the south side of homes located on Lots 1-5; Block 14 (shown in Figure 1 as tax lots 
16800-17500, and Tax lots 1700 and 1701, Figure 2 Aerial photograph of area) be enforced aud 
constructed for street parking for the homes located on these tax lots, and the alley be connected to 
Orenco Meadows Subdivision at NE 65"' ro-_----r , •• ~ .. ---=-~--.;_-«>-,-;;-0-1;_!J_O_M_J_.\_J ~-.\!--:~,·.·:.... -,-, --.-,-",.-----, 
Court to allow free traffic circulation and ~ ... _ .. ·i t 
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connectivity, -•., _ ~ i · : : ~ ~ ~ ·- ~~ M/j 

2. Restricting parking on one side of 
Dogwood between 230"' and 231" 
Avenue, aud developing options for 
developing formal parking spots on one 
side, or allow construction of parking 
spaces where bioswales currently exist, 

3. Fnlly construct the north side of 
Dogwood between 230"'-231", 

4. The alley be cut off from 231" Avenue at 
Tax lots 1700 and 1701, and the 
abandoned portions be dedicated to 
adjacent property owners. 
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Figure 1. Section ofTa:x Map 1N2 34CB showing 
block 14 lots in today 's configuration. Note: no 
alley was surveyed or recorded (at arrow) 
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5. A speed limit of 15 miles per hour be established for NW Dogwood along this block. 

6. The City meet with property owners in this block ofNW Dogwood and with neighborhood groups 
(Orenco Neighborhood Organization, Orenco Neighborhood Watch Group, and the homeowners of 
Orenco Meadows) to see if any other solutions can be forged 

Figure 2. Full aerial photograph of23J" Avenue at NW Dogwood 
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HISTORY OF 23! 5
T AT DOGWOOD: 

Between 200 I and 2003, nine new homes were constructed on the south side ofNW Dogwood between 
231" and 230th. For some reason, when the Orenco Townsite Conservancy district (SCR-OTC) was 
established, these lots were not only excluded from OTC standards, but actually provided with specific 
favorable conditions for higher density housing (HZO Vol. II, Chapter 140). The result has been 
construction of one single family home, which has now obtained approval for an additional homesite for 

Figure 3. Aerial photograph showing 
the status ofNW Dogwood width and 
location and condition of alley. 

60-ft right of way (white arrow) 

25-ft existing pavement (black arrow) 

Bioswales (Sidewalk to street and 
between driveways) required under 
Sec. 140 OTC standards. 

17-ft alley (black arrow) 
See also Tax Map 1N234AC17400 
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construction in the back yard of Tax lot 1701, and eight townbomes. Though there was a requirement that 
an alley way be provided behind these dwellings, occupancy pemtits for the dwellings were released 
without construction of the alley. 

Since construction of the homes located on NW Dogwood between 230th and 231", street parking has 
consistently reduced the travel lanes to less than the width generally allowed for two lanes (see figure 3). 
If cars are parking on both north and south sides ofNW Dogwood, the width remaining for the street is 
reduced to the width of one lane or less. 

ONFLICTS AND LIMITATIONS: 

The traffic problems encountered at this corner and at 227th Avenue and NW Dogwood finally initiated a 
stody, titled "NW Dogwood Street Pedestrian Safety Concerns" released in May of 2008. A traffic count 
at this corner was measured to be 1018 cars on June 19,2008, and the average speed was clocked at 28 
mph (Quality Counts LLC data reported in Dunn, August 2008). Recommendations for resolving the 
problems included additional stop signs, and traffic calming humps were ruled out The 
recommendations did not appear to actually resolve the problems on Dogwood. 

The width of this street and location of houses will forever limit resolution of traffic conflicts on NW 
Dogwood, 230th-231 ". The traffic problems at this corner can not be resolved without considering 
restricting parking on Dogwood in this block to the north side of the street, creating and connecting the 
alley for use by the residents who now use the south side of Dogwood, 230th to 231 ",and supporting 
enforcement of slower traffic by establishing a speed that the local enforcement officers can enforce. 

CURRENT AND FU11JRE USE OF THE WOULD-BE ALLEY: 

At this time, the homes of this block include the alley within their backyards. The residents may have 
bought these homes without knowing that the alley was required for additional parking and access to the 
back of their homes. The resulting Tax map, drafted using the final subdivision survey, does not 
acknowledge the alley at all. 

The Orenco Meadows subdivision left the south half of this alley open (see Figure 4). Therefore, the 
alley can be resurrected for participating in resolving some of the parking problems on NW Dogwood. If 
available parking would continue to under-serve the residents, then the alley provides the only option for 
parking near their dwellings (see figures 2 & 3). 

INCLUSIVE RESOLVE OF TRAFFIC PROBLEMS AT 231 ST & DOGWOOD: 

The morass of problems that this situation has caused for both the owners of the dwellings on NW 
Dogwood, and anyone who travels there, is serious without the additional traffic that this area will be 
expected to carry after Orenco Woods Crossing is constructed and after connection to TV Highway. This 
request only presents one option for resolving the problems at this corner. It may be possible that the 
residents of this block of Dogwood can present other solutions, and they shonld have a chance to do so. 
However, no other testimony or process appears to open an inclusive resolution. This block ofNW 
Dogwood is NOT included in the notification area required for Orenco Woods Crossing CDP l-
06(Mod!). The Orenco Woods Crossing hearing process may not be the best forum for presenting and 
discussing options, nor the best arena for making decisions about this area. 



Figure 4. Alley used as driveway to second house 
from SE corner of23I" & Dogwood and at NW 
23o'h (orNE 661

h Ave after City street 
renumbering) 

Half alley unimproved 

Half alley used for back yards and half alley unimproved. 
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"RESPONSE TO CONDITION #64 DISCUSSION ON 10-22-08" 

I 0-29-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Lubischer 
Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

/MCt.u_/l£5 t_/NE ".;:-( " 

C ~ .?0 I.,.- I ..V 5 T>t. tL fit Ell/1" 

4~Ct-fo1-tEWT") 

Response to Condition #64 discussion and slide1 presented on I 0-22-08. 
OCT 2 9 2008 

< 

President Coulter and Commissioners, '~,Tf"f 1);:.:· H:::_L:::::ur::~o 

;:\J,>~!--.;;~·J(~, C·~\:)_£\HTMEr--n 

I) Regarding the first part of Condition #64. There has been an irrevocable failure to 
comply with this part of Condition #64 to file an application for the listing of the 
McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places by the deadline. An 
application was submitted 7- I -08 but returned for substantial rewriting with the 
understanding that it would be resubmitted by I 1-0 I -08. To date that resubmission has 
not been done. Please see attachment at page 3 of this letter. 

2) Second, at the I 0-22-08 hearing the applicant stated, 

"From a title standpoint the land is under title with Venture Properties and their 
entities, but as part of that purchase and sale agreement with the Elk's they are still 
under the obligation to return the parcel for the McDonald House once it's created, 
back to the Elk's. Right now that parcel doesn't exist. There's no mechanism to 
convey that land back to the Elk's." 

[Response: The record, and the above statement, shows that the McDonald House and its lot 
are now the property of Venture Properties, LLC (See Title information in the CDP 1-06 
(MOD I) application). The applicant has submitted no documentation that proves that the 
City was given "right of first refusal" to purchase the property. 

Condition of Approval #64 of Resolution No. I56I-P has been irrevocably violated. The 
Planning Director is obligated to rescind the CDP approval because of this non-compliance. 
Condition #64 is not ambiguous, the text is crystal clear. It is clear that ownership has 
changed hands without giving the City "right of first refusal". The only thing that is unclear 
is whether the City will rescind the approval of CDP I -06, said approval being contingent 
upon the fulfillment of the Condition. This 55 acres was changed from a Comprehensive 
designation of Open Space to Residential based on second part of Condition #64. 

1 I could not find a copy of the slide regarding this matter in the file when I checked at about 
0900 I 0-29-08. 

1 
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Planning staff indicated at the I 0-22-08 hearing that the applicant was going to submit a 
letter assuring that the City would be able to enforce the ability to obtain this land if the City 
wanted to. This fails to satisfy the express language of Condition #64 and is not a substitute 
for compliance with this condition. 

The promised letter from the applicant has not been received as oft{ ~>fM 10-29-08. 
Pursuant to 197. 763( 6)( e) "unless waived by the applicant, the local government shall 
allow the applicant at least seven days after the record is closed to all other parties to 
submit final written arguments in support of the application. The applicant's final 
submittal shall be considered part of the record, but shall not include any new 
evidence ... " I request that any new evidence, if submitted after 5 PM 10-29-08, not be 
accepted and not become part of the record. Again, even if such a letter were submitted 
by 5 PM 10-29-08 the terms of Condition #64 have been irrevocably violated. 

Finally, please find attached a copy of the "LINE OF CREDIT INSTRUMENT" between 
US Bank and Venture Properties, Inc. dated September 17'\ 2007. In this document it 
appears that the McDonald House is included with the property titled "Premises". I 
believe should there be a default, US Bank would take title to the Orenco Woods 
Crossing property, including the McDonald House and its lot but perhaps the City's 
Attorney can address this. 

11J~ou, 
i' -, 11 • .1! 

)f. /..<....tz.«-c =·'7 
[!)im Lubischer 

22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 
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anne lubischer 

)ffi: 

.oent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Jim, 

Cara Kaser [Cara.Kaser@state.or.us] 
Wednesday, October 29, 2008 8:31 AM 
anne lubischer 
Re: Hillsboro's McDonald House 

As of today, Wednesday, October 29 1 I have not received a revised a nomination for the 
McDonald House. The next deadline for submission is this Monday, November 3. 

Feel free to contact me with any questions. 

Thanks, 

Cara Kaser 
Architectural Historian 
National Register Program 
State Historic Preservation Office 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C 
Salem, Oregon 97301-1266 
Tel: {503) 986-0784 
Fax: {503) 986-0793 
cara.kaser@state.or.us 
www.oregonheritage.org 

·> "anne lubischer" <annejiml@verizon.net> 10/28/2008 6:49AM>>> 
.JS. Kaser, 

I would like to inquire regarding the status of the application for Hillsboro's McDonald 
House nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. On August 6, 2008 you sent 
me a letter which said, "After review by SHPO staff, however, the nomination was returned 
to the preparer for substantial rewriting with the understanding that the nomination would 
be resubmitted to the SHPO by November 1, 2008 for review by staff." As of today, has 
SHPO received the application? Thank you, Jim Lubischer 

1 
~ 
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WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

U:S. Bank National Association 
Ill S.W.FifthAvenue(T-7) 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Attention: Mary Wilson 

Wuhlngt" •.ounty, Oregon 2007-1 04250 
0912712L ,2:49:12 PM 
D-M Cnt•l Stn•7 K GRUNEWALD 
$125.00$25.00 $5.00$11.00 ·Total • $118.00 

LINE OF CREDIT INSTRUMENT 

The maximum principal amount to be advanced pursuant to the credit agreement secured by this 
line of credit instrument is $29,224,800. The maturity date of the credit agreement secured by 
this line of credit instrument, exclusive of any option to renew or extend such maturity date, is 
SeptetDber 26, 2010. The maximum principal amount to be advanced pursuant to the credit 
agreement secured by this line of credit instrument may be exceeded by advances to complete 
construction pursuant to ORS 86.155(2)( c). 

The Tax Account Nos. for the real property covered by this deed of trust are: R2069672 and 
R0727271. 

THIS DEED OF TRUST, SECURITY AGREEMENT, ASSIGNMENT OF 
LEASES AND RENTS, AND FIXTURE FILING (the "Deed oftrust"), made as of this 261

h 

day of September, 2007, between U.S. BANK NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, a national 
banking association organized and existing under the Jaws of the United States of America 
(hereinafter referred to as "Beneficiary"), whose address is Ill S. W. Fifth A venue, Suite 700, 
Portland, Oregon 97204, U.S. BANK TRUST COMPANY, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, 
whose address is 555 S.W. Oak Street(PL-7), Portland, Oregon 97204 (hereinafter referred to as 
"Trustee"), and VENTURE PROPERTIES, INC., a corporation organized and existing under 
the laws of the State of Oregon (hereinafter referred to as "Grantor"), whose address is 
4230 Galewood Street, Suite 100, Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035. 

WIT NESSETH: 

DEFINITIONS. 

As used herein, "Obligations" means all indebtedness now or hereafter owing by Grantor 
to Beneficiary, including without limitation: (a) indebtedness advanced under that certain Loan 
Agreement for Acquisition and Development of Orenco Woods of even date herewith (the "Loan 
Agreement"), and as further evidenced by a Promissory Note of even date herewith in the 
principal amount of$14,151,600 (the "Acquisition Note") and a Promissory Note of even date 
herewith in the amount of $15,073,200 (the "Development Note"), and all extensions, renewals, 
restatements, and modifications of any of the foregoing; (b) all Obligations of Grantor under the 
Loan Documents, whether such Obligations are now or hereafter existing or incurred, whether 
liquidated or unliquidated, and whether absolute or contingent; and (c) any ISDA Master 
Agreement and related schedules (commonly known as a swap contract or interest rate collar or 
cap) now or hereafter existing between Grantor and Beneficiary, and principal, interest, fees, 
expenses, and charges relating to any of the foregoing, including, without limitation, costs and 
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expenses of collection and enforcement of this Deed ofTrust, attorneys' fees of both inside and 
outside counsel, and environmental assessment or remediation costs. 

As used herein, "Note" means the Acquisition Note and the Development Note. 

As used herein, the term "Loan Documents" shall mean the Note, the Loan Agreement, 
this Deed of Trust, and all other documents executed by Grantor or any guarantor in connection 
with the Loan. 

As used herein, the "Loan" means all indebtedness arising under the Loan Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, to secure the payment, performance and observance by Grantor 
of all of the covenants and conditions in the Note and any extensions or renewals thereof, as it 
may be modified, amended or supplemented at any time and from time to time, and in this Deed 
of Trust and the Loan Documents, and in order to charge the properties, interests and rights 
hereinafter described with such payment, performance and observance, Grantor does hereby 
execute and deliver this Deed of Trust, and hereby grants, bargains, sells, conveys in trust with 
power of sale, assigns, transfers, hypothecates, pledges, sets over, and grants a security interest 
unto Trustee for the benefit of Beneficiary, its successors and assigns forever, all of the estate, 
title and interest of Grantor in and to the following: 

1. The land described in Exhibit A attached hereto, whether Grantor's estate therein 
consists of fee simple, a leasehold, an easement, or some other estate; 

2. All buildings, structures, improvements, privileges and appurtenances belonging 
thereto now existing or hereafter constructed thereon; 

3. All easements, rights of way, streets, ways, alleys, sewer lines, water lines, water 
rights, and all estates, rights, titles, interests, privileges, hereditaments, access rights and 
appurtenances whatsoever in any way relating to or appertaining to any of the property described 
in Exhibit A, or which hereafter shall in any way belong, relate or be appurtenant thereto, 
whether now owned or hereafter acquired by Grantor, and the reversion or reversions, remainder 
and remainders, rents, issues, profits thereof, and all the estate, right, title, interest, property, 
possession, claim and demand whatsoever at law, as well as in equity, of Grantor in and to the 
same; 

(Hereinafter the properties contained in Paragraphs 1 through 3 shall collectively be 
referred to as the "Premises"); 

4. All existing leases of all or any portion of the Premises, together with any and all 
future leases hereinafter entered into by any lessor or lessee affecting all or any portion of the 
Premises, and all guaranties, amendments, extensions, modifications and renewals of such leases 
and any of them, all of which are hereinafter called the "Leases," and all rents, receipts, revenues, 
awards, income and profits (collectively referred to as "Rents") which may now or hereafter be 
or become due or owing under the Leases, and any of them, on account of the use of the 
Premises or otherwise arising out of or pertaining to the Premises. 

-2- 080051-0320/PDXOOCS:1541564.5 



5. All furniture, fixtures, appliances, machinery, equipment, construction and 
building materials, and all personal property and any replacements and proceeds and 
substitutions thereof, owned by Grantor and now located thereon, attached to, or hereafter 
acquired or located thereon or attached thereto, and all lighting, heating, cooking, ventilating, air 
conditioning, incinerating, sprinkling and plumbing systems and all pipes, wires, attached 
fixtures and apparatus forming a part of or used in connection therewith, and all cooking 
appliances, cabinets, windows, doors and all wall to wall carpeting located thereon; 

6. All judgments, awards of damages and settlements hereafter made resulting from 
condemnation proceedings or the taking of the Premises or any part thereof under the power of 
eminent domain, or for any damage (whether caused by such taking or otherwise) to the 
Premises or the improvements thereon or any part thereof, or to any rights appurtenant thereto, 
including any award for change of grade or streets; 

7. All inventory, contract rights, cash (including the "Funds," as such term is defined 
in Section 1.3 hereof), proceeds, accounts receivable, insurance proceeds, deposit and other 
accounts, logos, trademarks, and all trade name agreements, and all replacements and proceeds 
relating thereto now owned or hereafter acquired by Grantor, in connection with the Premises, 
including but not limited to all revenues and credit card receipts collected from guest rooms, 
meeting rooms, recreational facilities, all receivables, customer obligations, installment payment 
obligations, deposits securing reservations, license, lease and concession fees and vending 
machine sales. 

8. All documents, instruments, chattel paper, claims, deposits and general 
intangibles, as the foregoing terms are defined in the Uniform Commercial Code, and all contract 
rights, franchises, property management agreements, books, records, plans, specifications, 
permits, franchise agreements, licenses, approvals, actions and telephone numbers, which now or 
hereafter relate to, are derived from or used in connection with the Premises or in the use, 
operation, maintenance, occupancy or enjoyment thereof or the conduct of any business or 
activities thereon. 

9. All contracts and general intangibles relating to construction of improvements at 
the Premises, including without limitation any and all construction contracts, architect contracts, 
and plans and specifications created thereunder, development contracts, payment and/or 
performance bonds, and claims for defective materials or workmanship, including any judgments 
and awards arising from such claims. 

(Hereinafter the items set forth in Paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 shall collectively be 
referred to as the "Collateral.") 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the Premises and Collateral, and all other properties 
hereinabove granted to Beneficiary, its successors and assigns, to its own proper use and benefit 
forever, subject however to the terms and conditions herein. 

PROVIDED, HOWEVER, that these presents are upon the condition that, if Grantor 
shall pay or cause to be paid to Beneficiary the principal, interest and other charges provided in 
the Note and this Deed of Trust and the other Loan Documents, at the times and in the manner 
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stipulated therein and herein, all without any deduction or credit for taxes or other similar 
charges paid by Grantor, and shall keep, perform and observe all the covenants and promises in 
the Note and in this Deed of Trust expressed and the other Loan Documents to be kept, 
performed and observed, then the foregoing conveyance and transfer of the Premises and the 
Collateral shall cease, detennine and be void but shall otherwise remain in full force and effect 

AND, Grantor covenants and agrees with Beneficiary that: 

ARTICLE I 
PARTICULAR COVENANTS OF GRANTOR 

1.1 Performance of Note and Deed of Trust and the Other Loan Documents. 
Grantor will perform, observe and comply with all provisions of the Note and this Deed of Trust 
and the other Loan Documents secured hereby and will duly and timely pay, without relief from 
any valuation or appraisement law, to Beneficiary the sum of money expressed in the Note with 
interest thereon and all other sums required to be paid by Grantor pursuant to the provisions of 
the Note and this Deed of Trust and the other Loan Documents, all without any deductions or 
credit for taxes or other similar charges paid by Grantor. 

1.2 Title Warranties and Representations. Grantor hereby covenants with and 
represents and warrants to Beneficiary that Grantor is indefeasibly seized of the Premises in fee 
simple; that Grantor has full power and lawful right to convey the same as aforesaid; that it shall 
be lawful for said Beneficiary at all times peaceably and quietly to enter upon, hold, occupy and 
enjoy the Premises and every part thereof; that said Grantor will make such further assurances to 
perfect the fee simple title to the Premises and Beneficiary's lien thereon, as may be reasonably 
required; that the Premises is not subject to any liens in favor of any private or governmental 
entity; and that Grantor does hereby fully warrant the title to the Premises and every part thereof 
and will defend the same against the claims (whether meritorius or non-meritorius) of all persons 
whomsoever, except for those matters set forth on Exhibit B attached hereto ("Permitted 
Exceptions"). 

1.3 Real Estate Taxes, Assessments and Personal Property Taxes. 

(a) On and after the occurrence of a default hereunder, or under the Note or 
any other Loan Documents, Grantor shall upon demand pay to Beneficiary on the day monthly 
installments of interest or monthly installments of principal and interest are payable under the 
Note, until the Loan Documents are paid in full, a sum (herein "Funds") equal to one-twelfth of 
the yearly real estate taxes and assessments which may attain priority over this Deed of Trust, all 
as reasonably estimated initially and from time to time by Beneficiary on the basis of 
assessments and bills and reasonable estimates thereof. The Funds shall be held by Beneficiary 
and Beneficiary shall apply the Funds to pay said taxes and assessments as and when they shall 
be due and payable. No interest shall be paid on the Funds. The Funds are pledged as additional 
security for the sums secured by this Deed of Trust. If the amount of the Funds held by 
Beneficiary shall not be sufficient to pay taxes and assessments as they fall due, Grantor shall 
pay to Beneficiary any amount necessary to make up the deficiency within 15 days from the date 
notice is mailed by Beneficiary to Grantor requesting payment thereof. Upon payment in full of 
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the Note and all of the other Loan Documents, all Funds then held by Beneficiary shall be 
returned to Grantor. 

(b) Except as provided in (a) above, Grantor shall pay when due according to 
law, all taxes, assessments and other charges which are now due or may hereafter be imposed or 
assessed against the Premises and the Collateral. Upon reasonable request, Grantor will 
promptly send to Beneficiary receipts for the payment of all such taxes, assessments and other 
charges. Upon the failure of Grantor to promptly pay such taxes, assessments and other charges, 
Beneficiary shall have the option to pay and discharge same without notice to Grantor. Any 
sums so expended by Beneficiary shall at once become an indebtedness of Grantor and shall be 
due and payable by Grantor with interest as provided in the Note after default, which sums shall 
thereupon become secured by this Deed of Trust. 

1.4 Other Taxes, Liens and Utility Charges. Grantor will pay promptly, when and 
as due, all charges for utilities, whether public or private, and will promptly exhibit to 
Beneficiary, upon reasonable request, receipts for the payment of all taxes, assessments, water 
and sewer charges, dues, fines and impositions of every nature whatsoever imposed, levied or 
assessed or to be imposed, levied or assessed upon or against the Premises and the Collateral, or 
any part thereof, or upon the interest of Grantor in the Premises (other than any of the same for 
which provision has been made in Section 1.3 of this Article I), as well as all income taxes, 
assessments and other governmental charges lawfully levied and imposed by the United States of 
America or any State, county, municipality or other taxing authority upon Grantor in respect of 
the Premises and the Collateral or any part thereof, or any charge which, if unpaid, would 
become a lien or charge upon the Premises and the Collateral or any part thereof. Grantor will 
not suffer any mechanic's, laborer's, statutory or other liens, or any mortgage or other lien which 
might or could be prior to, equal to, or subordinate to the lien of this Deed of Trust to be created 
or to remain outstanding upon the Premises and the Collateral or any part thereof, other than the 
Permitted Exceptions. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Grantor may withhold payment of any 
tax, assessment, or claim in connection with a good faith dispute over the obligation to pay, so 
long as Beneficiary's interest in the Premises and Collateral is not jeopardized. If a lien arises or 
is filed, Grantor shall within 15 days after the lien arises or, if a lien is filed, within 15 days after 
Grantor has notice of the filing, secure the discharge of the lien or deposit with Beneficiary cash 
or a sufficient corporate surety bond or other security satisfactory to Beneficiary in an amount 
sufficient to discharge the lien plus any costs, attorney fees, or other charges that could accrue as 
a result of a foreclosure or sale under the lien. 

1.5 Insurance. 

(a) Grantor will, at its expense, keep the Premises and the Collateral owned 
by it, adequately insured at all times against such risks as are customarily insured against by 
entities engaged in similar businesses. Without limiting the foregoing, Grantor will (i) keep the 
Premises and the Collateral fully insured against fire, theft and extended coverage risks (all 
hazards included within the term "all risks coverage"), and if the Premises are determined to be 
in a flood plain or flood prone area, flood insurance, in an amount sufficient to prevent Grantor 
or Beneficiary from becoming a co-insurer of any partial loss under applicable insurance policies 
and in any event not less than 100 percent of the full replacement value (actual replacement 
value without deduction for physical depreciation, but exclusive of the cost of excavation, 
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footings, foundation and underground utilities) thereof; provided, however, in no event less than 
the then outstanding principal amount of the Note; (ii) maintain all such workers' compensation 
or similar insurance as may be required by law, (iii) maintain rental interruption insurance 
coverage equal to or greater than six months of income from the Premises and Collateral; 
(iv) maintain personal property insurance in an amount as Beneficiary shall reasonably request; 
and (v) maintain general public liability insurance in respect of the Premises and the Collateral 
against claims for personal and bodily injury, death or property damage occurring, in or about 
the Premises and the Collateral and liability insurance covering the operations of Grantor 
conducted on or about the Premises and the Collateral in an amount as is reasonably acceptable 
to Beneficiary. All policies of insurance shall be placed with insurance companies satisfactory to 
Beneficiary and shall have attached thereto the standard form of Beneficiary clause, without 
contribution, in favor of Beneficiary and be delivered to and be held by said Beneficiary, which 
policy shall provide that no cancellation, modification, termination or lapse thereof shall be 
effective until at least 30 days after receipt by Beneficiary of written notice thereof. This Deed 
of Trust shall operate as an assignment to Beneficiary of said policies, whether delivered or not. 

(b) Grantor shall provide evidence of fully paid insurance at least 15 days 
prior to the expiration date of any insurance policy. Upon the failure of Grantor to provide the 
aforesaid insurance, Beneficiary shall have the option (but not the duty) to procure and maintain 
such insurance or a Beneficiary interest policy without notice to Grantor. Any sums so expended 
by Beneficiary shall at once become indebtedness owing from Grantor to Beneficiary and shall 
immediately become due and payable by Grantor with interest thereon, to the extent legally 
enforceable. The following notice is given pursuant to ORS 746.201: 

WARNING 

Unless Grantor provides Beneficiary with evidence of the insurance coverage as 
required herein, Beneficiary may purchase insurance at Grantor's expense to 
protect Beneficiary's interest. This insurance may, but need not, also protect 
Grantor's interest. lfthe collateral becomes damaged, the coverage Beneficiary 
purchases may not pay any claim Grantor makes or any claim made against 
Grantor. Grantor may later cancel this coverage by providing evidence that 
Grantor has obtained property coverage elsewhere. 

Grantor is responsible for the cost of any insurance purchased by Beneficiary. 
The cost of this insurance may be added to the indebtedness secured hereby. If 
the cost is added to the indebtedness secured hereby, the interest rate on the 
indebtedness secured hereby will apply to this added amount. The effective date 
of coverage may be the date the prior coverage lapsed or the date Grantor failed to 
provide proof of coverage. 

The coverage Beneficiary purchases may be considerably more expensive than 
insurance Grantor can obtain on Grantor's own and may not satisfy any need for 
property damage coverage or any mandatory liability insurance requirements 
imposed by applicable Jaw. 
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If Beneficiary acquires title to the Premises by foreclosure proceedings or otherwise, any 
unearned premiums on any hazard insurance covering the Premises are hereby assigned to and 
shall belong to Beneficiary. If at any time during the term of this Deed of Trust, any insurance 
policies shall be cancelled and returned premiums available, these returned premiums shall be 
retained by Beneficiary to the extent required to reimburse Beneficiary for any sums advanced 
by Beneficiary to purchase insurance required by this section and the balance may be used by 
Beneficiary to satisfy any other defaults by Grantor hereunder. Any rights of Beneficiary to any 
insurance proceeds shall in no way be affected or impaired by reason of the fact that Beneficiary 
may have instituted foreclosure proceedings hereunder. Upon default hereunder and demand by 
Beneficiary, Grantor shall pay to Beneficiary an amount each month equal to one-twelfth of the 
annual premium due for all such insurance. Such payment shall be added to the Funds (as 
provided in Section 1.3 hereof) and be applied to pay such insurance premiums when they shall 
become due and payable. 

1.6 Distribution of Insurance Proceeds. 

(a) In the event of either a Partial Loss or Total Loss, as defined below, all 
insurance proceeds and rights of action related to the loss are hereby assigned to Beneficiary. 
Grantor agrees to execute such further assignments to such proceeds and rights of action as 
Beneficiary may require. Grantor shall give immediate written notice to Beneficiary, and 
Beneficiary may, but is not obligated to, make proof of loss. At its option, in its own name, 
Beneficiary shall be entitled to commence, appear in and prosecute any action or proceedings or 
to make any compromise or settlement in connection with any such loss, which shall be binding 
on Grantor and Beneficiary jointly. Each insurance carrier is hereby authorized and directed to 
make payment for such loss to Grantor. Beneficiary's right to payment of insurance proceeds 
shall exist whether or not any such loss results in any impairment to the security of Beneficiary. 
The payment to Beneficiary of such insurance proceeds shall not cure or waive any default or 
notice of default hereunder. Notwithstanding such Total Loss or Partial Loss, all payments under 
the Note and the other Loan Documents shall be made without reduction, modification or 
interruption and all applicable terms and conditions of this Deed of Trust shall be applicable to 
Grantor without modification or interruption. 

(b) In the event of any loss of 7 5 percent or more of the full replacement value 
of the then Premises and Collateral not previously released from this Deed of Trust (a "Total 
Loss"), the proceeds received of any policy of insurance shall be paid directly to Beneficiary and 
applied against the outstanding balance of principal, interest and other charges owing (regardless 
of whether then payable) under the Note, the other Loan Documents and this Deed of Trust. 
Should said proceeds exceed such balance owing, any such excess shall be paid to Grantor. 
Should said proceeds be less than such balance owing, the deficiency shall be paid by Grantor to 
Beneficiary within 60 days of demand by Beneficiary. 

(c) In the event of any loss under any of said policies of insurance covering 
the Premises and the Collateral where such loss is less than 75 percent of the full replacement 
value of the then Premises and Collateral not previously released from this Deed of Trust (a 
"Partial Loss"}, the proceeds received from any policy of insurance shall be paid directly to 
Beneficiary and applied against the outstanding balance of principal, interest and other charges 
owing (regardless of whether then payable) under the Note, the other Loan Documents and this 
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Deed of Trust, provided, however, if (i) Grantor desires to restore the Premises and Collateral to 
its prior good condition, (ii) Grantor is not in default hereunder, (iii) said amount owing will not 
be more than 75 percent of the value of the Premises and Collateral as restored (as may be 
determined by independent appraisal satisfactory to Beneficiary completed at Grantor's expense), 
and (iv) any funds in excess of insurance proceeds necessary to complete the restoration work in 
accordance with plans and specifications and budgets as approved by Beneficiary shall have 
been deposited by Grantor with Beneficiary, then the insurance proceeds shall be held by 
Beneficiary for restoration of the Premises and the Collateral. Beneficiary shall disburse so 
much of the proceeds to Grantor as restoration progresses, equal to the cost of said restoration, 
and subject to reasonable conditions, including the right of Beneficiary to withhold up to 
10 percent of said amount until completion, and the expiration of the period within which 
mechanic's and materialmen's liens may be filed or until the receipt of satisfactory evidence that 
no liens exist. Should the insurance proceeds be less than the sum required to complete said 
restoration, Grantor shall deposit the difference with Beneficiary, and its failure to do so shall 
constitute default hereunder. Upon payment of such sum to Beneficiary, the same shall be held 
by Beneficiary in a mutually acceptable interest-bearing account until disbursement. Should said 
proceeds, including the interest payable thereon, exceed the cost of completing said restoration, 
any balance remaining shall be paid to Grantor. Grantor shall pay to Beneficiary any reasonable 
expenses incurred by Beneficiary in making such disbursements and reasonable building 
inspections. 

1.7 Maintenance, Compliance With Law, Alterations. Grantor shall keep the 
Premises and the Collateral in good condition and repair and shall comply with all laws, 
ordinances, and regulations of all public authorities relating to the Premises and the Collateral, 
comply with all easements, declarations, covenants and any other private agreements imposing 
duties or obligations on owners or occupants of the Premises, and shall not suffer any waste to be 
committed thereon nor remove or demolish any building. Grantor shall permit Beneficiary to 
enter upon the Premises and inspect the Premises and Collateral at all reasonable hours and 
without prior notice. Grantor shall comply with the provisions of any lease if this Deed of Trust 
is on a leasehold. Grantor shall not cause or permit any improvements to be materially altered or 
changed without the prior written consent of Beneficiary to the proposed action, as well as 
Beneficiary's prior written consent to the plans and specifications relating thereto. Grantor shall 
not consent to any subdivision or partition of the Premises or any zoning change or variance 
affecting the Premises without the prior written consent of Beneficiary. 

1.8 Condemnation. In the event any of the Premises or the Collateral, or any part 
thereof, shall be damaged or taken by reason of any public improvement or condemnation 
proceedings, Grantor agrees that such proceeds or awards shall be payable to Beneficiary to be 
applied against the outstanding balance of principal, interest and other charges owing (regardless 
of whether then payable) under the Note, the other Loan Documents and this Deed of Trust. 
Should said proceeds exceed said balance owing, any such excess shall be paid to Grantor. All 
such proceeds and rights of action are hereby assigned to Beneficiary, and Beneficiary shall be 
entitled, along with Grantor, to commence, appear in and prosecute any action or proceedings or 
to make any compromise or settlement in connection with any such taking or damage. Grantor 
agrees to execute such further assignments of any such proceeds and rights of action as 
Beneficiary may require. 
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1.9 Protection of Premises and Collateral. Grantor will from time to time execute 
and deliver all such supplements and amendments hereto and other instruments, and will take 
such other action, as Beneficiary reasonably requests and reasonably deems necessary or 
advisable to (a) grant to Beneficiary all of the Premises and the Collateral, as security; 
(b) maintain or preserve the lien of the Deed of Trust or carry out more effectively the purposes 
hereof; and (c) preserve and defend title to the Premises and the Collateral and the rights of 
Beneficiary therein against the claims of all persons and parties. 

1.10 Expenses. Grantor agrees to pay or reimburse Beneficiary, upon demand 
therefor, for all reasonable attorneys' fees, costs and expenses incurred by Beneficiary in any 
suit, action, legal proceeding or dispute of any kind in which Beneficiary is made a party or 
appears as a party plaintiff or defendant, affecting the indebtedness secured hereby, this Deed of 
Trust or the interest created herein, or the Premises, including, but not limited to any action to 
protect the security hereof; and any such amount paid by Beneficiary shall be added to the 
indebtedness secured by the lien of the Deed of Trust. 

1.11 Books, Records, and Reports. Grantor shall keep and maintain proper and 
adequate books, records and accounts reflecting all items of income and expense, including all 
supporting facts relating to the operation of the Premises and the Collateral. Beneficiary shall 
have the right from time to time, at all times during normal business hours, to examine all such 
records, books and accounts on the Premises, or at such other place or with such other person or 
entity maintaining such books, records and accounts and to make copies or abstracts thereof as 
Beneficiary shall desire. In addition to the financial information required by the Loan 
Agreement, Grantor will, upon Beneficiary's request, from time to time furnish to Beneficiary 
such financial information concerning the Premises and Collateral as Beneficiary may request. 
All such information described in this Section 1.11 shall be certified correct by such party 
reasonably designated by Beneficiary. 

1.12 Additional Indebtedness. Grantor agrees to pay or reimburse Beneficiary, upon 
demand therefor, for any and all losses, damages, costs, expenses, fees, duties, taxes (except 
Federal income taxes), penalties, assessments of other charges (hereinafter referred to as 
"Liabilities") at any time suffered by, imposed upon, assessed or levied against the Premises or 
Beneficiary by any governmental authority or agency relating to, arising from or in connection 
with the execution and delivery of the Note and the recording of this Deed of Trust, including, 
but not limited to, liabilities arising from any applicable law or statute relating to the making of 
the Loan, the perfection of the security documents or the enforcement thereof. Any such liability 
so incurred or paid by Beneficiary shall constitute an additional indebtedness secured by this 
Deed of Trust. 

1.13 Transfer. Grantor shall not make, create or suffer to be made or created, any 
sale, transfer, conveyance, or lease (except as permitted in Article III hereof) of the Premises, 
any portion thereof, or any interest therein. Any change whatsoever in the legal or beneficial 
ownership of Grantor which results in a change in the identity of the person or persons or entity 
or entities having a direct or indirect controlling interest in Grantor shall not be made, created or 
suffered. The execution and delivery by Grantor of any joint venture agreement, partnership 
agreement, declaration of trust, option agreement, or other instrument whereunder any other 
person or entity may become entitled, directly or indirectly, to the possession or enjoyment of the 

- 9- 080051-0320/PDXDOCS:1541584.5 

119 



120 

Premises, or the income or other benefits derived or to be derived therefrom, shall in each case 
be deemed to be a conveyance of Grantor's interest in the Premises for the purposes of this 
section. 

1.14 Environmental Matters. 

(a) Grantor hereby represents and warrants that, to the best of Grantor's 
knowledge, (i) the Premises presently complies with, in all material respects, all applicable 
federal, state or local environmental, health and safety statutes and regulations with which non­
compliance would have material adverse affect on the Premises; (ii) the Premises is not subject 
to any judicial or administrative proceeding alleging the violation of any federal, state or local 
environmental, health or safety statute or regulation, which violation would have a material 
adverse affect on the Premises; (iii) the Premises is not the subject of a federal or state 
investigation regarding the need for any remedial action to respond to a release of any hazardous 
or toxic wastes, substance or constituent, or other substance into the environment which remedial 
action would have a material adverse affect on the Premises; (iv) Grantor has not filed any notice 
under any federal or state law indicating past or present treatment, storage or disposal of a 
hazardous waste, or reporting a spill or release of a hazardous or toxic waste, substance or 
constituent, or other substance into the environment; (v) hazardous waste or substance has not 
been disposed of by placing it in or on the ground of the Premises; and (vi) there are no 
underground storage tanks or surface impoundments on the Premises. 

(b) Promptly after learning of the occurrence of any of the following, Grantor 
shall give Beneficiary oral and written notice thereof, describing the same and the steps being 
taken by Grantor with respect thereto: (i) the happening of any event involving the spill, release, 
leak, seepage, discharge or cleanup of any hazardous or toxic waste, substance or constituent; 
(ii} any litigation, arbitration proceeding, or governmental proceeding arising from an 
environmental accident; (iii) notice that Grantor's operations on the Premises are not in 
compliance with requirements of applicable federal, state, or local environmental, health and 
safety statutes and regulations; (iv) notice that Grantor is subject to federal or state investigation 
evaluating whether any remedial action is needed to respond to the release of any hazardous or 
toxic waste, substance or constituent, or asbestos or other substance from the Premises into the 
environment; or (v) notice that the Premises are subject to a lien in favor of any governmental 
entity for (A) any liability under federal or state environmental laws or regulations or 
(B) damages arising from or costs incurred by such governmental entity in response to a release 
of a hazardous or toxic waste, substance or constituent, or other substance into the environment. 

1.15 Wetlands. Grantor hereby covenants and represents that, (a) to the best of 
Grantor's knowledge, it is in compliance with all federal, state, and local laws relating to 
"Wetlands" as defmed in 33 C.F.R. § 328.3, as hereinafter amended, and in any comparable state 
and/or local law, statute or ordinance, rule or regulation pertaining to such Wetlands, and 
(b) Grantor shall not perform or cause to be performed any excavation or fill activity or other 
acts which would in any way destroy, eliminate, alter, obstruct, interfere with or otherwise affect 
any Wetlands. 

1.16 Access Laws. Grantor hereby covenants and represents that (a) to the best of its 
knowledge, it and the Premises are in compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act and 
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all rules and regulations pertaining thereto and all state and local statutes, ordinances, rules, and 
regulations relating to access by disabled persons, and (b) Grantor shall at all times hereafter 
continue to comply with all such requirements. 

ARTICLEll 
SECURITY INTEREST IN COLLATERAL 

2.1 Security Agreement. Grantor and Beneficiary do hereby agree and declare that 
this Deed of Trust shall constitute a security agreement and Grantor hereby grants Beneficiary a 
security interest in each and every item of the Collateral for the purpose of securing payment and 
performance of all obligations secured by this Deed of Trust. The remedies for any violation of 
the covenants, terms and conditions of the Note, the other Loan Documents and this Deed of 
Trust shall be (i) as prescnbed in this Deed ofTrust; (ii) as prescribed by general law; or (iii) as 
prescribed by the specific statutory consequences now or hereafter enacted and specified in the 
said Uniform Commercial Code, all at Beneficiary's sole election. 

2.2 Representations and Warranties. Grantor represents, warrants and agrees that: 
(a) the Collateral secured hereby is, or is to be used by Grantor primarily for business purposes 
and not for personal, family or household purposes; (b) except for the security interest granted 
herein, Grantor is the owner of the Collateral free from any prior liens, security interest or 
encumbrance and will defend the Collateral against all claims and demands of any and all 
persons at any time claiming the same or any interest therein; and (c) no financing statement 
covering the Collateral is on file at any public office. 

2.3 No Disposition of Personal Property. Grantor will not make, suffer or permit, 
without the prior written consent of Beneficiary, any sale, conditional sale, transfer, or lease of 
any fixtures, apparatus, machinery, equipment or personal property comprising the Collateral, 
except in the ordinary course of business and if replaced with like-kind Collateral that is free and 
clear of all liens and security interests in favor of third parties. 

2.4 Financing Statements. Grantor authorizes Beneficiary to prepare and file one or 
more financing statements (including amendments and continuation statements) pursuant to the 
Uniform Commercial Code as enacted by any applicable State, in form satisfactory to 
Beneficiary to perfect or continue the perfection of the security interests granted herein and 
Grantor agrees to pay the cost of filing in all public offices wherever filing is deemed necessary 
by Beneficiary. A photocopy of this instrument may be filed as a financing statement at the 
election of Beneficiary. This Deed of Trust shall constitute a fixture financing statement. 
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ARTICLEID 
ASSIGNMENT OF LEASES AND RENTS 

3.1 Assignment. Grantor hereby assigns to Beneficiary the Leases and Rents as 
security for performance of all obligations secured by this Deed of Trust 

3.2 Representations, Warranties and Covenants Pertaining to Leases. Grantor 
represents, warrants, covenants, and agrees with Beneficiary as follows: 

(a) The sole ownership of the entire lessor's interest in the Leases and Rents is 
vested in Grantor, and that Grantor has not, and shall not, perform any acts or execute any other 
instruments which might prevent Beneficiary from fully exercising its rights under any of the 
terms, covenants and conditions of this Article ill. 

(b) No Leases (including any guaranties of such Leases) shall be materially 
altered, modified, amended, terminated, cancelled or surrendered nor any material terms or 
conditions thereof be waived without Beneficiary's prior written consent. 

(c) No Leases shall be entered into except upon a lease form previously 
approved in writing by Beneficiary and following such leasing parameters as established from 
time to time by Beneficiary, in its reasonable discretion. 

(d) There are no defaults by the lessee or the lessor now existing under any 
Leases and there exists no state of facts which, with the giving of notice or lapse of time or both, 
would constitute a default under any of the Leases. 

(e) Each of the Leases shall remain in full force and effect irrespective of any 
merger of the interest oflessor and any lessee under any of the Leases. 

(f) Grantor has not accepted and will not accept any Rents under any Leases 
for more than 30 days in advance of their due dates. 

(g) Grantor upon request, from time to time, shall furnish to Beneficiary a rent 
roll and lease abstract in such reasonable detail as Beneficiary may request, certified by Grantor, 
of all Leases relating to the Premises, and on demand, Grantor shall furnish to Beneficiary 
executed copies of any and all such Leases. 

(h) Grantor has not previously sold, assigned, transferred, mortgaged, 
pledged, or granted a security interest in the Leases or Rents. Grantor agrees to neither create 
nor permit any lien, charge, or encumbrance under its interest in the Leases and Rents. 

(i) In the event any Lease is rejected in any proceeding under the Federal 
Bankruptcy Code or any other federal, state, or local statute, no damage settlement shall be made 
without the prior written consent of Beneficiary. Grantor will request that any check in payment 
of damages for rejection or termination of any such Lease will be made payable both to Grantor 
and Beneficiary. Grantor hereby assigns any such payment to Beneficiary. 
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(j) Grantor will timely perform and observe all terms, covenants, conditions 
and agreements contained in any Lease which are required to be observed and performed by 
Grantor. 

3.3 Assignment Absolute. This assignment of Leases and Rents is absolute and is 
effective immediately. Notwithstanding the foregoing, until an Event of Default under Article 
IV hereof has occurred, and has not been cured, Grantor may receive, collect, and use the Rents 
accruing from the Premises. 

3.4 Right to Collect. Upon the occurrence of an Event of Default, Beneficiary may, 
at its option, without notice to Grantor, receive and collect all Rents as they become due, from 
the Premises and the leasehold interest therein and under any and all Leases of all or any part of 
the Premises. Beneficiary shall thereafter continue to receive and collect all Rents, as long as 
such Event of Default shall exist, and during the pendency of any foreclosure proceedings, and if 
there is a deficiency, during any redemption period. 

3.5 Attorney-in-Fact. Grantor hereby irrevocably appoints Beneficiary its true and 
lawful attorney with full power of substitution and with full power for Beneficiary in its own 
name and capacity or in the name and capacity of Grantor, from and after any Event of Default 
not having been cured, to demand, collect, receive, and give complete acquittances for any and 
all Rents accruing from the Premises or the leasehold interest therein, and at Beneficiary's 
discretion to file any claim or take any other action or proceeding and make any settlement of 
any claims, in its own name or otherwise, which Beneficiary may deem necessary or desirable in 
order to collect and enforce the payment of the Rents. Lessees of the Premises are hereby 
expressly authorized and directed to pay any and all amounts due Grantor pursuant to the Leases 
directly to Beneficiary or such nominee as Beneficiary may designate in writing delivered to and 
received by such lessees who are expressly relieved of any and all duty, liability, or obligation to 
Grantor in respect of all payments so made. 

3.6 Remedies. From and after any Event of Default that has not been cured, 
Beneficiary is hereby vested with full power to use all measures, legal and equitable, deemed by 
it necessary or proper to enforce this assignment and to collect the Rents assigned hereunder, 
including the right of Beneficiary, its designee, or a receiver to enter upon the Premises, or any 
part thereof, with or without force and with process of law, and take possession of all or any part 
of the Premises together with all personal property, fixtures, documents, books, records, papers 
and accounts of Grantor relating thereto, and may exclude the Grantor, its agents and servants, 
wholly therefrom. Grantor hereby grants full power and authority to Beneficiary to exercise all 
rights, power and authority herein granted at any and all times after any Event of Default that has 
not been cured, without further notice to Grantor, with full power to use and apply all of the 
Rents to the payment of the costs of managing and operating the Premises and the leasehold 
interest therein and of any indebtedness or liability of Grantor to Beneficiary, including but not 
limited to the payment of taxes, special assessments, insurance premiums, damage claims, the 
cost of maintaining, repairing, rebuilding and restoring the improvements on the Premises or of 
making the same rentable, attorneys' fees incurred in connection with the enforcement of this 
assignment, and of principal and interest payments due from Grantor to Beneficiary on the Note 
and the other Loan Documents, all in such order as Beneficiary may determine according to 
provisions of the Note and the other Loan Documents executed herewith. 
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3. 7 Beneficiary's Liability. Beneficiary shall be under no obligation to exercise or 
prosecute any of the rights or claims assigned to it hereunder or to perform or cany out any of 
the obligations of the lessor under any of the Leases and does not assume any of the liabilities in 
connection with or growing out of the covenants and agreements of Grantor in the Leases. It is 
further understood that this assignment shall not operate to place responsibility for the control, 
care, management or repair of the Premises or leasehold interest therein, or parts thereof: upon 
Beneficiary, nor shall it operate to make Beneficiary liable for the performance of any waste of 
the Premises by any lessee under any of the Leases or any other person, or for any dangerous or 
defective condition of the Premises, or for any negligence in the management, upkeep, repair or 
control of the Premises resulting in loss or injury or death to any lessee, licensee, employee or 
stranger, or for any enviromnental hazard on the Premises. The acceptance by Beneficiary of 
this assignment, with all of the rights, powers, privileges, and authority so created shall not, prior 
to entry upon taking possession of the Premises by Beneficiary, be deemed or construed to 
constitute Beneficiary a "mortgagee-in-possession." Grantor hereby agrees to indemnify and 
hold Beneficiary harmless from any and all liability, loss, damage, or expense which Beneficiary 
may incur under or by reason of this assignment; or for any action taken by Beneficiary 
hereunder; or by reason or in defense of any and all claims and demands whatsoever which may 
be asserted against Beneficiary arising out of the Leases. 

ARTICLE IV 
EVENTS OF DEFAULT 

4.1 Events of Default. The Note shall become due at the option of Beneficiary upon 
the occurrence of any of the following events (hereinafter referred to as the "Events of Default"): 

(a) a default under the terms of the Note or any other Loan Document, after 
the expiration of any applicable grace periods; 

(b) Grantor, any affiliate of Grantor or any guarantor of the Note is in default, 
after the giving of any required notice, under any other note, security agreement, lease agreement 
or lease schedule, loan agreement, guaranty, ISDA Master Agreement, or other agreement, 
whether now existing or hereafter made, between Grantor, any affiliate of Grantor or any 
guarantor of the Note and Beneficiary, U.S. Bancorp or any direct or indirect subsidiary of 
U.S. Bancorp; 

(c) a default in the payment of any amount due hereunder on its due date; 

(d) if there shall be default in the due observance or performance of any non-
monetary provision of this Deed of Trust; 

(e) if Grantor shall make an assignment for the benefit of its creditors; 

(f) if a custodian, liquidator or trustee shall be appointed for Grantor or if any 
action is commenced by or against Grantor under the Federal Bankruptcy Code, or any similar 
federal or state statute, or if any proceeding for the dissolution or liquidation of Grantor shall be 
instituted and, if such appointment, adjudication, petition or proceeding was involuntary and not 
consented to by Grantor, upon the same not being discharged, stayed or dismissed within 
60 days; 
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' ' (g) if any material representation or warranty of Grantor made in this Deed of 

Trust or the Note or in any certificate or other writing delivered pursuant hereto or thereto, shall 
prove to be incorrect in any material respect as of the time when the same shall have been made; 
and 

(h) if any guarantor of the Note shall permit any of the items set forth in 
subparagraphs (d), (e), or (f) above to occur with regard to such guarantor or such guarantor dies 
or is dissolved and Grantor fails to provide to Beneficiary a substitute guarantor, acceptable to 
Beneficiary, as determined in Beneficiary's sole discretion, within 60 days. 

ARTICLEV 
REMEDIES 

5.1 Rights of Beneficiary After Default. Upon the occurrence of an Event of 
Default, Beneficiary shall: 

(a) have the option to declare the Note, the other Loan Documents and all 
sums secured hereby immediately due and payable, and further may proceed immediately to 
foreclose this Deed of Trust by judicial action as a mortgage or by notice and sale as authorized 
by applicable law and to exercise all other rights under this Deed of Trust, the Note, the other 
Loan Documents or any other controlling document; 

(b) have all the rights and remedies of a secured party under the Uniform 
Commercial Code of those states governing disposition of the Collateral in the Event of a 
Default, including, but not limited to, the right to sell the Collateral at public or private sale, and 
the right to be a purchaser at any such sale; 

(c) demand, elect and receive all the Rents and profits as then or may 
thereafter be due and owing to Grantor in connection with the Premises and the Collateral and 
exercise all other remedies set forth in Article Ill hereof pertaining to the Leases and Rents; 

(d) have all other remedies available at Jaw or in equity; and 

(e) Beneficiary shall have the right either through its own actions or by 
receiver appointed under Section 5.4 below: 

(i) to enter upon and take possession of the Premises and the 
Collateral and to operate same for and on behalf of Grantor; 

(ii) to collect all of the Rents; 

(iii) to expend such sums of money which it may deem necessary for 
the maintenance, preservation and operation of the Premises, including 
expenditures for improvements, alterations and repairs, including those of a 
capital nature; 

(iv) to cancel or terminate any Lease or agreement pertaining to the 
Premises for any cause for which Grantor would be entitled to cancel the same 
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and to extend or modify any Lease and make any new Lease on any portion of the 
Premises; 

(v) to complete any construction in progress on the Premises, and in 
that connection, pay bills, borrow funds, employ contractors, and make any 
changes in plans or specifications as Beneficiary or the receiver deems 
appropriate; and 

(vi) if the revenues and income are insufficient to pay expenses, 
Beneficiary or the receiver may borrow such sums as Beneficiary or the receiver 
deems necessary for the purposes stated in this Section 5 .1. The amounts 
borrowed including interest thereon shall become a part of the balance secured by 
this Deed ofTrust and shall be payable by Grantor on demand. 

Any sums so expended by Beneficiary under this Section S.l(e) shall at once become additional 
indebtedness owing from Grantor to Beneficiary and shall be innnediately due and payable by 
Grantor, with interest thereon to the extent legally enforceable at the default rate set forth in the 
Note, which sum so advanced shall be added to and become a part of the indebtedness secured 
by this Deed of Trust 

5.2 Distribution of Sums Received by Beneficiary. Upon enforcement of this Deed 
of Trust upon the occurrence of an Event of Default, all sums received from time to time by 
Beneficiary shall be applied as follows: 

First: To the payment of all reasonable costs and expenses of Beneficiary (including 
fees and expenses of its agents and counsel) incurred or accrued in connection with (a) the 
operation, maintenance or repair of the Premises and the Collateral and any and all bnsinesses 
operated thereon; (b) any proceedings brought by Beneficiary; and (c) any sale (public or 
private) or other disposition of the Premises and the Collateral. 

Second: To the payment of all amounts as provided for in the Note and this Deed of 
Trust, and the other Loan Documents, whether for principal, interest or otherwise, in whatever 
order Beneficiary, exercising its sole discretion, may elect. 

Third: To the payment of any surplus to Grantor or any other person legally entitled 
thereto. 

5.3 Rights Cumulative. All rights and remedies from time to time conferred upon or 
reserved to Beneficiary are cumulative, and none is intended to be exclusive of any other. No 
delay or omission in insisting upon the strict observance or performance of any provision of this 
Deed of Trust, or to exercise any right or remedy, shall be construed as a waiver or 
relinquishment of such provision, nor shall it impair such right or remedy. Every right and 
remedy may be exercised from time to time and as often as deemed expedient. 

5.4 Appointment of Receiver. If an Event of Default shall occur, then with or 
without the filing of judicial proceedings to foreclose this Deed of Trust or otherwise to enforce 
the rights of Beneficiary, Beneficiary, to the maximum extent permitted by law, and without 
prior notice to Grantor, shall be entitled as a matter of right to the appointment of a receiver or 
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receivers of the Premises and the Collateral, pending such proceedings, with such powers as are 
conferred upon Beneficiary herein and as shall be conferred by the court making such 
appointment; but notwithstanding the appointment of any receiver, trustee, or other custodian, 
Beneficiary shall be entitled to the possession and control of any cash, or other instruments at the 
time held by, or payable or deliverable under the terms of this Deed ofTrust to Beneficiary. The 
receiver may serve without bond if permitted by law. Beneficiary's right to the appointment of a 
receiver shall exist whether or not apparent value of the Premises and Collateral exceeds the 
indebtedness by a substantial amount. Grantor hereby irrevocably consents to the appointment 
of a receiver on the terms set forth herein. Employment by Beneficiary shall not disqualify a 
person from serving as receiver. 

5.5 Suits to Protect the Premises and the Collateral. Beneficiary shall have power: 

(a) To institute and maintain such suits and proceedings as it may deem 
expedient to prevent any impairment of the Premises by any acts which may be unlawful or a 
violation ofthe Deed of Trust; and 

(b) To preserve or protect its interest in the Premises and in the income, 
revenues, rents and profits arising therefrom. 

5.6 Beneficiary's Power of Enforcement. If an Event of Default shall have 
occurred, Beneficiary may, either with or without entry or taking possession as hereinabove 
provided or otherwise, proceed by suit or suits at law or in equity or by any other appropriate 
proceeding or remedy (a) to foreclose this Deed of Trust as a mortgage and to sell, as an entirety 
or in separate lots, units or parcels, the Premises and the Collateral, under the judgement or 
decree of a court or courts of competent jurisdiction; and (b) to pursue any other remedy 
available to it, all as Beneficiary shall deem most effectual for such purposes. Beneficiary shall 
take action either by such proceedings or by the exercise of its powers with respect to entry or 
taking possession, as Beneficiary may determine. 

5. 7 Foreclosure by Power of Sale. Should Beneficiary elect to foreclose by exercise 
of the power of sale herein contained, Beneficiary shall notify Trustee and shall deposit with 
Trustee this Deed of Trust and the Note and such receipts and evidence of expenditures made 
and secured hereby as Trustee may require. Upon receipt of such notice from Beneficiary, 
Trustee shall cause to be given such notice of default as then required by law. Trustee shall, 
without demand on Grantor, after lapse of such time as may then be required by law and after 
notice of sale having been given as required by law, sell the Premises at the time and place of 
sale fixed by it in such notice of sale, either as a whole, or in separate lots or parcels or items as 
Trustee shall deem expedient, and in such order as it may determine, at public auction to the 
highest bidder for cash in lawful money of the United States payable at the time of sale. Trustee 
shall deliver to such purchaser or purchasers thereof its good and sufficient deed or deeds 
conveying the property so sold, but without any covenant or warranty, express or implied. The 
recitals in such deed of any matters or facts shall be conclusive proof of the truthfulness thereof. 
Any person, including, without limitation, Grantor or Beneficiary, may purchase at such sale. 

5.8 Application of Indebtedness Towards Purchase Price. Upon any foreclosure 
sale, Beneficiary may bid for and purchase the Premises and Collateral, and upon compliance 
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with the terms of sale, may hold, retain, possess and dispose of such property at its own absolute 
right without further accountability. Any such purchase shall permit Beneficiary to apply to the 
purchase price any portion of or all sums due to Beneficiary under the Note, the other Loan 
Documents and this Deed of Trust in lieu of cash, to the amount which shall, upon distribution of 
the net proceeds of such sale, be payable thereon. In the event the sale proceeds from a judicial 
foreclosure after payment of the expenses described in Section 5.2 hereof are not sufficient to 
satisfy all indebtedness secured hereby, Beneficiary shall be entitled to a judgment against 
Grantor in the amount of such deficiency. 

5.9 No Waiver of One Default to Affect Another, Etc. No waiver of any default 
hereunder shall extend to or shall affect any subsequent or other then existing default or shall 
impair any rights, powers or remedies consequent thereon. If Beneficiary (a) grants forbearance 
or any extension of time for the payment of any sums secured hereby; (b) takes other or 
additional security for the payment thereof; (c) waives or does not exercise any right granted 
herein or in the Note; (d) releases any part of the Premises from the lien of the Deed ofTrust or 
otherwise changes any of the terms of the Note or Deed of Trust or any of the other Loan 
Documents; (e) consents to the filing of any map, plat or replat thereof; (f) consents to the 
granting of any easement thereon; or (g) makes or consents to any agreement subordinating to 
the lien or charge hereof, then and in each such case such act or omission shall not release, 
discharge, modify, change, or affect the original liability under the Note, Deed of Trust, the other 
Loan Documents or otherwise of Grantor or any subsequent purchaser of the Premises or any 
part thereof, or any maker, co-signer, endorser, surety or guarantor; nor shall any such act or 
omission preclude Beneficiary from exercising any right, power or privilege herein granted or 
intended to be granted in the event of any other default then made or of any subsequent default, 
nor, except as otherwise expressly provided in an instrument or instruments executed by 
Beneficiary shall the lien of this Deed of Trust be altered thereby. 

5.10 Injunctive Relief. In addition to, but not in lieu of, any other rights hereunder, 
Beneficiary shall have the right to institute suit and obtain a protective or mandatory injunction 
to prevent a breach or default of, or to enforce the observation by Grantor of the agreements, 
covenants, and terms, any condition contained herein. 

ARTICLE VI 
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

6.1 Successors and Assigns Included in Parties. Whenever in this Deed of Trust 
one of the parties hereto is named orreferred to, the successors and assigns of such party shall be 
included, and all covenants and agreements contained in this Deed of Trust by or on behalf of 
Grantor or by or on behalf of Beneficiary shall include their respective successors and assigns, 
whether so expressed or not. 

6.2 Invalid Provisions to Affect No Others. In case any one or more of the 
covenants, agreements, terms or provisions contained in this Deed of Trust or in the Note or in 
the other Loan Documents shall be invalid, illegal or unenforceable in any respect, the validity of 
the remaining covenants, agreements, terms or provisions contained herein and in the Note and 
in the other Loan Documents shaH be in no way affected, prejudiced or disturbed thereby. 
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6.3 Notices. Notices, statements and other communications to be given under the 
tenns of this Deed of Trust shall be in writing and delivered by hand against written receipt or 
sent by certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid and addressed as 
provided in the cover page of this Deed of Trust, or at such other address as from time to time 
designated by the party receiving the notice. The date of mailing of such notices shall be deemed 
the effective date of service. 

6.4 Maximum Principal Amount. This Deed ofT rust shall secure the payment of 
any additional amounts advanced, from time to time, by Beneficiary to Grantor under the Note or 
other Loan Documents stating that such advances are secured hereby. All advances made by 
Beneficiary with respect to the Premises for the payment oftaxes, assessments, insurance 
premiums, costs incurred for the protection of the Premises and other costs which Beneficiary is 
authorized by this Deed of Trust or any other Loan Document to pay on Grantor's behalf, shall 
be secured by this Deed of Trust. 

6.5 · Inspections; Appraisals; Re-Margining Requirement. Beneficiary or its 
agents may enter upon the Premises upon reasonable notice to inspect or appraise it, whether or 
not any default exists hereunder. If Grantor refuses to pennit such inspection or appraisal, 
Beneficiary may specifically enforce perfonnance of this provision. Grantor agrees that 
Beneficiary shall have the right to obtain, at Grantor's expense, an appraisal of the Premises, 
prepared by an appraiser acceptable to Beneficiary and in conformance with governmental 
regulations applicable to Beneficiary at any time that (a) an Event of Default has occurred 
hereunder, (b) any damage or destruction of the Premises occurs, (c) Beneficiary determines in 
its sole opinion that the security for the Loan has been impaired in any material manner, or 
(d) such appraisal is required by then current banking laws or regulations applicable to 
Beneficiary. In the event that Beneficiary shall elect to obtain such an appraisal, Grantor shall 
fully cooperate with Beneficiary and the appraiser in obtaining and providing the necessary 
information to prepare such appraisal. In the event that Grantor fails to cooperate with 
Beneficiary in obtaining such an appraisal or in the event that Grantor shall fail to pay for the 
cost of such appraisal and Borrower's customary internal appraisal review fee, immediately upon 
demand, then either of such events shall constitute an Event of Default hereunder and 
Beneficiary shall be entitled to exercise all remedies available to it hereunder. In the event such 
an appraisal discloses that the sum of(i) the then outstanding principal balance of the Loan, plus 
(ii) the undisbursed portion of the Loan which Beneficiary may be obligated to disburse to 
Grantor in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Loan Documents, is greater than 
75 percent of the fair market value of the Premises, then Grantor shall prepay the outstanding 
principal balance of the Loan to the extent necessary to reduce the sum of said principal balance 
plus such amounts Beneficiary may be obligated to disburse to an amount equal to or less than 
75 percent of said fair market value. Failure to make such payment (including any prepayment 
indemnity or fee required by the terms of the Note), within 10 days after written notice from 
Beneficiary to Grantor, shall constitute an Event of Default hereunder, and Beneficiary shall be 
entitled to exercise all remedies available to it hereunder. In the event such appraisal is required 
by reason of the damage or destruction of all or a portion of the Premises, the fair market value 
shall be calculated for the Premises assuming that restoration of the Improvements has been 
completed, but subject only to then existing Leases which will remain in full force and effect 
following such restoration. 
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6.6 No Merger. If both the lessor's and lessee's estates under any lease or portion 
thereof which constitutes a part of the Premises shall at any time become vested in one owner, 
this Deed of Trust and the lien created hereby shall not be destroyed or terminated by application 
of the doctrine of merger and, in such event, Beneficiary shall continue to have and enjoy all of 
the rights and privileges of Beneficiary as to the separate estates. In addition, upon the 
foreclosure of the lien created by this Deed of Trust on the Premises pursuant to the provisions 
hereof, any leases or subleases then existing and created by Grantor shall not be destroyed or 
terminated by application of the law of merger or as a matter oflaw or as a result of such 
foreclosure unless Beneficiary or any purchaser at any such foreclosure sale shall so elect. No 
act by or on behalf of Beneficiary or any such purchaser shall constitute a termination of any 
lease or sublease unless Beneficiary or such purchaser shall give written notice thereof to such 
tenant or subtenant. 

6. 7 Partial Reconveyance. Should the Loan Documents allow for the partial 
reconveyance from the encumbrance of the Deed of Trust of any portion of the Premises upon 
the payment of a certain sum to Beneficiary ("Partial Reconveyance"), any such Partial 
Reconveyance shall be allowed only so long as the following additional conditions are met: 

(a) Grantor is not in default hereunder or under the terms of any of the Loan 
Documents; 

(b) The Premises have been legally subdivided into parcels or lots such that 
both (a) the portion of the Premises to be reconveyed and (b) the portion of the Premises 
remaining subject to the Deed of Trust are legally segregated properties capable of being 
transferred to third-party purchasers in accordance with the law; 

(c) The Partial Reconveyance does not deny or unreasonably impair access to 
public roads and utilities for either the portion of the Premises remaining subject to the Deed of 
Trust or the portion of the Premises reconveyed; 

(d) Grantor secures all necessary services of surveyors, engineers, and other 
consultants of any kind or nature whatsoever required in connection with the Partial 
Reconveyance in order to sufficiently identify the portion of the Premises to be reconveyed and 
to enable the Trustee to complete the Partial Reconveyance; and 

(e) Grantor pays all costs incurred in connection with the Partial 
Reconveyance, including any endorsements Beneficiary may require to its mortgagee's policy of 
title insurance. Beneficiary shall have no responsibility for such costs and shall be reimbursed 
by Grantor for any costs incurred by Beneficiary. 

6.8 Reconveyance by Trustee. Upon written request of Beneficiary stating that all 
sums and other obligations secured hereby have been paid, and upon surrender of this Deed of 
Trust and the Note to Trustee for cancellation and retention and upon payment by Grantor of 
Trustee's fees, Trustee shall reconvey to Grantor, or the person or persons legally entitled thereto, 
without warranty, any portion of the Premises then held hereunder. The recitals in such 
reconveyance of any matters or facts shall be conclusive proof of the truthfulness thereof. The 
grantee in any reconveyance may be described as "the person or persons legally entitled thereto." 
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Grantor shall pay for the cost of recording any reconveyance or partial reconveyance(s) of this 
Deed of Trust, plus a reconveyance fee for each such reconveyance or partial reconveyance as 
authorized by applicable Jaw. 

6.9 WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL. GRANTOR AND BENEFICIARY HEREBY 
JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY WAIVE ANY AND ALL RIGHT TO TRIAL BY JURY IN 
ANY ACTION OR PROCEEDING RELATING TO THIS DEED OF TRUST AND TO 
ANY OF THE LOAN DOCUMENTS, THE OBLIGATIONS HEREUNDER OR 
THEREUNDER, ANY COLLATERAL SECURING THE OBLIGATIONS, OR ANY 
TRANSACTION ARISING THEREFROM OR CONNECTED THERETO. GRANTOR 
AND BENEFICIARY EACH REPRESENTS TO THE OTHER THAT TillS WAIVER IS 
KNOWINGLY, WILLINGLY AND VOLUNTARILY GIVEN. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has executed this instrument as of the date first 
written above. 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH ) 

GRANTOR: 

VEN1URE ··~n~· ~ 
By: ------~~~----~~---------­

Donald W. Morissette, Chief Executive Officer 

~ 
-r-'T"'he foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this f[_ day of 

h£!#<!:!..2:if&..e£.._, 2007, by Donald W. Morissette as Chief Executive Officer of Venture 
perties, Inc., an Oregon corporation, on behalf of said co ation. 
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EXHIBITB 

Permitted Exceptions 

I. The terms and provisions contained in the document entitled "Notice of Flood Plain 
District Alteration Permit" recorded March 15, 1982 as Fee No. 82007316 of Official 
Records. 

Document re-recorded April 13, 1982 as Fee No. 82009122 of Official Records. 

2. Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 

Recording Information: 
In Favor of: 
For: 

September 8, 1982 as fee No. 82023213 
Unified Sewerage Agency of Washington County 
sewer and incidental purposes 

3. Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 

Recording Information: 
In Favor of: 
For: 
Affects: 

January 30, 1995 as Fee No. 95006442 
City of Hillsboro 
storm sewer and incidental purposes 
A Westerly portion 

4. Granting Storm Drainage Easement Agreement and the terms and conditions thereof: 

Between: 
And: 
Recording Information: 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. 
Heritage Homes 
February I, 1995 as Fee No. 95007118 

5. An easement reserved in a suit of condemnation, including the terms and provisions 
thereof; 

Recorded: 
Suit No.: 
In favor of: 
For: 

June 9, 1995 as Fee No. 95039587 
C950520CV 
Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon 
Light rail public transit 

6. Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 

Recording Information: 
In Favor of: 
For: 
Affects: 

August 7, 1997 as Fee No. 97072778 
City of Hillsboro 
storm drainage Jines and incidental purposes 
The Northwesterly portion 
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EXHIBIT A 

PARCEL I: 

A PORTION OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 1 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ORENCO WOODS) 
IN DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006·131962, WASHINGTON COUN1Y DEED RECORDS, LOCATED 
IN THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE 
MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON COUN1Y, OREGON, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A 2 INCH BRASS DISK AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE ISAAC 
Bl!TLER D.LC. NO. 48 ON THE CENTERLINE OF NW QUATAMA ROAD (COUN1Y ROAD NUMBER 
462); THENCE ALONG SAID CENTERLINE SOUTH 88° 28' 14" EAST, 1958.14 FEET TO THE 
INTERSECTION OF SAID CENTERLINE WITH A SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE EASTERLY LINE 
OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 2 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ELKS LODGE NUMBER 1862) OF 
SAID DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006·131962; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY EXTENSION 
NORTH 02° 08' 47" EAST, 25.00 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 2 BEING 
THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 02° 
08' 47" EAST, 329.22 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID LINE: THENCE ALONG THE 
NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH S4°21'35" WEST, 161.77 FEET TO AN ANGLE 
POINT IN SAID LINE; THENCE ALONG NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 88°29'41" 
WEST, 266.67 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE LEAVING SAID NORTHERLY LINE NORTH 08° 55' 59" 
EAST, 29.06 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 30' 23" WEST, 68.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01 o 29' 37" 
EAST, 18.68 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 88° 30' 23" EAST, 21.92 FEET; THENCE NORTH 43° 43' 09" 
EAST, 27.51 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09° 09' 48" EAST, 71.16 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09° 09' 48" 
EAST, 63.25 FEET, TO A POINT OF 318.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 20• 55' 15" EAST, 318.00 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 02° 54' 32" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.15 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 67° 37' 29" WEST, 16.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 23° 49' 47" 
WEST, 4.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 63° 32' 49" WEST, 271.68 FEET; THENCE NORTH 33° 27 25" 
EAST, S.S7 FEET, TO A POINT OF 205.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 33° 27' 25" EAST, 205.00 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 12° 41' 51" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 45.43 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 50° 11' 39" WEST, 45.34 FEET); THENCE NORTH 46° 09' 16" 
EAST, 4.50 FEET, TO A POINT OF 200.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 46° 09' 16" EAST, 200.50 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50° 53' 33" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 178.09 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 18° 23' 57" WEST, 172.30 FEET), TO A POINT OF 409.50 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 82° 57' 11" WEST, 409.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 27° 47' 
51" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 198.67 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 06° 51' 06" WEST 
196.73 FEET), TO A POINT OF 115.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 69° 14' 58" EAST, 115.50 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25° 48' OS" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 52.01 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 07° 50' 59" WEST, 51.57 FEET); THENCE NORTH 05° 03' 03" 
EAST, 13.14 FEET, TO A POINT OF 23.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 84° 56' 57" WEST, 23.50 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 53' 08" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 13.90 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 11° 53' 31" WEST, 13.70 FEET); THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" 
WEST, 25.55 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 10• 01' 25" WEST, 262.24 FEET;THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" 
WEST, 151.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 07° 43' 52" EAST, 76.86 FEET, TO A POINT OF 68.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 36° 26' 58" EAST, 68.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL 
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ANGLE OF 18° 28' 58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 21.94 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 
44° 18' 33" WEST, 21.84 FEET), TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; 
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 05° 50' 02" 
WEST, 2S.OO FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 114° 38' 20" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.02 
FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 38° 30' 52" WEST, 42.08 FEET); THENCE NORTH 
79° 58' 35" WEST, 118.64 FEET, TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; 
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 65• 37' 46" 
WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 115° 21' 02" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.33 
FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 33° 18' 17" WEST, 42.25 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 
30° 55' 46" WEST, 34.g2 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01° 31' 1g" WEST, 26.39 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
88° 28' 41" WEST, 106.18 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE 
ALONG SAID WEST LINE NORTH 01 • 31' 46" EAST, 1060.83 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER 
OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 63° 41' 50" 
EAST, 1g05.75 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD 
(COUNTY ROAD 1014), TO A POINT OF 848.51 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE 
ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY AND SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS SOUTH 70° 18' 33" EAST, 848.51 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 10' 
58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 298.89 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 09° 35' 58" 
WEST, 2g7,35 FEET); THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT -QF-WAY SOUTH 00° 
2g' 31" EAST, ga3.86 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION WITH THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 
OF SAID NW QUATAMA ROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 
88° 28' 14" WEST, 417.22 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING. 

PARCEL II: 

A PORTION OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 1 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ORENCO WOODS) 
IN DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006-131g62, WASHINGTON COUNTY DEED RECORDS, LOCATED 
IN THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE 
MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A 2 INCH BRASS DISK AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE ISAAC 
BUTLER D.L.C. NO. 48 ON THE CENTERLINE OF NW QUATAMA ROAD (COUNTY ROAD NUMBER 
462); THENCE ALONG SAID CENTERLINE SOUTH 88° 28' 14" EAST, 1958.14 FEET TO THE 
INTERSECTION OF SAID CENTERLINE WITH A SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE EASTERLY LINE 
OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 2 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ELKS LODGE NUMBER 1862) OF 
SAID DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006-131962; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY EXTENSION 
AND SAID EASTERLY LINE NORTH 02° OS' 47" EAST, 354.22 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID 
LINE; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 54°21'35" WEST, 
161.77 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID LINE; THENCE ALONG NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID 
TRACT 2 NORTH 88°29'41" WEST, 266.67 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE LEAVING 
SAID NORTHERLY LINE NORTH 08" 55' 59" EAST, 2g,06 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 30' 23" 
WEST, 68.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01° 29' 37" EAST, 18.68 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 88° 30' 23" 
EAST, 21.g2 FEET; THENCE NORTH 43° 43' 09" EAST, 27.51 FEET; THENCE NORTH ago 09' 48" 
EAST, 71.16 FEET; THENCE NORTH og• Qg' 48" EAST, 63.25 FEET, TO A POINT OF 318.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 20• 55' 15" EAST, 318.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 02° 54' 
32" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.15 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 67° 37' 2g" WEST, 
16.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 23° 49' 47" WEST, 4.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 63° 32' 49" WEST, 
271.68 FEET;THENCE NORTH 33" 27 25" EAST, 5.57 FEET, TO A POINT-OF 205.00 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH 
BEARS NORTH 33° 27 25" EAST, 205.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 12° 41' 51" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 45.43 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 50° 11' 39" WEST, 45.34 



FEET}; THENCE NORTH 46° 09' 16" EAST, 4.50 FEET, TO A POINT OF 200.50 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH 
BEARS NORTH 46° 09' 16" EAST, 200.50 FEET} THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50° 53' 33" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 178.09 FEET {THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 18° 23' 57" WEST, 
172.30 FEET}, TO A POINT OF 409.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID 
CURVE TO THE LEFT {THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 82° 57' 11" WEST, 409.50 FEET} 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 27° 47' 51" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 198.67 FEET (THE CHORD OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 06° 51' 06" WEST, 196.73 FEET), TO A POINT OF 115.50 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH 
BEARS NORTH 69° 14' 58" EAST, 115.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25° 48' 05" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 52.01 FEET {THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 07° 50' 59" WEST, 51.57 
FEET}; THENCE NORTH 05° 03' 03" EAST, 13.14 FEET, TO A POINT OF 23.50 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS 
NORTH 84° 56' 57" WEST, 23.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 53' 08" AN ARC 
DISTANCE OF 13.90 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 11° 53' 31" WEST, 13.70 
FEET); THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" WEST, 25.55 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 10° 01' 25" WEST, 
262.24 FEET; THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" WEST, 151.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 07° 43' 52" 
EAST, 76.86 FEET, TO A POINT OF 68.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 36° 26' 58" EAST, 6B.OO 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 18° 28' 58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 21.94 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 44° 18' 33" WEST, 21.84 FEET), TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 05° SO' 02" WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 114° 38' 
20" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.02 FEET {THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 38° 30' 52" WEST, 
42.08 FEET); THENCE NORTH 79° 58' 35" WEST, 118.64 FEET, TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS SOUTH 65° 37' 46" WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 115° 21' 
02" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.33 FEET {THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 33° 18' 17" WEST, 
42.25 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 30° 55' 46" WEST, 34.92 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01° 31' 19" WEST, 
26.39 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 28' 41" WEST, 106.18 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST UNE OF 
SAID TRACT 1; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST UNE SOUTH 01° 31' 46" WEST, 622.70 FEET TO THE 
MOST WESTERLY SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERLY 
UNE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 88° 28' 14" EAST, 299.31 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY 
UNE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 00° 59' 43" WEST, 104.17 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERLY 
UNE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 88° 29' 49" EAST, 274.05 FEET TO THE WESTERLY UNE OF SAID 
TRACT 2; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY UNE NORTH 01° 08' 22" EAST, 50.00 FEET TO THE 
MOST WESTERLY NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 2; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY 
UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 73° 06' 09" EAST, 256.61 FEET; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG 
SAID NORTHERLY UNE SOUTH 88° 29' 41" EAST, 91.62 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING. 
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10-29-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Jim Lubischer 
Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

"CDP MODIFICATION" 

Response to Beery, Elsner & Hammond's memorandum dated 10-15-08. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

Summary regarding "modification" of a CDP (Footnotes at end) 

1) The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does not specifically address whether an approved Concept 
Development Plan can be amended, revised, or modified. 

2) In at least three locations1
, the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does infer that a previously approved 

Concept Development Plan can be amended. 

HZO Section 136 VII B.4.f. states, 

"Applicants seeking to initiate, develop or expand a campus development or major institution where an 
approved Concept Development Plan or Planned Unit Development did not previously exist, may 
differentiate between development phases with definite construction plans and future phases for which 
plans are less definitive. If the applicant makes such a differentiation, lands with less definition 
("inactive") shall not be included within the Concept Development Plan except to size and locate internal 
streets and infrastructure, and to estimate maximum traffic impacts on the local road system. For these 
purposes, the applicant shall assume that future development on the inactive lands will contain at least 45 
employees per acre plus typical visitor/customer/student use for the anticipated land use, or the maximum 
development intensity documented by industry experience for the use or uses intended for the campus or 
institution, whichever is greater. 

Prior to development on the inactive lands, approval of an amended Concept Development Plan under then 
current regulations shall be required in order to activate the land for inclusion in future phases. In the 
amended Concept Development Plan, any improvements or development previously constructed within the 
development shall be treated as an existing condition, and any impacts associated with the newly activated 
phases shall be attributed to the development as a whole." 

HZO Section 136 VII B.7.f. states, 

"If the Planning Director denies Detailed Development Plan approval or places conditions on the approval 
which the applicant opposes, the applicant may apply to the Planning Commission for an amendment to the 
Concept Development Plan under the applicable provisions of Section 136.Vll.B.3-6." 

I 
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HZO Section 137 V B.7. states, 

"No phase of a SCR-V project shall be permitted to develop below the per acre average residential 
minimum density unless: (I) it is the first phase of the development, consisting of no more than ten percent 
(10%) of the total project; (2) is a phase, when combined with those phases already constructed, achieves 
the minimum average density requirement of the district; or (3) the approved Concept Development Plan is 
amended to indicate where the proposed reduction in density will be made up through increased density in 
another phase of the project The project shall not depend on redevelopment of early phases to achieve 
overall minimum density requirements. 

3) The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does not contain a specific process for amending. revising, or 
modifying a previously approved Concept Development P!an.Z 

This was the actual question in the Pacific University case that went to LUBA (David v City of 
Hillsboro) but was not addressed directly by LUBA. Anyway, the HZO does not contain any 
provisions that specify the requirements for revising, amending or modifying a CDP. Please see 
attachment at pages 5-8 of this letter, which is a portion of Corvallis' code regarding CDP 
modification which does contain process for CDP modification and shows the stark contrast between a 
code that does contain process for CDP modification and Hillsboro's code. 

4) It is arguable as to whether a Concept Development Plan should be allowed to be substantially 
revised, modified or amended as the intent of a Concept Development Plan is to look at the overall 
project and make the pieces work together to implement the purpose(s) of the applicable zoning 
district. However, it is reasonable to allow a request to change a Concept Development Plan but only 
if the whole area and all of the previous components are allowed to be again considered in the 
development review of the "modification". This is not a "collateral attack" on CDP 1-06 as the 
developer is the one choosing to make a change in a previously agreed upon CDP. In a sense, the 
developer is the one making a "collateral attack" on the previous CDP approval given by the City. 

Picking out a piece or part of the whole project and not allowing consideration as to how that 
change will affect the rest of the project, nor allowing other component to be "modified" in response 
to the "modification" is at odds with the idea of a Concept Development Plan. Common sense would 
say that if you want to change a Concept Development Plan all the pieces must be in play. 

5) The City Attorney states, 

" ... consistent with well established common law is that a change to an approved application, 
regardless of what a local code might say, needs to go through the exact same level of process that 
was conducted in the initial review." (Counselor Pam Beery) (9-8-08 Planning Commission 
hearing.) 

Planning staff states, 

"Staff discussed this with our legal counsel and reached the conclusion an applicant requesting a 
modification to a CDP application should file the modification request just as they would file a new 
CDP application but addressing the changes in the approved CDP. The modification application 
must include all the elements otherwise required for a CDP submittal_and would be processed in the 
same manner as the original CDP. There is precedent for this approach to modifications of approve 
CDP's in the City." (See attachment at page 10 of this letter) (Underline added) 
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In their I 0-15-08 memorandum, the City Attorney concludes that 'The Commission may consider 
a CDP modification," and that 'The Commission may not reconsider the initial CDP application that 
was approved in 2006 in the context of this modification application." 3 

I ayee that the City may consider a CDP modification, though not for the reason given in the 
memo. I also agree that the Commission may not technically reconsider CDP I -06 but I submit that, 
pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII (B)(2)(a), development review ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1) may not be 
limited to the 5 acres or so that is to be changed. 

6) In conclusion, the Planning Commission errors in accepting for development review an 
application to modifY CDP 1-06 which does not address the whole 43.19 acres that is currently 
controlled by the applicant. The Commission errors in limiting the discussion to the 5-acre area in the 
SE comer identified for change. 

The Commission errors because, as stated by the City Attorney, the "modification" ofCDP 1-06 
"needs to go through the exact same level of process that was conducted in the initial review", and 
staff has said, "staff discussed this with our legal counsel and reached the conclusion ... The 
modification application must include all the elements otherwise required for a CDP submittal. " 

The exact same level of process that was conducted in the initial review and all the elements 
otherwise required for a CDP submittal, include that the "modification" application follow all of the 
rules set out in the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance for a CDP application, including HZO 136 VII 
(B)(2)(a)5

, which states, in part, that the application "shall encompass the entire parcel or contiguous 
parcel(s) proposed or available for current or ultimate development by the applicant. .. " Since the 
whole 43.19 acres is available for "ultimate development by the applicant" it must be included in the 
CDP 1-06 (MOD I) application and subject to development review. 

7) Therefore, I submit that because the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does not contain specific 
process for modifYing an already approved Concept Development Plan but it does contain inferences 
that amendments are possible, that the requested modification must follow the same rules as would a 
new CDP application, and that the whole 43.19 acres which is available for ultimate development by 
the applicant be considered, not just a piece. To not do so is a procedural and or substantive error and 
prejudices my substantial rights, including the right to a proper development review of CDP 1-06 
(MOD I), and I and my family will suffer adverse affect, including loss of property value, potential 
loss of property, and reductions in livability because of this error. 

Tr-1u 
Jjfn ~~cher 
~720 NW Quatama, 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

1 HZO Section I 36 VII A.l. also contains the word "amendment" and I mention this provision here 
only because the City Attorney makes reference to it. It was cited by LUBA. LUBA stated, 

"it [HZO Section 136 VII A.!] makes it reasonably clear that following Development Review approval, 
modifications are possible ... " (From the Final Opinion and Order, LUBA No. 2008-023) 

HZO Section 136 VII A.! states, 

3 
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"Section 133, Development Review, or any amendment thereof, and the provisions of this subsection shall 
apply to all uses permitted in a Station Community Planning Area except construction of detached single 
family, duplex and ancillary dwellings built on single lots in any district other than the SCR-OTC and SCR­
DNC Districts. All development within the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts is subject to Development 
Review." (Note that the quote in the City Attorney's 1-15-08 memo leaves out the "Section 133" portion.) 

I disagree with LUBA's conclusion. Interpreted correctly, this provision means that Section 133, 
which is titled "Development Review", or any amendment to Section 133, and the provisions ofHZO 
Section 13 6 VII shall apply to all uses permitted in a Station Community Planning Area except... It 
does not have anything to do with whether a CDP may be amended, revised or modified. I have 
included this provision here only because the City and LUBA use it for their conclusions regarding 
modifications of a CDP. The interpretation by the City and upheld by LUBA leads to an absurd result 
as any amendment to a CDP shall then apply to all uses in a SCPA (minus the exceptions). This issue 
is now before the Court of Appeals. 

2 The City Attorney stated, "An excellent question and certainly one that staff and I have thought a lot 
about in the context of this and other applications. It is correct that there's not a specific process for a 
modification of a Concept Development Plan in the code." (Counselor Pam Beery, 9-8-08 Planning 
Commission hearing.) (Underline added) Also planning staff stated, "There is no process in the 
Zoning Ordinance for modification ofthe CDP." (See attachment at page 9 of this letter.) (Underline 
added) 

3 I would note that the case referenced by the City Attorney, Heilman v. Corvallis, 47 Or. LUBA 305 
(2004), (LUBA No. 2004-069), was not affirmed by the Court of Appeals as claimed. It was not even 
appealed to the Appellate Court. The citation by the City Attorney "199 Or. App. 217 (2005) was 
Staus v. City of Corvallis (LUBA No. 2004-091, LUBA No. 2004-093) and involved the same 
property but a consolidation of two different appeals not similar to Heilman v. Corvallis, though 
Heilman and Foster were also petitioners in Staus v. City of Corvallis. 

4 I respectfully disagree with the reason that the City's lawyer gives. I do not believe HZO VII (A)(l) 
authorizes CDP modification. LUBA is wrong to have concluded that the word "amendment" in HZO 
VII (A)(l) is referring to a CDP. Please see footnote #I above. 

5 Section 136 VII B.2.a. states, in part, 

"the applicant shall file an application for Concept Development Plan approval for the 
entire area identified for development. The Plan shall encompass the entire parcel or 
contiguous parcel(s) proposed or available for current or ultimate development by the 
applicant or any entities that are controlled, in whole or part, by the applicant or by a parent 
or affiliate entity of the applicant; including, but not limited to, partnerships, corporations of 
all types, foundations and other forms of business organization that includes the applicant, 
its parent or affiliates, or if the applicant is a representative or agent of the owner or 
purchaser ofthe parcel(s) of interest, the owner or purchaser." 
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Section 2.5.60- PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION 
This Section identifies the processes by which an approved Conceptual or 
Detailed 
Development Plan may be modified. In general, such plans may be modified in 
three 
ways, depending upon the degree of modification proposed. These include the 
Lot 
Development Option process described in Chapter 2.12- Lot Development 
Option, and the 
Minor and Major Planned Development Modification processes described below. 
Within 
the Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan, the Lot Development Option 
process may 
only be used for modification of a specific standard at a specific location where 
no 
deviation from standards has already been approved. 
2.5.60.01 - Purposes of a Planned Development Modification 
a. Provide a limited amount of flexibility with regard to site planning and 
architectural design for approved Conceptual or Detailed Development 
Plans; and 
b. Provide elements within the development site that compensate for requested 
variations from approved Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans such 
that the intent of the original approvals is still met. 
2.5.60.02 -Thresholds that Separate a Minor Planned Development 
Modification from a Major Planned Development Modification 
a. The factors identified here describe the thresholds that separate a Minor 
Planned Development Modification from a Major Planned Development 
Modification. 
1. Change in Use Type, with the exception that for a valid (still active) 
Planned Development that existed or was approved before December 
3·1. 2006, a Modification request shall be considered as follows: 
a) A request to add Uses permitted by the underlying zone to up 
to 25 percent of the total acreage within the Planned 
Development site shall be considered a Minor Planned 
Development Modification; and 
b) A request to add Uses permitted by the underlying zone to 
greater than 25 percent of the total acreage within the Planned 
Development site shall be considered a Major Planned 
Development Modification; 
2.5-21 LOG December 31. 2006; revised June 18, 2007 

2. Change in dwelling unit density of five percent, except as noted in "3," 
below; 
3. Decrease in dwelling unit density by more than three units for 
development sites one acre or smaller in size, or decrease in dwelling 
unit density by more than five units or by more than five percent, 
whichever is less, for development sites larger than one acre; 
4. Change in the ratio of the different types of dwelling units; 
5. Change in the type or location of commercial or industrial structures 
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that would result in a less pedestrian-friendly environment, such as 
when a pedestrian walk is eliminated, a parking lot is placed to 
separate, or further separate, a building from pedestrian facilities, etc.; 
6. Change in the type and location of accessways and parking areas 
where off-site traffic would be affected or which result in a less 
pedestrian-friendly environment; 
7. Increase in the number of parking spaces where such increase 
adversely affects Significant Natural Features or pedestrian 
amenities, or is inconsistent with a Condition of Approval or an 
applicable development standard such as required Green Area; 
8. Increase in the floor area proposed for nonresidential Use by more 
than 10 percent; 
9. Decrease in the common and/or usable Green Area or open space by 
more than 10 percent; 
10. Increase in the total ground area proposed to be covered by 
structures by more than 1 0 percent; 
11. Change in specific setback requirements by more than 25 percent or 
by 15 percent for setback requirements previously reduced; 
12. Decrease in project amenities for pedestrians or bicycles, recreational 
facilities, screening, and/or landscaping provisions by more than 10 
percent; 
2.5-22 LDC December 31, 2006; revised June 18, 2007 

13. Modification of architectural building elevations where any of the 
following occurs: 
a) Percentage of window coverage per elevation is decreased by 
more than 20 percent (may affect the number and/or shape of 
windows); or windows are installed on a previously specified 
blank wall on the perimeter of the site; 
b) Building materials for the main walls of the facades are 
changed; 
c) Any architectural feature is reduced by more than 20 percent. 
Architectural features include such items as the number of 
windows with trim, the number of dormers, the number of 
columns, the number of shutters, the square footage of 
porches, the number of window boxes, the linear footage of 
porch or deck railings, and/or the linear footage and/or height 
of parapets, reveals, and/or cornices, etc.; 
d) Roof pitch is reduced by 20 percent or more; 
e) Building off-sets or recesses are reduced by more than 20 
percent; or 
f) Garages or carports are eliminated; and 
14. Change to any aspects of the Plan involving Natural Resources 
and/or Natural Hazards governed by Chapter 4.5- Natural Hazards 
and Hillsides, Chapter 4.11 -Minimum Assured Development Area, 
Chapter 4.12- Significant Vegetation, and Chapter 4.13- Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands. 
b. A modification that equals or exceeds the thresholds identified in Section 
2.5.60.02.a shall be processed as Major Planned Development Modification. 



c. A modification that falls below the thresholds identified in Section 2.5.60.02.a 
or that decreases the amount of variation from a standard that was 
previously approved shall be processed as a Minor Planned Development 
Modification. 
2.5- 23 LDC December 31, 2006; revised June 18,2007 

d. In addition, only three such Minor Planned Development Modifications may 
be processed within one calendar year for any approved Conceptual or 
Detailed Development Plan. If more than three such modifications are 
proposed within a calendar year, the modifications, or any single such 
modification proposed following the third, shall be processed as a Major 
Planned Development Modification and shall follow the procedures contained 
in Section 2.5.60.03. 
e. A modification to specific requirements established at the time of Planned 
Development approval, including Conditions of Approval, this Code's 
requirements, and all aspects of the Planned Development proposal, may be 
considered as a Minor Planned Development Modification only if it falls within 
the definition of a Minor Planned Development Modification described in 
Section 2.5.60.02.c. 
2.5.60.03 - Procedures for a Major Planned Development Modification 
If a modification is proposed that equals or exceeds the thresholds described in 
Section 2.5.60.02, or if modifications to more than three factors that fall below the 
thresholds identified in Section 2.5.60.02 are proposed within a single calendar 
year, the changes shall be processed as a Major Planned Development 
Modification. 
a. An applicant may petition for review of previously approved plans for 
purposes of modifying a Planned Development, stating reasons for the 
change. 
b. Where the Director determines that the proposed change is a Major Planned 
Development Modification in accordance with the thresholds described in 
Section 2.5.60.02, a hearing shall be scheduled before the Planning 
Commission in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. The 
Planning Commission may approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Major 
Planned Development Modification. 
c. Upon finding that the petition is reasonable and valid, the Planning 
Commission may consider the redesign in whole or in part of any Detailed 
Development Plan. 
d. In reviewing the proposed Modification, the Planning Commission shall follow 
the procedures herein required for Detailed Development Plan submittal and 
review. The Commission shall consider the review criteria in Section 
2.5- 24 LDC December 31, 2006; revised June 18, 2007 

2.5.50.04 to determine whether to authorize a Major Planned Development 
Modification. 
e. Notice requirements, action on the application, issuance of the Notice of 
Disposition, processing of appeals, and establishment of the effective date 
and the effective period of a Major Planned Development Modification shall 
comply with the same provisions for a Detailed Development Plan. 
2.5.60.04- Determining Compliance with a Major Planned Development 
Modification 
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A Building Permit or other site development permit request shali be reviewed to 
determine whether the request is in compliance with any approved Major 
Planned 
Development Modification. It shall be deemed to be in compliance if it is 
consistent 
with the review criteria in Section 2.5.40.04, does not involve any additional 
deviations from this Code's development standards, and does not involve 
changes 
to any specific requirements established at the time of Major Planned 
Development 
Modification approval. Specific requirements include Conditions of Approval, this 
Code's requirements, and all aspects of the applicant's proposal that were 
approved 
as part of the Major Planned Development Modification. 
2.5.60.05 - Procedures for a Minor Planned Development Modification 
a. An applicant may petition for review of previously approved plans for 
purposes of modifying a Planned Development, stating reasons for the 
change(s). 
b. Where the Director determines that the proposed changes qualify as a Minor 
Planned Development Modification in accordance with the thresholds 
described in Section 2.5.60.02, the Director shall administratively process the 
application as a Minor Planned Development Modification. The Minor 
Planned Development Modification may be approved, conditionally 
approved, or denied by the Director. If the proposed changes equal or 
exceed the thresholds identified in Section 2.5.60.02, the changes shall be 
processed as a Major Planned Development Modification, and the applicant 
shall follow the procedures described in Section 2.5.60.03. 
c. In reviewing the proposed Modification, the Director shall follow the 
procedures herein required for Minor Planned Development Modification 
submittal and review. 
2.5-25 LDC December 31. 2006; revised June 18.2007 

d. To determine whether to authorize a Minor Planned Development 
Modification, the Director shall consider the review criteria in Section 
2.5.50.04 and the following additional review criterion: 
New benefits are provided that functionally compensate for any 
negative effects caused by the requested variations from the original 
project design. New elements used to compensate for a negative 
effect shall be of at least equal value to the elements proposed to be 
changed. Applicants shall provide the Director with information 
substantiating the value of the new elements in comparison to the 
value of the elements to be changed. The value information shall be 
developed by a qualified professional in the field relevant to the 
elements being exchanged. 
e. Upon finding that the application qualifies as a Minor Planned Development 
Modification, the Director may consider the redesign in whole or in part of 
any Planned Development, provided the redesign still qualifies as a Minor 
Planned Development Modification. 
f. Notice for a Minor Planned Development Modification shall be provided in 



mne lubischer 

F· Ruth Klein [ruthk@cLhillsboro.or.us] 

Friday, August 29, 2008 9:16AM 

fo: anne lubischer 

Subject: RE: Orenco Woods Crossing development 

•od morning, 

e responses are inserted below. 

anks, 
th 

h Klein, Urban Planner 

of Hillsboro Planning Department 

l) 681-6465- Phone 

l) 681-6245- Fax 

------------·----
>m: anne lubischer [mailto:annejiml@verizon.net] 
nt: Monday, August 25, 2008 7:39AM 
: Vickie Ward 
: Ruth Klein 
bject: Orenco Woods Crossing development 

8-7'5-08 (faxed at 07:40 PST) 

->ntsboro Planning Department and Ruth Klein, 

Page 1 of2 

1) I would like to ask if the Oren co Woods Crossing development (Resolution-No. 21'7-2)reeeived final plat 
approval? I understand that a request for modification of their previously approved CDP has been made but I am 
interested in finding out if final plat approval has been made on their prior request? 

No the final plat has not been submitted. An extension was granted on January 9, 2008. If you like I will bundle the letter and 
request in with your copy of the staff report 

2) I would like to request a complete copy be made of Venture Properties current application for CDP modification, 
recently submitted on I believe 8-20-08. I hopefully can pick this up today. Please call me when available, 503-
649-5257 or 503-649-5456 or at 503-640-1804. 

I heard that you were able to pick up a copy yesterday. If you have any questions about the materials I will do the best I can 
nswer them. 

3) The recent application by Venture is for a "modification" to their previously approved CDP. I have been unable 
to find any specific provision(s) in the Zoning Ordinance that allows for a "modification", "revision", or 
"amendment" to a previously approved CDP. HZO Section 136 VII.B.7.fand HZO Section 136 VII.B.4.f make 
reference to amendments but do not appear applicable and certainly do not provide any guidelines for a 
"modification" or "amendment" process other than "may apply for an amendment to the CDP under the applicable 
provisions of Section 136 VII.B.3-6" or "approval of an amended CDP under then current regulations"--- [what 
would those applicable provisions or current regulations be in this case?]---

""-' 
LO Section 136 VII.A.J contains the word amendment but I don't see how proper interpretation oft~s~q' 

could be basis for allowing a "modification" of a previously approved CDP. . ~ cD 
~ There is no process in the Zoning Ordinance for modification of the CDP. Staff discussed this with our legal counsel and 
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Page 2 of: 

3aclc•od the conclusion an applicant requesting a modification to a COP application should file the modification request just as 
1ould tile a new COP a plication but addressing the changes in the approved COP. The modification application must mclude "" rhe 
. ements ot erwise required for a COP submittal and would be processed in the same manner as the original COP. There IS 

,recedent for th1s approach to modifications of approved COP's in the City . ....-... 

148 

I would very much appreciate if you could provide me the basis per our Zoning Ordinance upon which a 
"modification" to a previously approved CDP can be made. 

Thank you, Jim Lubischer 



I 0-29-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Jim Lubischer 
Re: COP 1-06 (MOD I) 

"RESPONSE TO COUNSELOR SULLIVAN'S 
10-22-08 MEMO AND TESTIMONY" 

Response to counselor Sullivan's 10-22-08 memo and testimony. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

In Counselor Sullivan's Memorandum dated 10-22-08, he states, 

" 'Commercial' and 'Neighborhood Commercial' are defined; however, 'other 
employment uses' are not. That term differs from the neighborhood commercial' 
category which has a size and scale limitation and for this reason should be interpreted 
so as so [sic] allow larger scale retail commercial or office uses inside the SCR-V zone. 
The term could also refer to allowing a larger day care operation than would be 
permitted as a neighborhood commercial use." 

"Dr. Lubischer appears to assume that a use cannot be both in the 'neighborhood 
commercial' and 'other employment' categories, but that those categories are mutually 
exclusive. It is possible under Table l.h(20) to have a neighborhood commercial use 
that fits within the I 0% allowed use authorization and could also fit in with the 20% 
use authorization for other employment uses as well. As we also know for [sic] the 
previous Lubischer appeal, when these percentages were upper limits, they mattered 
more than they do at the present time when they are authorizations with no prohibitions 
on exceeding those percentages." 

[Response: 

I) The assertion that, "they are authorizations with no prohibitions on exceeding those percentages," 
is contrary to the express language found at Table l.h #20 which states, "Up to I 0% of net acreage 
may be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may be other employment uses." 
The words "up to" set an upper limit, they "prohibit" a greater percentage than is stated. There is no 
other possible interpretation. 

2) The zoning ordinance does not define "other employment" uses but it does define "neighborhood 
commercial" uses at HZO Section 136 Ill.HH. "Neighborhood commercial" uses include 
"commercial" uses, as defined at HZO Section 136 Ill. I., which are "small scale". The applicant has 
suggested a "daycare" use and an "office" use in the "other employment" area. "Daycare" and 
"office" uses are specifically included as "commercial" uses in HZO Section 136 III.! therefore they 
cannot be considered "other employment". The adjective "other" means, "being the one remaining or 
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not included, being the one or ones distinct from that or those first mentioned or implied, not the 
same ... " (Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary). "Other employment" uses therefore means 
uses which provide "employment" but which do not meet the criteria of a "neighborhood commercial" 
use as per HZO Section 136 III.HH. 

To suggest that "other employment" uses are just large-scale "neighborhood commercial" uses is 
absurd and contrary to the intent of the SCR-V zone.] 

In Counselor Sullivan's testimony on 10-22-08, he states, [Comments in brackets] 

Counselor Sullivan- "There's two things. I've had to deal with this maze of an ordinance through 
two appeals, one at LUBA , one at the Court of Appeals, and then Petition for Review at the 
Supreme Court. And what I've found is that there were some changes made to the ordinance in its 
adoption process, as well as subsequently." [True enough.] 

"There used to be limits on certain types of uses. The limits had to do with neighborhood 
conunercial uses and other employment uses. Those limits were taken off and the words 'up to' 
were substituted." [Not true. The standard always had limits and still does. Initially 
"neighborhood commercial" uses had a mandatory minimum limit of 10%. Then Resolution No. 
1153-P approved a change to make "neighborhood commercial" uses optional but with a maximum 
limit of 10%. The language, however, was only incompletely changed, so that at the time of CDP 
1-06 it was confusing and became an issue that went to LUBA. The current language makes 
"neighborhood commercial" uses optional but with a maximum limit of 10%. No changes to the 
limits of"other employment" uses were ever made. The language of Criterion #20 as it evolved is 
presented below. The important point here is that the limits were not taken off as Counselor 
Sullivan asserts in his 10-22-08 memorandum.] 

Section 137 Table 1 h· Development Criteria Station Conununity Residential- Village (SCR-V) .. , 
20. other requirements At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be 

unique to the district residential. Mixed use residential/commercial buildings may 
be up to an additional 20%. At least I 0% of net acreage shall 
be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage 
may be other employment uses. 

ORIGINAL STANDARD (See attachment at page 5 and 8 of this letter) 

20. other requirements At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be 
unique to the district residential. Mixed use residential/commercial buildings may 

be up to an additional20%. U11 to 10% of net acreage may be 
neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may 
be other employment uses. 

PROPOSED CHANGE APPROVED BY RESOLUTION NO. 1153-P, (but when 
implemented the words "up to" did not replace the words "at least" as seen below). 

(See attachment at 8 of this letter) 

2 



20. other requirements At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be 
unique to the district residentiaL Mixed use residential/commercial buildings may 

be up to an additional 20%. At least I 0% of net acreage may 
be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage 
may be other employment uses. ' 

STANDARD IN EFFECT DURING THE CDP 1-06 HEARINGS (This confusmg wordmg 
was an issue at LUBA) (See attachment at page 9ofthis letter) 

20. other requirements At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be 
unique to the district residential Mixed use residential/commercial buildings may 

be up to an additional 20%. U I! to 1 0% of net acreage may be 
neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may 
be other employment uses. 

CURRENT STANDARD (The words "up to" were actually placed m the HZO to replace the words 
"at least". This occurred after the appeal to LUBA involving CDP I -06). 

(See attachment at page 10 of this letter) 

Counselor Sullivan- "So you've got two things to look at. The first thing is neighborhood 
commercial versus other employment areas. A use can be in both categories. The neighborhood 
commercial category is defined in the ordinance, the other employment areas is not and what I've 
said and it's basically from Ms.Beery advising you is that you have the interpretive discretion to say 
that the use can fall into both categories." [The Commission does have the power to interpret the 
standard but, pursuant to ORS 197.829, that interpretation must be consistent with the express 
language of the standard: 

ORS 197.829 Board to affirm certain local government interpretations. (1) The Land Use 
Board of Appeals shall affirm a local government's interpretation of its comprehensive plan and 
land use regulations, unless the board determines that the local government's interpretation: 
(a) Is inconsistent with the express language of the comprehensive plan or land use regulation;] 

Counselor Sullivan- "The other thing has to do with the percentage limitations and with the 
changes in the percentage limitations to use the words 'up to', it's effectively removed the necessity 
of having a percentage limit. That was the issue in the case that went to LUBA, that was one of the 
issues, and that went up to the Court of Appeals. In those cases the City's decision to say that the 
'up to' does not mean that you're limited in terms of the amount devoted to each use was upheld. 
And I'm saying that that same rational applies and that you still have the same interpretive 
discretion to do the same thing in this case. That's what the memo says." 

[Not true. See details above. That was not the issue that went to LUBA, the issue that went to 
LU~as whether the neighborhood commercial uses were mandatory or discretionary.] 

J ' ,. 
#m Lubischer 

3 

!51 



RI;:SOLUTION NO. II ~3 - p 
·.-:· 

ZOA 4;.()0: STA',fiON::CQ.MMli,_.ITY RE~IPENTIAL-VILLAGE 
NEIGHBORHOOD CQMME~CIAL '· ··· ·. ' · .. 

. ~ , .... 

.. 

A RESOLUriON t<fTHE HILLSBORtfCITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF 
AN AMENDMENT TO ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 1945, SECTION 137 DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATIONS FOR STATION COMMUNITY PLANNING AREAS. 

.· ; 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has initiated, and begun public hearings on, the 
third ail.d .. final pj:lase of the <:;prnprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendments to 
implement the permanent St<itioii Cornil)uni(¥ planning Districts in the downtown residential 
areas, and · · · 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments. also' inc;lupe changes. in ·other. previously 
adopted Zoning Ordinance provisions applicable to otherzoiies outside•the downtown·arEia;'ttie 
need for which has become apparent after application of the existing sf~ndaros'since April 
1997,and 

WHs~EAS, .t~e planning Commission received testimony in support of an amendment 
to revise Table 1.h. in Zbnirig Ordinance Secti.on 137 (II), to.make the 10% neighborhood 
c.ommercial requirement in the· S.CR-V :zone optional, not mandatory, as it now is, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission supports the requested amendment to Section 
137 (II); Table 1.h., ·but concurs that consideration of this amendment should be made 
separately from the body of amendments which are oriented primarily toward the downtown 
SCPA, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission therefore adopted Resolution No. 1144-P on 
April 26, 2000, initiating a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to Section 137 (II), Table 1.H. 
Development Criteria. Station Community Residential-Village, Subsection 20, to revise that 
Subsection, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public .. hearing on the proposed 
amendment on May 24, 2000, and ·received testimony in support· of, and no testimony in 
opposition to, the proposed amendment; and ·· · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission hereby adopts the May 19, 2000 staff report on 
this matter as findings in support of the proposed amendment, and also adopts as findings in 
support the April12, 2000 letter from PacT rust; the April20, 2000 letter from Costa Pacific, and 
the undated illustration entitled "Oren co Station Commercial Areas". which are attached hereto 
as Attachments A, B, C, and D, respectively. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Hillsboro Planning Commission, that 
the Commission by and through (his resolution hereby recommends to the City Council that 
the Council amend Zoning Ordinance Section 137 (II), Table 1.H. Development Criteria. 

· Station CommunitY Residential-Village, Subsection (or Line) 20, as follows, with language to 
be deleted overstruck, and new language in bold italics. / :J 

. (1}/. 
,,_/, 
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PC Resolution - ZOA}!-00 

20. OTHER REQUIREMEIITS UNIQUE TQ 

THE DISTRICT 

"'·· 
-;, _ 
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, · .&JjfasfSO%DI!hti\let'a~'ln·a~.V pl<ijeCithMbe residential. Mixed use 
· '·''il~tlaliiiim~:'biJi@IJ!9$'11'1ayJ>e up lo an additional 20%. Al-least Up to 10o/o of 

net aaeage&llall maybeneighbomood commercial uses. Up lo 20% of net acreage 
may be other employment uses. . 
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CITY OF HILL:· 'JRO 

. ' 
·m· .. ·· ... · ... 

··- _-,. 

'Mc\'Y 19,2000 
. ! . 

STAFF REPORT 
'·. ·, , __ .. 

'to:· Planning Commission 
FROM:Pianning Department 

.. , . 

..,- ... 
. . 

RE: Proposed Amendment to Zoning Ordinance Section 137 Development Regulations for 
Station Community Planning Areas · · . '· . 

"aecitlEst · -·-.-
._;' ' . ~ !~ .. ; ' -' . ·'· ,, · . 

. ··-.- •... ; .· 

The Planning slaff requests Planning Commissioti approvaL of an .an;iendf!lent . to · Zqriing 
. Ordinance Section 137 Development Regulations for Station Commuiii\y,Pianriing ·Areas, 
Subsection (II). Table 1.H.; Uti~ 2o., This sectionl.curre'ntly reqtJires:tiJat JOr~ of the net acreage 
of a project zoned SCR-V Station Community Residentiai-Vinage be developed as 
neighl>orfiood oorfimereial uses; The •proposed amendmentv.:ould.reyiSe)his language to make 

_./ thef0%·rieig'r;Jtibrhood cdrilrMrcial useoan optionrratherctban a requirement 
. - ,~-- .. ' -~-:· ' :~.. >f· . . ... 

BACKGR.OiJNo ' ' ') . ' :,. :!· " . :·,. ,, ,\,: 
!· 

' t • .-·. - ~ ;-~ .::·:.,·::· :·; •:,,:,:: ·-,"'": ,--:_...__. .·• ..· .; . .,. c-. . --- : - . 

ori April '2dth, the Pl~tinibf}'Cbrnmissio~~eld.awo~ sessiq~Jo,Gonsider testimony received to 
date. qn SCPI\lll, the th'iriJ!:!intl final pha$ecof the amenclments. to tbe·Cf)rnprehensive Plan text 
and Zoning Ofdiiiante Te~ alid Maps applying Station Community ,Plcl!lning Area (SCPA) 
zonirtg' distrittS tci' tJie:zresidenti~·neigh!JoitJoods 'SUrrounding. the fo~r,downtown light rail 
st<iti6h:>. The amEiridmeritS'include·propOSed changes in previously adop~ep Zoning Ordinance 
. provi~iohs, the need for which'rras· hetome apparent:after application .of tb_e existing standards 
since Aprlll997, !he .iC!b'pted date'of SCPAil ·. , . . · ·· ..... 
-. . ~-., -,._. - :; .''·-;·~i_ --~:-~_. . . . . . . 

Duiin~f the work session, the Commissioners considered testi~ony frorn COsta Pacific and 
PacTrusf concernfii~ !he. Oteneo Station ;SotJth· proposal on uw Toshiba Semi-Conductor 
pn;>pefty; south ofOrenco 'Station, west of?;31st. Costa Pacific and PacT rust have requested 
th1,1( T<ib!Ei 1.h.,in Section '137·{11) be revised to make .the 10% neighborhood commercial 
req'oireriient iii·the'SC.R-V .zone optiorial,•not mandatory, as it is now .. Following discussion, the 
four Commissioners '''present •at 'the work session indicated support for the requested 
amendment 

·· '·'Ai:a. ~iJbsequenfmeeting With the City Manager; the Planning .st<)ff xeviewed the proposed 
· revisi6ns tb the originaliy'.inltiated SCPA Ill language, and the Commission!Ms' responses. The 
City Manager also indicated support for the proposed SCR-Vamenoment, butfelt ttiat dtfe to its 
a~plicabnity outside the downtown SCPA (to ~ich r_nost of the testimony have beeii directe{;;)) 
th1s proposed amendment would be best cons1dered 10 a separate process. fo 
· 123 West Main S!t~et Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 5031681-6245 

ANEOUAlOPPOR7VNfTY·ENPLOYER PRINTEDONREGYa.EDPAPER ~ 
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PC Staff Report- ZOA 5-0C'· '0% NC in SCR-V 
----------------------~~ 

2 

CRITERIA FOR INITIATING A ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 

Section 112 of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Planning Commission or the City Council to 
initiate amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance. Pursuant to this section; the Pl!;!n.ning 
Commission initiated the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment through adoptfon of 
Resolution No. 1144-P on April 26, 2000. A copy of this Resolution is attached for the 
Commissioners' review. · · 

Notice of the public hearing on this proposed amendment has been published in the Hillsboro 
Argus, and has been forwarded to the Department of Land Conseryation and peve,lopment, 
and· to Metro. · , . . · · ,, . 

,- ! ; .. - ' ..... 
NATURE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

The proposed amendment would revise Subsection 20 of Table 1~H. in Section 137 (II) 
Development Regulations for Station -Community Planning Areas. Table 1.H. sp.epines, _the 
stpndards for the SCR-V Station C()mmunity Residential -Village District. The purpose C5f''ihe 
·scR-V Disb'icl::asstated inSection136:1l.H::,-~:eadsa!>follows:-, . ,_ ,, . ._ .... 

·.'-l··:-~:-~··:.· __ ··~::_.-.-.... ~ :_-'-~-;~-->: __ _.. _____ .. _:~-.,:-'."' ._f .. -.-.-~-~-,:-i.;::-:_:::>, ·~·., ('. ~--···-~·-;-~_:,:~~;.,:•~:· 
·• H:· · ,_,_. Station· communitY Residentia~Yil.lage·{SQ~W) '. 

'·' . ~ ! .. ; ·;_ ·-- ,. . ,: : '• 

·.' ·l'h'e·scH,V·E>istrlct·may•be ~pplied·>i<? prQPelW· ~nt~in'i~'a,q~as~·thJ/;ty · 
{3"0) acres· in slngli'!'"OWnership<or.p:~A;trQI•J()qated witl)h'lJ<IPWQJ9rnate.ly 
3,900 feet of a light rail station site. The SCR-V Di~trict is iht~nded to 
assure the development of .· a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto­
aCCommodating, community containing a range of residenti<;~Lnou~Ag . 

types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood" !'&>rrnti~rdal · · · 
· · · ' ' · -uses ai"ld emp.loyment · ~pportuni~es •. · A . .r.esic!,eoti~,INilla,Q!e',grpject m~w pe 

• 'deveio~"ed ~in ofuh (.lr more._ phases> . -p., re~id~n.tial villaQy · int§oJciia~ils' a_· 
:number of design;·de~pment <~nd [l)frast.P;Jctyre fe<;~~urej;;.i11di~tiir~ ·!;if •iii_ 

· : .'''seiH'eliant rie~hl:iorhood; including~- but. 'nQtJimited _.· io:·- IJltllfi-pt~rppse . 
'· ·· -•' 'Sfreets linking·· •-resid£mtial·. ate,a~ . v,ritl-l· :l)eighbor:Jl9oq.,,a£tivilY _ find · 

·•· . ttirfltneraat centers. :ana' ihe light (8il· sfatipn; hor.irP!)..~I ~nd , verli!f!L:. 
integration through continuity ·of iJrViJ!l·;_design .l>efittipg.a, gri:>Wirjj;j. rnajpr; 
metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in the built envli-ontneilt: .:. . 
lively mix -"of ' neigt-lborhood . shopping <:~nd cornmunil}'. servi<::eS; .. 
<advantageous andJseli_sili'«e' use .of natural resource' (eature$. and. open . 
· ·space; and itlnovative•and imaginative site plqrining .in '.Ord~r to dev.elop a. 
sense of plare Where .the· amenities;Jayilities, feal!Jres; Clf)d overaiLurbai) · 

· -' desj'gn and architectural .integration. C()tlld_.: not· be a(;hJeved . through 
· application·{)f any. otheriF!dividual or abutting combination of dis\[icts or 

zones_ · · ... · , ., 

· Foi- the Gommissioflers• referen'ce, a. ropy of Table 1,H. is at!clchecJJor rt?view. _ Subsection 
(or Une)'20 of the table currentlyrequire.s that "aHeast ~0% of [the]netacreag!'l shall be 
neighbOrhood comrnercial'uses. : · · 



PC Staff Report- ZOA 5- ~"1: 10% NC in SCR-V 3 

The proposed amendment would revise Subsection (or Line) 20 of the Table, to make the 
now mandatory 1 0% neighborhood commercial uses optional. The language of the proposed 
amendment is shown below, with language to be deleted overstruck, and new language in 
bold italics. · 

20. OTHER REQUIREMeNTS UNIQUE TO 

THE DISTRICT 

At least 50%: of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be residentlat Mixed use . 
residentiaVcommerdal buildings may be up to an addiUooal20%. At-least Up to 10% of 
net acreage sRaiJ. may be neighborhood commercial uSes. Up to 20% pf net acreage 
may be other employment uses. 

TESTIMONY RECEIVED IN SUPPORT 

For the April 12th public hearing on SCPA Ill, and again for the work session on April 20th, 
Costa Pacific and PacTrust submitted testimony in support of the proposed amendment. 
Copies of their two letters arid the "Orenco Station Commercial Areas" illustration submitted 
are attached for the Commissioners review. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Should the Planning Commission choose to recommend approval of the proposed Zoning 
Ordinance amendment, the. Planning staff recommends that the Commission consider 
approving the attached draft resolution. The resolution cites this staff report, with the 

·attached testimony from Costa Pacific and PacT rust as findings in support of the amendment. 
To reduce photocopying costs, however, the attachments are not reproduced a second time 
for the draft resolution. The signature copies of the resolution, available on Wednesday, May 
24th for possible signature, will have this staff report and the testimony attached. 

·Respectfully Submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Deborah A. Raber AICP 
Planning Supervisor 

attachments: letters from Costa Pacific and PacT rust 
illustration by Alpha Engineering 
draft resolution 

c2) 
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PC Staff Report- background on SCR-V district language 4 

Table 1.h: D~velopment Criteria, StaUon Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 
._.,. 

DEVELQP.MENT CRITERIA 

1. MINIMUM LOT SIZE 

2. 
3. 
4. 
a. 

b. 

c. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

9. 

10. 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 

MINIMUM LOT [)EPTH 

RESID~IAL DENsiTY: 
MINIMUM . : ·, ... 
MINIMUM/MAXIMUM ADJACENT 

TO EST !\flUSH~ RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOOOS 

MAXIMUM 

ANCILLARY DWELLING UNITS 

MJNIMUM~OOR AR~ ~~10 

' ... -. "'' '·' 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM 
STREETS AND ALLEYS 

MA.XJMUM SETBACK FROM 
STREETS AND ALLEYS 

VISION O.EARANCE 

REQUIREMENTS/ AllOWED 

WITI;IIN 1 ~oo: , ·. 
OfJ.RTSTATION 
--~- :.-_--:.. :;;::,·"" 

R~QUIREMENTS/'AI.LOWED 

.FROM 1,301' TO 

2,599' OF LRT STATION_ 

R~QUIREM~NTS I AllOWED 

2,60!)' OR MORE FROM A 
LRTSTATlON 

2,()00 square feeUor a _single family detjched dweiUng wilhout an ancillary dwelling unif. 
.t;Sbo sqtiare teeUodi'i:fupleX or a ·single(amily detached dwelling with a detached 
ancillary dwellif1g·un\f; or 3,20() square fe¢1 lot a ~!ached single family dweiDng with an 
attached ancillary dweUina unit None for other use types. . . . . . 

24'diNelfirtb units 
. ~),.j~<- ' . • .... 

. 

.. -_,. 

None 

None 
. Nolle 

...... 

15'd1Velnri!l units· . . . ..,.;,,. . . . 
See Section 137.V . 

.• Allowed 
See Seioiioif 137 

· 7 dwelling units 
. ~•not•= 

· · 45 dwelling urilts . 
n~•·not ~~~ 

For non-r~identi~l USJ'-S, 0.5.0 wi~in 1,300 feet_ of a light rail station _site; 0.40 elsewhere 
., _:_- ;Jn-..tf,te Qislftct. 0.50 irraftareas ror-emergency',servidi~facilities,-hotels. resJdE}(itfal hotels 

and indoor recreational facilities in free standing bUildings, except hotels Withiil 800 feet 

. 

of.~.l..RT slaliort.$~11 be 0.15 . , · . 
' Target ei1)Ployment d\!nslt\t Witl)ih 1tie Distiict'ts-45 'i>etsons per nel acre · 

• . • .'.' '' C•."·:~·- :;_;.,· ._•: ... '·,' .':' . .. ,···· .... 

No-min:lmum setbacks except as necessary to accommodate--bUilding code,_public ublity 
easement or public open space re_quirements. 

Front Mid-Rise Apartments: 15 feet 
.. · Frpnt Jllulfi:F~tr)ily and _Gar4en Apat1menls: 1~. feet . 

. : Front RoW!i<iu~ anctl'ownhouS<is:'.f3 feet· 
Front Single family detached and duplexes: 19 feet 

Side (all hqusing.types): None . . . _ . 
Commerdal devefopment in the SCR-V Shall cbinplyWith the setb3:ck·rE~Qliirernents·for' 

lhe SCC-SC District. . 
See Section 137 .IX. 

(siHEE-1:'& Al:lEYIIfTEf<9ECTIONS) . .;; ; '.· .. . ;. :: 

11. MIN-IMUM BUILbiNG HEIGHT 

12. MAXIMUM BUILDiNG HEIGHT 

13. MINIMUM bFF-S'I'RtET PARKING 

14. MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING 

15. MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE 

16. MINIMUM tANDSCAPING' · 

17. MIXED USE'BUilDINGS · 

18. SIDEWA!.XS 

19. MINIMUMLOTFRONTAGE 

0fJ. OTHER REQUIREMENTS 

UNIQUE TO THE DISTRICt 

2 stories within 800 feet of a 
LRT. station, otherwise 1 

story. See .also '137.X 
' ' ,. ~ 

1 st<iry 

1 · .r~3stories-'' .-_ · 

· ·, : ,·_ · --~-· :COmmeida:l: ~se'e-Table:2 --
Residen~al: See T~.t>.le 3 
COmmercial: See Table 2 

.. .,Resl.den!ial: . .Sw.Table.~ . 
See Section 1.37';XtL.' 

' 

•• 

. 

' 

See Sections 131XIII.; 137 .XV.B.1 .• ,137.XVLB.1·.a.(10), 138.1V., 
. , and 138.VUi.C.:iand D. . 

Where residenti~d use:is provid~d; re~il and/or.pedestria_n-f'elated. office or seljVice· uSes 
are permitted on lhe ground and. second floors. ·office uS·~s are·_:J)ermitted on arid above 
the second.ftoor._.pnd resideQti3t units are 'pern)itted. on and above the secc:>nd1Joor. See 
also Sections ~37 .V. and XIV. for requ_irements "in mld'-riSe a'Partnieilts 'fOr 'Commercial 

.. use. 
See SeCtion '137.xv; 

None. All lOts to be ser(.ed by public oi privaiifslreetS cir aney$> 

At least 50% of the net acieage in a SCR-V piojecl .51\all'be rl!Sideritliil. ·Mixed use 
resldentiaUoommerdal buildings m"y be' up to,an additional 20%. At·leas! ,10% of net 
acreage inay be n~ighf;?6rflqod cpmmei"cJal us_E}S .. Up tO 20% of net acreag'e may be 
other employment uses. · · · · · · 

(Amended by Ord. Nos. 4921/6-00 and 4930/7-00.} 

-~ 



Section 137. hl""elopment Regulations for 
Statior. mmuni!y Planning Areas 

Table 1.h: Developo .. ent Criteria, Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA 

MINIMUM LOT SIZE 

ANCILLARY DWElliNG UNITS 

MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO 

REQUIREMENTS ALLOWED 

WITHIN 1,300' 
OF LRT STATION 

None 

LRTSTATION 

an ancillary dwelling unit; 
dwelling with a detached 

single family dwelling with an 

1 , on common 1 

Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 
for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 feet or Jess, or 19 feet or more, 

door. 

Front: Multi-Family and Garden Apartments: 15 feet 
Front: Rowhouses and Townhouses: 13 feet 

Front: Single family detached and duplexes: 19 feet 
Side (all housing None 

Commercial development in the SCR-V shall with the setback requirements for 

2 stories i 1 feet 
LRT station, otherwise 1 

See also 137.X 

story 

i i use , retail and/or pedestrian-related 1 i uses 
are permitted on the ground and second floors, office uses are permitted on and above 
the second floor, and residential units are permitted on and above the second floor. See 
also Sections 137.V. and XIV. for requirements in mid-rise apartments for commercial 
use. 

' 
~"\' 

~~~:___-iA!ie.StSi~~~~~~~~~~~(.\}.(L!L.: 
and 5779/8-07.) 
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10-29-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Jim Lubischer 
Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

"MORE FINAL RESPONSE 
TO 10-22-08 NEW EVIDENCE" 

More Final Response to new evidence submitted 10-22-08. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

1) In WRG's 10-14-08 letter, page 3, under "Village Concept", they state, 

"This site plan was not meant to be reviewed in detail, but just to show how the district might 
function. In response to the concerns from the Commission, Venture Properties has proposed to 
remove the individually mapped land use districts, and instead rename the entire modification 
area 'Village Center', with the actual layout and mixture of uses to be presented in the DDP. 
The same program is proposed for land use and transportation analysis assumptions, including 
acreages and building square footages, but the location and design will be deferred to the DDP ." 
(Underline added.) 

[Response: The applicant is now "modifying" their "modification" application by deleting the proposed 
locations of their buildings and proposed hypothetical end user types. They still propose 1.94 acres of 
"neighborhood commercial" with 35,777 SF proposed building area and 1.08 acres of "employment area" 
with 17,650 SF proposed building area (Also, please see "Overall Site Plan 3, C003, which has the area at 
issue now labeled "Village Center", submitted with their 10-14-2008letter. A partial copy is attached as 
page 6 of this letter.) 

The applicant's "modification" application is now, even more, in violation ofHZO Section 136 VII B.4.d. 
which states, 

"At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be deferred to the Detailed 
Development Plan application. However, in that case the Concept Development Plan application must 
include sufficiently detailed building locations, dimensions, elevations, and building and landscaping 
materials palettes to clearly establish the standards by which the Detailed Development Plan will be 
reviewed administratively under Sections 7,8, and 9. The Planning Commission may impose 
conditions on approval of the Concept Development Plan regarding changes in the detailed site plans 
or elevations as necessary to insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138." 

Of course, the Commission is being asked to approve a CDP "modification" application, not a new CDP 
application, so since the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does not contain any specific process that outlines 
requirements for a "modification", what rules apply? On 9-10-08 the City Attorney stated that CDP 
"modification" was OK but it "needs to go through the exact same level of process that was conducted 
in the initial review." I submit that the "exact same level of process" would include following the 
requirements for a new CDP application, including HZO Section 136 VII B.4.d, otherwise the 
Commission would be making up rules. The initial CDP "modification" application did contain 
"sufficiently detailed building locations and dimensions", however it did not contain "elevations, and 
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building and landscaping materials palettes". Now the "modified" "modification" does not even contain 
"locations" or Hdimensions". 

The Commission must deny this "modification" application for non-compliance with HZO Section 136 VII 
B.4.d.] 

2) For the !0-22-08 Planning Commission hearing, staff prepared a supplemental staff report dated 
I 0-22-08. In that report, draft Condition #2 states, 

"Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Commission." 

[Response: This Condition does not make it clear if the DDP review will include public hearings, or if 
the public will otherwise have an opportunity to submit evidence, argument or testimony regarding the 
DDP. If the Commission awroves this "modified" "modification", I respectfully ask that there be public 
hearings and that this be made clear in the Condition's language. In a 10-21-08 E-mail (See attachment 
at page 7 of this letter.) staff states, "Due to the level of public involvement, the applicant has offered 
the option for review via a public hearing process."] 

3) For the I 0-22-08 hearing, staff prepared a supplemental staff report dated 10-22-08. In that 
report draft Condition #3 states, 

"3. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but not be 
limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip generation cap for 
this site to the satisfaction of the City Transportation Planning Engineer prior to approval of each 
non-residential Detailed Development Plan. The submitted letter shall address the trip generation 
cap for this site which shall restrict development of non-residential commercial and retail uses on 
the site to the generation of no more than 2848 average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 
morning peak hour new vehicle trips, and 274 afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. Trips which 
are generated using non-vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by and diverted link trip 
types are not subject to the trip cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications which 
include a request that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above shall first be 
required to awly for and receive a new Concept Development Plan Modification approval." 

[Response: This Condition tries to implement the Commission's good intention to limit the traffic 
impact from this "modification". In fact, Condition #3 has no real ability to do as intended. Assuming 
the proposed "modified" "modification" is approved, the Commission will then review a DDP 
application. At that stage, specific details of building dimensions, elevation, location, etc. would, 
theoretically, be proposed and reviewed. The Commission will have no control however, over what 
type of "neighborhood commercial" uses and "other employment" uses will occupy the proposed 
structures. Nor will the Planning Director have such control as there will likely not be specific tenants 
known until after Final Development Plan approval is given, and even if the exact tenants were known, 
they can and almost certainly will change in the future. So, while I appreciate the Commission's good 
intention with Condition #3, it is what I would call a "feel good" Condition, similar to the previous 
Conditions regarding the historic McDonald House ... 
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I believe the Commission would be justified in denying this "modified" CDP "modification" application 
because the applicant did not meet their burden of proof in providing a worst case use scenario, with an 
appropriate traffic impact analysis. 

The only way that the Commission can influences the final end-users would be to only approve the 
"modification" if the commercial and employment areas were located in the center of the development, 
away from the arterial, Cornelius Pass Road. Even with a central location, this amount of commercial 
and employment use will more than double the traffic impact that was implicitly promised when this 
property was changed from Open Space to Residential.] 

4) For the 10-22-08 hearing, staff prepared a supplemental staff report dated 10-22-08. In that 
report draft Condition #S.i states, 

"Widen NW 227th Avenue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of the existing right-of­
way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the Rock Creek Bridge roadway 
guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide southbound to eastbound lane and a minimum 13-
foot wide westbound to northbound lane within the tum radius unless approved otherwise by the 
County Engineer." 

[Response: First, the phrase "unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer" effectively evicerates 
this condition. Second, this widening at the radius does not widen the bridge nor provide pedestrian 
accommodations. The bridge will remain with a 19.5 foot roadway at its narrowest point. This 
"improvement" of the roadway to 26 feet at the radius will do nothing other than give drivers a false 
sense that this is a good wide road, then they will immediately encounter a 19.5 foot roadway, with no 
shoulders, just guardrails, coming out of the 90 degree tum. A reasonable person would conclude that 
by giving the false sense that this is a wide road drivers will travel faster. The potential for a 
catastrophic accident also occurs just before and on the bridge. This improvement will not help, it may 
even increase the chance of a catastrophic accident on the bridge. This is but one example where traffic 
conditions in Orenco will be worsened by this "modification".] 

5) For the 10-22-08 hearing, staff prepared a supplemental staff report dated 10-22-08. In that 
report draft Condition #4.d states, 

"On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements along the entire site 
frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standards." 

Condition 5.b states, 

"On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to allow for the 
future construction of a southbound 175 foot right tum storage ... " 

Condition 5 .e states, 
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"On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County A-4 standardS­
lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right turn lane using the fifth lane at its 
approach to NW Quatama Road, including provision of 150 feet of striped right turn storage lane, 
transition striping, and required signage. Modify the existing traffic signal as required by 
conditioned road improvements in accordance with Washington County standards." (Underline 
added.) 

[Response: In essence, contrary to what I thought before, there is no roadway pavement improvement 
on Cornelius Pass Road that is additional as a result of this "modification". The only new traffic 
improvement is a signal interconnect and the dedication of an "additional public right of way necessary 
to allow for the future construction of a southbound I 75 foot right tum ... " With the original CDP I -06. 
Condition #4 of Resolution No. 2 I 72 also provided for construction of a "half-street improvements 
along the site's frontage with ... NW Cornelius Pass Road ... " This will be a 5 lane road, so the half­
street improvement will include two southbound lanes at the Quatama intersection, the west lane could 
have been used for a dedicated right tum lane if no barriers were placed. Thus the "modification" does 
not really add anything to roadway pavement improvements that was not in the original CDP I -06, but 
the "modification" will add traffic equivalent to another 334 residential units.] 

6) Regarding Mr. Dunn's 10-22-08 submission titled "Response to Additional Testimony on 
Transportation Impacts ... " he discussed the blockage at the Quatama access. It is most important 
to note that the "modification" "improvements", including the signal interconnect do not change the 
delays for east-west traffic on Quatama, The blockage at the Quatama access will only be made 
worse with the addition of another 230 PM peak hour trips (The original CDP had 207 PM peak 
hour trips.) It should also be remembered that the Access modification request predicted blockage 
at the Quatama access with or without the access to Cornelius Pass Road. (Please see these access 
modification requests that have been submitted to the Commission.) Also, in response to testimony 
given by Ms. Doukas, the public-private partnership between Washington County, the City and the 
applicant is the same as with the original CDP. The "modification" does not change that. And Ms. 
Doukas portrays the traffic impact to Orenco as only 10% of the "modification" traffic when in fact 
the site traffic onto Dogwood is 450 ADT with the original CDP and 694 ADT with the 
"modification". (Please see footnote #1 in my 10-15-08 "FACTS LETTER" for reference to this 
data.) 

7) In a memorandum dated 10-15-08 from Beery Elsner & Hammond, the City's attorney, advice is 
given that the Commission may consider a CDP modification, and that the Commission may not 
reconsider the initial CDP application that was approved in 2006 in the context of this modification 
application. This is addressed in a separate letter. 

8) In one ofWRG's slides they state that "Notice of construction of Phase 4 was sent on May 17,2007 
with an Affidavit of Notice of Mailing, far exceeding the 180 day time line argued by Dr. Lubischer." In 
my "PHASING LETTER" of 9-2-08 I did not argue that this condition had been violated, I was just 
pointing out that the language of the condition had changed between the Planning Commission's 
Resolution No. 1561-P and the Council's Resolution No. 2172. Please see my "PHASING LETTER" 
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for details and which also shows that applicant is proposing to change the "phasing" condition #9 of 
Ordinance #5633. 

Finally, I would note, pursuant to ORS 197.763 (6)(e) that, "unless waived by the applicant, the local 
government shall allow the applicant at least seven days after the record is closed to all other parties 
to submit final written arguments in support of the application. The applicant's final submittal shall 
be considered part of the record, but shall not include any new evidence ... " I request that any new 
evidence, if submitted after 5 PM 10-29-08, not be accepted and not become part of the record. 

T~apk J9h;J _ 1 
{. ,V<.,{4s.--.J;.L 

Juh Lubischer 
12720 NW Quatama, Hillsboro, Or 97124 
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anne lubischer 
····-· -------------------- ---

m: Ruth Klein [ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us] 

;:,.,nt: Tuesday, October 21, 2008 6:01 PM 

To: anne lubischer 

Subject: RE: Orenco Woods Crossing COP 1-06 (MOD 1) and allowed uses fromlubischer 

Hi Jim, 

Attached is the staff report and the answers are inserted into your questions below. 

Sincerely, 
Ruth 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 

: 1ty of Hillsboro Planning Department 

(503) 681-6465- Phone 

:so3) 681-6245- Fax 

From: anne lubischer [mailto:annejim1@verizon.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2008 6:18AM 
ro: Ruth Klein 
Subject: RE: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1} and allowed uses fromlubischer 

~uth, Thanks for your reply. I have several new questions I requests. 

Could you please E-mail me the draft set of conditions? 
Could you please E-mail me Mr. Odermott's traffic analysis? 

rhe staff report is attached. 
3) Does a DDP go through a public hearing? I believe it does not according to 136 VII.B.7.a, and 133 XI. 

Page I o 

\ typical DDP does not go through a public hearing process. Due to the level of public involvement, the applica~t has offered the 
>ption __ f9.£...@.~!~::::..Y.!§.Ul.d.Q)ic )l~riilJJ.!?loc~.:... ----~---------------·-·-- ----·-··--····- ---------- ····- ------------
-""'"4) If there is no public hearing ·anai! IS JUSt an administrative matter will the notice, pursuant to 133 XI, be limited to "a 200 foo' 

radius of the boundary of the property ... " 
have not had a discussion with anybody regarding changing the standard notification requirements. 

5) Will this "modification" involve "the final platting of a subdivision"? 
·he applicant has not shared whether, or how, division of the modification site would occur. 

6) And, if so, will there be a public hearing prior to Final Development Plan approval? Section 136 VII.B.11, last paragraph, 
seems to say there would be a public hearing. 

have not had a discussion with anybody regarding a public hearing as a part of the final development plan approval of this 
10dif1cation. 

7) And, if not, am I correct then that there will be no public hearing for FDP approval? 
8) Any more information on the questions I had regarding "other employment" uses and exceeding the 10% limit...? I know 

that the applicant is now modifying their "modification" but they are still asking for 1.08 acres of "employment area" with 
17,650 sq ft of building area, and I still think this is important information. 

have checked in with the applicant who has stated that they will bring a response to your inquiry to the hearing tomorrow night. 

hanks. Jim 

-----Original Message-----
From: Ruth Klein [mailto:ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, _2008 11:02 AM 
To: anne lubischer 
Subject: FW: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) and allowed uses from Lubischer 

Hello, 

This is a follow up to our conversation at the counter. Regarding Item #1, the examples that you have listed are permitted 
uses in the SCR-V zone provided they meet any applicable conditions of approval and the Zoning Ordinance standards. 
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October 29, 2008 

Hillsboro Planning Commission 
c/o Ruth Klein, Urban Planner Ill 
City of Hillsboro 
150 E. Main Street, 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 

RE: Orenco Woods COP Modification (COP 1-06 (MOD)) 
Seven-day Continuance of October 22, 2008 Hearing for Additional Information 

Dear Commissioners: 

Venture Properties, the Applicant for the Orenco Woods COP Modification application, has chosen not 
to submit additional evidence into the record for COP 1-06 (MOD). Our team believes that the current 
record is complete and that Staff is able to develop Conditions of Approval for the application. We are 
satisfied at this point. 

We look forward to a final decision by the Commission at the November 12, 2008 hearing. Thank you 
for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, :~ • 
WRG Design, Inc~ 

Mimi Doukas, AICP, RLA 
Director of Land Use Planning 

cc: Kelly Ritz, Venture Properties 
Ed Sullivan, Garvey Schubert Barer 
Brian Dunn, Dunn Traffic Engineering 
File (VEN3778.02) 
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G A R V E Y S C H U B E R T B A R E R 

A PARTNERSHIP OF PROFESSIO~AL CORPORATION~ 

November 5, 2008 

PORTLAND OFFICE 

elevtnth floor 

/2/ 5W morrison $(Ttt't 

portland, oregon 97204-3141 

TEL 503 228 3939 FAX 503 226 0259 

OTHER OFFICES 

beijing, c.hint! 

new )-ork, n-ew york 

.seattle, u;a.shington. 

wa-5hington., d.c. 

GSSt...AW.COt-1 

Please reply to EDWARD .J. SULLIVAN 

esullivan@gsblaw.com TEL EXT 3/06 

President Coulter and City of Hillsboro Planning Commission 
c/o Ruth Klein 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 
!50 E Main Street 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

NOV G 5 20GB 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

Dear President Coulter and Commission Members: 

On behalf of the applicant, Venture Properties, Inc., I am responding to the materials received 
by the City of Hillsboro by the October 29,2008 deadline in the above matter. Venture Properties 
responds as follows: 

Kooken Letter (I 0-29-08)- Ms. Kooken reiterates a point made at the last hearing to the effect that the 
proposed modification in the use adds additional vehicle trips. That is true, but additional conditioned 
transportation improvements, according to our transportation engineer, the County Engineer, the City's 
Engineer, and the City's consulting engineer, mitigate this impact. There have been no conditions in the 
previous zone change or Conditions of Approval for the property that limited the use of the property or 
precluded commercial zoning based on traffic impact. In addition, a major point in previous opposition 
to development of the property was that there was no commercial element in the development. 

Ms. Kooken also speculates that the modification is a ploy to refinance or restructure a loan. 
Regardless, that question is - irrelevant to any approval criterion in this case. There is nothing is the City 
of Hillsboro development code that would prohibit the application for filing a new application to further 
modifY the current modification (if approved) or any other area included in the original land use 
approval. 

Laine Young Letter (I 0-28-08)- Ms. Young presents an extended discussion of the intersection of 231" 
and Dogwood and makes a number of demands to be included in the conditions of approval, namely: 

I. Enforcement of a certain alley, construction of street parking and connection of that alley 
to the Orenco Meadows Subdivision. While this may be a good idea, Dolan v. City of 
Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994) requires that there be rough proportionality between the 
impacts of this modification and any condition imposed. There is no such nexus in this 
situation. 
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A R V E Y S C H U B E R T B A R E R President Coulter and City of 
Hillsbory Planning Commission 
November 5, 2008 
Page 2 

2. Parking restrictions on Dogwood. This is not a matter that can be undertaken by 
Conditions of Approval in this modification proceeding. If the City wishes to undertake 
such an action, it may do so separately by utilizing its established Traffic Committee. 

3. Construction of the north side of Dogwood between 230th and 231 '1• Again, Dolan places 
limits on the imposition of conditions and the impacts here do not warrant such a 
requested condition. However, Applicant has preliminarily agreed to set aside funds to 
enable the City of Hillsboro to construct side walk improvements in this area. 

4. "Abandonment" (vacation) of a certain alley and "dedication" to adjacent property 
owners. These matters are outside the scope of these proceedings. 

5. Setting a speed limit along a portion of Dogwood. Again, this is not a proper condition 
for these proceedings. 

6. Meetings with stakeholders to discuss other solutions. This may be a good idea, but these 
matters are outside the scope of these proceedings. In any event, such discussions can 
continue with the Traffic Committee after these modification proceedings are concluded. 

Jim Lubischer Letter on Condition 64 (October 29, 2008)- The first Lubischer letter in this series deals 
with the McDonald House. The City Attorney has advised the Planning .Commission that this matter is 
beyond the scope of these modification proceedings. We agree. 

Jim Lubischer Letter entitled "More Final Response to 10-22-08 New Evidence"- This letter raises the 
following issues: 

I. Objections to removal of the illustrative details relating to the mix of proposed uses in the 
site plan based on HZO 136 VII B.4.d. 1 HZO 136 VII B.4.d specifically allows for the 

This code provision states: 

"Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for all proposed attached single family and 
multi-family dwellings and all non-residential and mixed use buildings; typical multi-family and attached 
single family residential floor plans; and proposed exterior building materials and color boards typifYing 
each of the listed housing products and typical non-residential and mixed use buildings to be constructed 
within the development. 

"At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be deferred to the Detailed Development 
Plan application. However, in that case the Concept Development Plan application must include 
sufficiently detailed building locations, dimensions, elevations, and building and landscaping materials 
palettes to clearly establish the standards by which the Detailed Development Plan will be reviewed 
administratively under Sections 7, 8 and 9. The Planning Commission may impose conditions on approval 



A R V E Y S C H U B E R T B A R E R President Coulter and City of 
Hillsbory Planning Commission 
November 5, 2008 
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deferral of detailed information until the Detailed Development Application. It goes on 
to state that information on building locations, dimensions, etc needs to be included in the 
COP to allow clear standards for the administrative review of the DDP. The Applicant 
has committed themselves to a full Planning Commission public hearing review of the 
DDP in order to defer the provision of detailed information that would be speculative at 
best at this time. 

2. There should be a public hearing on the DDP. We agree. 

3. Mr. Lubischer claims that the DDP process would not control the type of uses on the site 
and will not know the tenants. The applicant plans to submit the use mix at the DDP 
stage, at which time there will be public review and a hearing. At that time, the mix 
among residential, neighborhood commercial and other employment uses will occur 
within the trip caps proposed. . 

4. Mr. Lubischer is concerned that the County Engineer could frustrate certain 
improvements on county roads. The fact is that they are county roads and the county 
has jurisdiction over them. Mr. Lubischer also complains that there can be no further 
widening of the bridge or provision of further pedestrian or bicycle amenities under the 
proposed conditions of approval. There are two responses. First, the transportation 
experts have recommended the applicant's proposal comply with the existing standards. 
Second, the applicant cannot be forced to bear the costs of improvements not roughly 
proportional to the impacts it imposes, limitation established in Dolan. 

5. Mr. Lubischer complains that, while there is a condition for additional dedication of right 
of way along Cornelius Pass Road, there is no additional road construction required. City 
staff requested and we have agreed to the dedication in concept. Providing additional 
road improvements cannot be required under Dolan. 

6. Mr. Lubischer states that the Quatama blockage will occur even with the proposed 
improvements and will be made worse. He notes that the public-private partnership with 
the applicant, the City and Washington County will remain the same. Finally he doubts 
the 10% figure for the modification traffic. The increased traffic from the modified site 
plan does not affect the long-term queuing condition that is forecast to occur along 
Quatama Road. Mr. Lubischer misunderstood the comment made by Ms. Doukas at the 
previous hearing about the actual quantity of increased traffic that would pass through the 

of the Concept Development Plan regarding changes in the detailed site plans or elevations as necessary to 
insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138." 
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Orenco neighborhood. Ms. Doukas was referring to the amount of non-residential trips 
that would be generated by the site (i.e. commercial/other employment) that would pass 
through the Orenco neighborhood and end up on NW 231" Avenue as "external" trips. 
These trips will, in fact, be I 0% of the new non-residential trip generation per the Dunn 
Traffic Engineering study. 

7. Mr. Lubischer calls attention to yet another letter he previously submitted in which he 
disagrees with the advice of the City Attorney regarding reconsideration of the original 
CDP application in the context of a modification. We agree with the City Attorney. 

8. Mr. Lubischer explains that one of his previous objections was misunderstood, but does 
not advance any further objection on this point. 

9. Finally), Mr. Lubischer calls attention to ORS 197.763(6)(e) to the effect that this 
response shall not contain new evidence. It does not. 

Lubischer Letter entitled "Response to Counselor Sullivan's 10-22-08 Memo and Testimony- As 
agreed upon at its last meeting, the Planning Commision need not decide this issue regarding the 
definition of"other employment" at this time. The appropriate time to decide this issue is at the DDP 
stage. We have no doubt that Mr. Lubischer will raise it once again when the DDP is before the City. 

Lubischer Letter entitled "Summarv regarding "modification of a CDP (Footnotes at end) -- This letter 
disagrees with the City Attorney's advice on modification of the CDP. We agree with the City 
Attorney. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 

Cc: Client 
PDX_DOCS:421424.1 [35264-01100) 
11/5/08 10:52 AM 

Sincerely, 

GARVEY SCHUBERT 

By~ 
Edward J. Sull van 







Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting 
October 22, 2008 
6:30PM 

MINUTES 

I. CALL TO ORDER- ROLL CALL 

President Coulter called the meeting to order. 

Hillsboro Civic Center 
Auditorium 

I SO E. Main Street 
Hillsboro 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Coulter, Brewer, Mathews Fleisher, Callaway and 
Roberts. 

COMMISSIONERS EXCUSED: Lankford 

STAFF PRESENT: Cooper, Raber, Bond, Klein, Beery. 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

Laine Young stated that she had moved to Orenco in 2000 and wanted to speak about a 
concern she had for quite a long time. 

She had watched Cornelius Pass Rd degrade slowly over time to the point where she 
often sat through three to four lights to get to her home a couple of blocks west of 
Cornelius Pass Rd. She believed that was a significant quality of life issue for most all 
of Hillsboro. 
Referring to maps she had distributed to the Commission and displayed via overhead 
projector, she noted the three arteries serving the Orenco area between Tualatin 
Valley (TV) Hwy and Hwy 26 were Brookwood Ave, Cornelius Pass Rd, and I 85th 
Ave, and that anyone traveling those streets knew they were increasingly congested 
all the time. 
• She was most concerned about the unprecedented amount of activity in Cornelius 

Pass and indicated the land on one map shown with a grid on it and land on an 
adjacent map showing all of the properties from the St. Mary's properties to Hwy 
26. 

She asked that the Planning Commission consider options for maintaining the 
livability and drivability of Orenco roads in order to find some way to control the 
amount of development on Cornelius Pass until the following five items were 
resolved by the City: 
• That the City complete an analysis of the actual capacity of Brookwood Ave, 

Cornelius Pass Rd, and !85th Ave and their expected functions between 2008 and 
2020. 
- She believed they were building faster than the Street Master Plan (SMP) 

could catch up, so she did not believe the SMP was currently doing the best 
job. The City Manager told her that demand created the planning for the roads 

Planning Commission Minutes 
October 22, 2008 
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more than anything else. If that was true, then the SMP apparently was not as 
important as demand in terms of street improvements and whether funding is 
applied to a particular area. 

• That the amount of development be limited until the funding for specific 
improvements had been concretely identified and a schedule for coordinating both 
development and road improvements could be established. 

• That the City, specifically the Plarming Commission and City Council, required 
and reviewed periodic roadway flow and capacity reports from the Hillsboro 
Public Works. 

• That the City identifY roads for establishing a network of expressways to link the 
new population growth that would require and would get one way or another 
access to Hwy 26 and to TV Hwy. 

• That the synopsis she distributed of a new process in Eugene called Infill 
Standards for Compatibility be reviewed. 
- The project was headed by the City of Eugene and their neighborhoods to 

establish areas for super growth that had not been planned for in their zoning, 
and then to set aside other areas that were more historic or open space in nature 
and were identifYing ways to ratchet down some of the impact in those areas. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
Asked if Staff knew of any discussion about guidance for infill or creating specific 
guidance for infill projects. 
• Mr. Cooper did not believe that had been done on a large-scale, formal policy 

basis, but it had been discussed in general terms due to the rate of growth and the 
City maturing a bit. 

• Ms. Raber stated that the City did have very specific infill standards in the 
Historic Conservation District in downtown and Historic Orenco where the intent 
was to retain elements of the historic architecture, but not elsewhere in the city. 
- The City had standards for accessory dwellings, such as required 

compatibility with the primary houses on lots, but not specific infill standards. 
Was glad another city was addressing infill standards and suggested it might be good 
for Staff to research, but she did not know it should be prioritized. The City could 
look at its own and other communities with much greater infill to learn what not to do 
and learn from that. 
• Ms. Young noted she had provided links and the Eugene plarmer's name and 

phone number in the information she distributed. 

Andre Meek [inaudible] 6:35:43 and though they made rules and regulations, someone 
still chose to iguore what was right for all. He presented a slideshow illustrating various 
traffic issues with the following narrative: 

He started with the corner of23lst Ave and Alder St showing a "Right Turn Only" 
that was iguored on a daily basis. The slide showed a car approaching the intersection 
and making an illegal left turn. 
• When taking those pictures, three cars had approached the intersection, two made 

an illegal turn and the third shot straight through the intersection right in front of 
where Mr. Meek had been parked. 
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• His point was that people in the Orenco neighborhood had to put up with rules 
and regulations and sometimes even those did not work. 

Another slide showed the approach to the bridge on Quatama with the "15 mph'' sign 
and a car doing 28 mph. 
He showed another car doing 30 mph and how close the cars were following, noting 
that right before the photograph was taken, a man had run across the bridge to beat 
the cars because he knew he had no chance if he was on the bridge and the cars were 
coming. 
A darker slide showed a red Jeep doing 34 mph within an approach of 15 mph. 
His concern was that their little Orenco neighborhood had stuff going on all around 
and the Planning Commission had stated that the affects on Orenco were one of its 
top concerns. He was showing the Commission that Orenco residents had top 
concerns now and that was staying alive. They could not walk the streets. 
• He asked the Commission to imagine a kid walking in dark clothes, many did 

these days, so a car could approach, not see them, hit them on the bridge, and it 
would be all over; and that was the only way one could cross there. 

He implored the Commission to consider what Orenco was dealing with now. Ms. 
Young had made some excellent points about what was currently available to get 
around in Hillsboro; they had Cornelius Pass and that was it. 

- He had sat through two lights at the comer of Brookwood and Baseline at 6:00 
p.m. to get to the Planning Commission meeting. 

• He concluded that the problem already existed. It was not something that would 
affect them when more infill and projects were added - they were packed to the 
gills already. 

Mr. Odennott responded that removal of the island at 231" and Alder had gone through 
the City's Transportation Committee perhaps six months before, but he was unsure when 
that removal was scheduled to take place. He noted that extensive community outreach 
had been done through the City Engineering Department. 

• Mr. Meek replied that he guessed that was one way to cure the problem. 

Dan Bloom stated that no one should misunderstand, this was a policy, not a personal 
attack, and that he had comments about how the global economic meltdown related to the 
recent development history in Hillsboro and the business of what happened in that room. 

Everyone was talking about the incredible greed on Wall Street and the lack of 
government oversight in terms of regulation - all happening in a culture of market 
worship where regulation was discouraged, borrowing was encouraged, and the myth 
oftrickledown pervaded. 
• The Milton Friedman Chicago School of "voodoo economics" was being 

challenged and questioned on all sides. Finally after I 0 or 20 years, the evidence 
was out - a few people were awarded with obscene benefits while the vast 
middle-class had seen both their financial standard of living and their quality of 
life decline. 

The same market view - mechanisms for growth, greed, and imbalance of energy 
spent versus reward -was at work right in Hillsboro until just recently enabled by the 
local government's agenda for growth. 
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• Oftentimes, a customer having seen the product in the model home of a shiny new 
Hillsboro subdivision would be sat down in a staged room to choose their options, 
and then the first steps were taken toward financing. 

• Real estate, mortgage, and builder industries were symbiotic and made each 
other's worlds go round; they worked together. This scenario was where the first 
dominoes went over, resulting in a world economic collapse to the extent that it 
was right now- in Hillsboro and in other places like this. 

He had written about all this and everything that had come to pass when the question 
before the Commission had been whether more houses were needed. 
• He did not say that to take advantage of a scene, but it was not anything new that 

they had not beard before. The reality was that 200% of concept development 
density in the area - oversold market, predatory lending, shoddy workmanship, 
poor design, no open space, insane speculation in the market run amok, and all the 
rest that they were suddenly aware of. 

• When he bad talked about all four feet in the trough and seeing profit and balance, 
he had thought he was pushing the envelope, maybe a little rudely; but it had been 
far worse than he had thought. 

As individuals, they needed to start thinking about the implications of the pace of 
growth and the burden of public subsidizing of the infrastructure deficit. Look at all 
the bond measures - it was unbearable and unsustainable. They had been at 4% 
yearly growth when 2% was considered rapid. 
• They could not fight an agenda - it was cultural, in the background, and it 

overrode and trumped everything else. There were creative interpretations of the 
rules, exceptions, and the whole long list of advantages. A new agenda was 
needed on the business side called "Pay As You Go," not "Pay After You Grow. 

He was getting his wish on the slowdown, but it was a wreck instead of tapping on 
the brakes and a huge number of peoples' Jives were being turned upside down. 

- Statistically, Hillsboro was 28" or 24" as far as foreclosures, so it was no 
better here than anywhere else. 

- They were 16" worldwide as far as how happy people were, which was not 
very good and not "Number One USA" like people liked to think; and that 
might be the best measure of how they were doing. 

• Changes were needed not just at the Federal level. Hopefully, some new cultural 
attitudes would trickle down because the money had been trickling up. 

He quoted one of the Presidential candidates about decision making on Supreme 
Court appointments -"Smart alone does not get you there, or the rule oflaw does not 
get you there. What matters is in here. You've got to have a social conscience." 
• He noted that if there were no questions, he assumed the Commission agreed with 

him. 

Robert Kidd stated distributed a [inaudible] document to the Commission and thanked 
them for taking time to hear him. 

He complimented the Commission, fire department or someone in the government 
organization because they actually addressed the traffic hazard problem next to 
Orenco Elementary by putting in a fire Jane so no one was parking there, and now 
there was free access. Someone had done something right. 
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He wanted to address the negative impacts of the proposed commercial development 
at Cornelius Pass Rd. 

President Coulter inteJjected that the subject matter was part of the Orenco Woods 
hearing and that his testimony was welcome at that time. 

Christine Armer stated that she wanted to continue the discussion about the bridge at 
Quatarna and 227th Ave. She was aware that many Commissioners had expressed 
concerns about traffic coming through Orenco at their last meeting and many residents 
were concerned also about the traffic through Orenco. 

President Coulter suggested that topic also fit under the Orenco hearing because the 
bridge was part of the component in the Commission's previous discussions. He 
encouraged her to stay as the Commission would be happy to take her testimony at that 
time. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES- October 8, 2008 

Vice-President Brewer moved to approve the October 8, 2008 Planning Commission 
meeting minutes. Commissioner Mathews seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously. 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
A. SUB 1-08: Hall Estates 

Applicant: Mike and Barbara Hall represented by NW Land Planning 
Location: South of NW Evergreen Road, east of NE Jackson School Road, 

and west ofthe terminus ofNE Dunbar Court. 
Legal: Tax Lot 200 of Washington County Assessor's Tax Map IN2-

30AB. 
Request: Preliminary plat approval for a 6-lot residential subdivision on one 

property approximately 1.7 acres in size zoned R-IO Single Family 
Residential and designated RL Low Density on the Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use map. (Bond) 

Ms. Bond noted that both Staff and the Applicant had proposed a continuance to 
December I 0, 2008 as discussion was scheduled the following week that might affect the 
site plan with the slight potential for changing the number of lots. 

She offered that the statutory language reading and Staff report be dispensed with 
until that hearing if the Commission so chose. 

Vice-President Brewer moved for continuance of SUB 1-08 to the December 10, 
2008 regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting. President Coulter 
.c'!_Df!!II!_ec!_ tll_at_it _!1'0_!11<!_ n_pt _!>e_p~p~r _!o ~s~ i[_ a!!)'~n~ w~s _pr~se_!lt_!o _!es_!if.)' '!." Q!c:__ _ ..-{Formatted: Font Bold 
matter because the bearing would not be opened at all. Commissioner Mathews 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
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B. CDP 1-06 (MOD J}: Orenco Woods Crossing 
Applicant: Venture Properties represented by WRG Design, Inc. 
Location: North of NW Quatama Road, south of Street 2, west of NW 

Cornelius Pass Road and east of Street B. 
Legal: A portion of Tax Lot3400 of Washington County Assessor's Tax 

Map 1N2-35. 
Request: Request for approval of a modification to the Concept 

Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a phased 
residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size 
zoned SCR-V Station Community Residential - Village, with 
multiple Comprehensive Plan Designations of RL Low Density 
Residential, RM Medium Density Residential, OS Open Space and 
FP Flood Plain. (Klein) 

President Coulter explained that the hearing would be slightly different than usual in 
that the Staff report would be presented first, and the Commission would ask questions of 
Staff before the applicant presented their testimony. The Commission would then take 
any testimony in favor, followed by testimony in opposition, and then the Applicant 
would have an opportunity for rebuttal. 

He reminded the audience that the CDP was a modification and discussion and 
testimony would be limited to the modification request. All other items from the 
previously approved CDP were not on the table for discussion, so any testimony 
going in that direction would be stopped. 

Ms. Klein presented the October 16, 2008 Supplemental Staff Report, noting copies of 
testimony received via email from concerned neighbors since the issuance of the Staff 
reports. She noted that Mr. Odermott would discuss the associated traffic impacts and 
mitigation. 

Don Odermott, City Transportation Planning Engineer used the overhead projector to 
review the changes to the conditions in the Staff report with respect to traffic impact 
mitigation and displayed various aerial views for orientation purposes. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
Asked, for the benefit of the public, bow much less of the Cornelius Pass Rd. 
improvements specifically would be done if the Commission denied the application. 

- He did not want the public to think that the Commission would approve the 
application just so Cornelius Pass Rd would be improved. 

• Mr. Odermott explained the improvements conditioned in the prior land use 
approval, which spoke to constructing that western side of the street and the 
widenings on Quatama Rd, were irrespective of any Planning Commission 
approval of the commercial aspect. 
- That fundamental element equated to about $1.8 million of the contribution 

associated with the project if it was solely residential. The backbone of that 
mated with the funding for the bridge was what had brought the opportunity to 
the table. 
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The only added element associated with the new conditions was the 
southbound right-turn Jane- Cornelius Pass Rd turning on to Quatama Rd and 
the call for the dedication of right-of-way (ROW). The reality was that the 
road agencies were committed and that the City would pay for that 
construction anyway so the City would be buying that ROW as opposed to it 
being dedicated. 

Commissioner Fleisher: 
Asked why a connection to Quatama Rd had not been included in the planning. 
1lrroughout the discussion of traffic, roads, and circulation, he had heard no mention 
of extending NE 69th Ave up to Quatama Rd, but recalled a layout or an aligmnent 
that had connected to Quatama Rd. 
Sug~ested that if 69th Ave was extended and relieved pressure for Quatama Rd, then 
227 could be made a one-way street going south only. 
Did not understand why improvements were proposed to enhance the carrying 
capacity of Quatama -the curve, bridge and signage- when in fact the Orenco streets, 
street pattern, and geometry were the problem. He did not think they could expect 
antiquated street geometries and so forth to carry that much more traffic in that area. 
• Mr. Odermott responded the improvements defmed in that area were safety, not 

capacity related. The capacity constraint in that neighborhood was very real and 
had been very intentional, dating back to when that Community Plan had been 
written for the neighborhood. 

• He recalled that work had been done back when light rail had been coming 
through into the p~~nJXl ~fl!!Il~i!Y ~<! ~e 9ty h_!ld_!>e~n _!!e~el_<p~g_th~ St_ati_on __ -j Comment[li1J: '' ''"' · . j 
Community Planning work. 

There had been a specific intent and an active involvement with the 
community to defme, through environmental controls such as road width and 
character of that area, a carrying capacity that was clearly and intentionally 
lower than what the rest of the City had through the implementation of the 
City-adopted Collector Standards. 
There was no question that there was a reduced carrying capacity. By that 

same token, speaking of the roadway itself there was no question there was 
adequate capacity to handle the volumes seen out there even with the increase 
in traffic from the commercial. 

• He stated that carefully because the issue of safety, dealing with bicycles and 
pedestrians in the road, was clearly a related issue; and one of the biggest safety 
issues was the incomplete sidewalk system identified in the safety report by 
Group Mackenzie - a suggestion to consider infilling four or five residential 
parcels left on Dogwood St where sidewalk was missing. 

• Staff did not believe the City had a strong enough legal nexus to call for that 
improvement to be placed as a burden on the commercial development. 

Part of that was recognition that traffic had increased and the implementation 
of commercial might pull a bit more bicycle and pedestrian in through that 
Dogwood corridor, but it was very much a grey issue. 
Staff knew from testimony reported by the Engineering Staff that there had 

been many discussions about sidewalks or no sidewalks in that neighborhood. 
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- To condition a development, essentially throwing them into the hornet's nest, 
when it would he difficult enough for the public to build the sidewalk, had 
been a factor in Staff's thinking and had been why he and Staff chose not to 
cany that forward as a proposed condition of approval, which spoke to the 
Dogwood piece of the question. 

• He addressed the issue of Quatama and the linkage to 69th by explaining that the 
City-adopted, system wide Transportation Plan laid in place the goals and 
objectives that Staff strived for; and until that document was amended, those were 
the milestones Staff sought to achieve. 
- Quatama and its linkage and continuation through to 69th was a key 

component of the Transportation System evidenced by the fact that in 20 years, 
it would pull approximately 200 more cars into that southbound, right-tum lane 
because of the forthcoming congestion at the arterial intersection of Baseline 
and Cornelius Pass. 
It was a common tool in all jurisdictions' toolboxes to have collectors that 

created alternative routes around some of the hotspots, the arterial 
intersections. 

- As both a civil and traffic engineer walking into the position with an adopted 
TSP, he saw challenges with bringing 227th up in grade to make that 
connection someday. One reason the connection had not been made was 
because they were missing a piece of that ROW, which he illustrated in a 
displayed photograph. 
The bridge on 227th was under Washington County (County) jurisdiction and 

identified as functionally obsolete. County Operations Engineer Greg 
Clemmons informed Staff that the bridge "pile caps", the timber that tied all 
the old timber pilings together, had been upgraded fairly recently, and the 
bridge was structurally sound; but the County recognized the bridge was well 
beyond its designed service life. Timber pilings held it up and those did not 
last forever, which was one issue in play as far as investing in the bridge. 
As Commissioner Fleisher stated, the TSP contemplated two major 

investments, the connection of Quatama to 691
h, which by and large was 

designed to be a relief for Baseline/Cornelius Pass; and the connection of 227th 
into it, which provided the connectivity consistent with statewide 
transportation laws. 

- Clearly a new bridge needed to be part of the funding program, but it was not 
on anyone's fmancial program at that point in time. 

Commissioner Roberts 
Support Commissioner Fleisher's proposal wholeheartedly from a policy standpoint. 
Believed Orenco was a prerty unique community in Hillsboro. It was the only 
community in Hillsboro that had historic guidelines attached to it. 
Noted that all sorts of justification could be made for isolating that community from a 
traffic and circulation standpoint, and fmding a way to discourage through traffic 
through Orenco, so southbound traffic over the bridge was just one-way going south, 
made a ton of sense because all of a sudden lots and lots of problems that the 
community was experiencing would start to go away. 
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• Mr. Odermott responded that type of change in the transportation system was 
outside of the context of development review. He believed it would fit in the 
context of amendments to the TSP. 

Afrrrmed that if that was what the Commission needed to do, he would support 
putting that in motion. 

Mr. Odermott added that Staff was working to package an assemblage of "spot 
amendments" to the TSP, which was in essence lessons learned from the City's 
recent growth area studies - South Hillsboro, Helvetia, Evergreen Employment 
Area, and OHSU/ Amber Glen. 

Though not adopted, Staff had learned things, and improvements that came 
from development review-type actions, such as the current application, were 
being packaged with the assistance of a consultant that would hopefully go to 
the Planning Commission within the next couple months. 
This particular issue sounded like one Staff should consider adding to the list 

for possible public discussion/debate. 
Added that when the Commission reviewed the subdivision along Baseline that 
initiated 69"', he believed the property north of that, where the City did not yet own 
ROW, had been owned by one of the major objectors to the increased traffic going up 
2271h, so a cooperative agreement might possibility exist. 
• Mr. Odermott stated that was his understanding as well. 

President Coulter: 
Asked if Mr. Odermott had a ballpark figure of the cost if Commissioner Fleisher's 
proposal was pulled into the TSP and where those funds might reasonably come from. 
• Mr. Odermott replied the linkage improvement of Quatarna down to 69"' being 

discussed -was known as a collector roadway, and as such, under the current 
Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance, the City had the ability to use collected traffic 
impact fee funds to build it. In working through the Transportation Committee, 
the transit funds, which were a share of the pool in the collector funds, were 
already earmarked for projects the Committee had prioritized. Currently there was 
no funding set aside for that linkage project. 

It was hard to know when that project might happen looking at the revenues 
available and potential economic impacts on new revenues coming in. One 
customary funding tool was through redevelopment that had a collector within 
it, which would afford the opportunity to get much of that built at that point, 
but not necessarily all of it because usually the other side of the street was not 
included. 
He apologized that he did not have the price tag for that, but he believed that 

project certainly would not occur in the immediate future given the status of 
the City's traffic impact fee collector funding. 

~oi!'Diissil)neqB.o_!>e_r:ts_:_ S_!at<'d _!h<:_ C~~~si~n _lla_<! b_;oe'!. d~al_i!lg_ w_i_th_!h~t prol?le_rn _!:o~ 
a long time and the community had been very patient. 

The City had to fmd a way to defuse the situation and that linkage project might be a 
solution; so, if it took a year or two or five to get the project on the list and find a way 
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to fund it; he suspected the community could wait that long if they knew it was on a 
Jist and going to get done. 

President Coulter understood the linkage could not happen overnight and involved more 
of a long-term process, so although the idea might be sound and a very good idea, it 
might not address the subject application. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
Asked Staff about the three sets of conditions, the draft, markups, and edited versions, 
because two sets did not have a Condition #6. 
• Mr. Odermott explained that Condition #7 on page 5 should have been 

renumbered. Staff would ensure they had the right numbers. 
Noted that she wanted to make sure nothing substantive was missing. 
Asked for an easily recognizable example in Hillsboro where a 175-ft storage lane 
existed as in Condition #5. 
• Mr. Odermott confrrmed the question applied to the westbound approach on 

Quatama shown on page 4 of the Staff report, but stated he could not think of an 
example off the top of his head. 

Added she was thinking of the 71% capacity at Evergreen and I 85th and asked if that 
was about a 175-ft storage lane. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that a 175 ft length would accommodate about seven cars 

in a pocket. 
He believed the Evergreen approach to !85th was actually a double left-tum, 

and the inside lane was significantly beyond 175ft, possibly 250-ft, but it was 
very short on the inside Jane because of the landscape planters there. 

- Next to that double left was a continuous Jane that extended back to !88th. 
• A traditional left-tum pocket at a traffic signal intersection was usually about !50 

ft, and 100 ft was considered the minimum. 
• Lane length was really a byproduct of each individual situation and a function of 

demand in the left-tum movement and significantly of the opposing traffic on the 
cross street that the movement needed to work through. 

• That particular 175-ft left-tum lane length was identified in work four or five 
years before. The subject project did not add any traffic demand to that left-tum 
movement, and the new calculations confrrmed 175 ft. 

Asked if the widening of the turn on Qua tam a on approach to the bridge and the other 
safety measures, such as guardrails, would impact the future road going south, which 
she assumed was 69th. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that to make that road connection go through, Quatama 

would start to elevate, which was one design element that would be an interesting 
challenge- dealing with the gradient rising from 2271h to make that connection. 

• Much of the widening would eventually be covered up when Quatama went 
through because the new road would be above it and essentially, it would become 
part of the backfill. 

Requested discussion about the Group Mackenzie study of traffic through Old 
Oren co. 
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• Mr. Odermott noted that Brent Ahrend of Group Mackenzie could speak to the 
data collection done to supplement the data provided by the City's Engineering 
Department through prior actions. 

• Mr. Ahrend, Group Mackenzie explained that Group Mackenzie basically 
reassessed the City's special standards for roads in the Orenco area, what existed 
as far as driveways, sidewalk locations, speeds, crash history and volumes; and 
then had determined the impacts of both the total project and just the commercial 
addition, which was shown on the summary table of page 3 of Group Mackenzie's 
report. Most of their recommendations based on that information appeared in the 
Staff report. 

Asked that Mr. Ahrend to discuss for the record, even though there was a written 
record, the traffic impact of the modification compared with the prior CDP that was 
approved. 
• Mr. Abrend replied that the summary table on page 3 outlined the added 

commercial trips by road segment. 
On Quatarna, would have a 74% increase in the p.m. with more commercial 

activity and about 33% more in the a.m. There was more traffic in the a.m. 
partly because of the school so that number looked a little lower; so basically 
66 added trips in the a.m. and 87 in the p.m. 
On 227"' that dropped to 42 a.m. and 52 p.m. added trips which, as mentioned 

previously, was about a 50o/o increase in the p.m. and a 25% increase over 
existing volumes for the a.m. 
By the time one got to Dogwood, most of those initial commercial trips had 

filtered into the neighborhood, which would be some of the residents and so 
forth, and that dropped down to about 17 trips in both the a.m. and p.m. that 
would make it clear to 23Jst. 

Commented the City had accepted Old Orenco streets being smaller than the City's 
standard street sizes for any level of service and asked what the smallest kind of street 
was called that supported 200 or 250 trips per day and was one click below 
"neighborhood." 
• Mr. Ahrend replied that for 20-ft streets-the typical City standard would be Jess 

than 250 vehicles per day. Specific standards for the roads in Old Orenco that 
were all 20 ft -but Dogwood, for example, was still classified as a collector street, 
which typically would have much higher volumes than that. 

Noted the summary stated the subject modification would add 133 peak hour vehicle 
trips on Quatama and at least 64 trips on Dogwood St near 231" whereas the prior 
approval for residential use had been estimated ouly 47 trips would be added. 
Asked if she understood they would be adding 150 in total incremental trips through 
Old Orenco as a result of the commercial element. 
• Mr. Abrend explained that it varied by roadway, but basically 47 trips would be 

added to the previously approved project in each of the peak hours. Now it 
jumped up to 133 trips on Quatarna and 64 on Dogwood, which were the 17 
additional trips he mentioned earlier with the change to commercial. 

Confirmed it would be 86 additional trips on Quatarna Rd and 17 on Dogwood. 
Was still troubled by the modification process, but had a philosophical question for 
the City Attorney. 
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- The Commission saw modifications for larger institutional-type projects with 
I 0 and 15 years on their CDP that returned with more than one or two 
modifications, etc., and the Commission could not invade the original CDP 
except to the extent that it had bearing on the modification. 

Asked at what point a modification application amounted to such a substantial or 
significant degree that they departed so much from the original Comprehensive Plan 
that it was no longer the original Comprehensive Plan; and how the Commission 
could judge that. 
• Pam Beery, City Attorney referred to the provided legal analysis that described 

the Commission's authority to consider modifications in the first instance as well 
as the legal limitations the Commission faced not "invading" or redeciding any 
aspects of the CDP itself. 

• Taking the first part, though the Zoning Code did not set forth a process for the 
modification, it did allow and authorize the Commission to consider 
modifications based on the interpretation of the Code that Staff and she had used 
and that had been upheld by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) in the other 
case involving the Pacific matter to which Vice-President Brewer might have 
been alluding. 

Just because the Code had not established specifically what process to follow, 
in other words it did not say frrst the Planning Commission recommends and 
then the Council decides or who does what - the common law provided that 
when a modification was requested and no process had been specified, the 
process used to approve the original application must be used so that was the 
process they were engaged in now. 

• As to the second part, because the law prohibited the City from revisiting other 
earlier approvals, which were valid fmal decisions, the scope of the review was 
limited to the changes in this application, which was the addition of commercial 
and the changes to dwelling units to the extent that would have any impacts 
related to the approval criteria. 

• This modification was not so significant as to trigger a concern for eroding the 
original approval because the modification was a very narrow comer of the 
subject project and had limited changes. 

A later DDP would be submitted to the Commission on the design issues, but 
generically under City Code, it was within Staff's discretion to make the frrst 
call as to whether the modification was so significant that the original approval 
was no longer valid. That was an interpretation that would be reviewed by the 
Commission. 

• She noted she had worked with Staff on proposed applications for revision where 
they determined the revisions went too far and that a new application was needed. 

• She advised the Commission not try to judge it in the abstract, though she did not 
feel that kind of problem existed in this case. 

Stated that helped and she would follow what the City had decided on this application 
but was still troubled and believed some subjective interpretation existed with the 
term "collateral attack," which Ms. Beery had cited on earlier decisions, and those 
were cases so there were facts that needed to be very analogous, and she was not 
entirely sure that these facts or facts in any one case, were completely analogous; 
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therefore, on an individual level, it was hard to concede that that was a requirement of 
the Conunission as much as it was subject to interpretation. 
• Ms. Beery noted that the cited Corvallis case was very similar. She explained that 

part of her job regarding the legal analysis she did for the City was to try to 
discern how a case would bear on a situation the City was facing, so it was her 
judgment that it was relevant here. 

In the David v. Hillsboro case involving Pacific, LUBA examined the 
question of how much was under review when the City was considering a 
modification and concluded, in fact, that the City was not redoing the entire 
application, so she took comfort in their analysis as welL 

Stated that it was really mushy when something departed from the original CDP and 
some of the testimony provided questioned the concept 
Agreed that the interpretation of the modification did not deviate so much as to not 
have significant genesis from the original plan, but changing any part from residential 
to a commercial element, which was not part of the original plan, was on the 
borderline because that was not contemplated and because the traffic concerns had 
been such a significant part of the original application. 
Did not believe the modification was as far removed from needing a whole new plan 
as others might think. 

President Coulter: 
Believed that the Commission as a body had to recognize - because they were not 
lawyers and had an expectation that counsel would review the merits of the 
application and provide them a determination, which was exactly what counsel had 
done in this matter -that the Commission was able to look at transportation impacts 
that this commercial modification might have or would have, which was why they 
were able to discuss them. 
Stated the Commission had to rely on counsel's ability to look at case studies and 
LUBA and other bodies who had made determinations and provide the Commission 
with their level of expertise. 

Commissioner Callaway: 
Thanked Mr. Odermott for all his work and asked for more of a timeframe for the 
environmental permits for the creek. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that County Staff went through that process regularly and 

anticipated that ground would be broken on Phase I the summer of 2009 and on 
Phase II the summer of2010, assuming the process ran as normaL 

Realized that pass-by and diverted trips mentioned in Draft Condition #3 were not 
considered new trips, but common sense told him that a car going south on Cornelius 
Pass Rd that turned west on Quatama and into the parking lot, then turned back onto 
Street B and then again eastbound on Quatarna and southbound on Cornelius Pass 
added four turns to that intersection, instead of a drive-through trip. 
Asked how many diverted trips could be anticipated to be created even though they 
were not officially counted as new vehicle trips. 
Mr. Odermott stated that for neighborhood commercial in general, the amount of 
new traffic varied by type and the pass-by/divetted link components were usually 
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about 30%, recognizing the combination used in the report included a drive-through 
pharmacy, which tended to have less of a tendency to pull traffic from pass-by and 
had a higher tendency for new trips. 

- In this case, the report was looking at around 25%. Just going straight to the 
p.m. peak hour, the total pass-by/diverted link trips were assumed to be all 
pass-by with 112 afternoon peak hour trips compared to total new trips of 437, 
so that was about 25%. 

Confmned that the additional 25 would add to the burden at that intersection. 
Referred to Condition #5 (b) and (e), and asked who was likely to use that 175-ft 
right-tum storage lane and, if that capacity were created, was it likely that people 
would begin to use Quatama as a cut-through, which had not done before. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that fit into the context of, "If you build it, will they 

come." 
- In this case, demand on that southbound right-tum lane was pretty low now, 

perhaps 25 rights in the right-tum and somewhere around 40 or 50 in the 
afternoon. 
While the commercial added almost a doubling in the afternoon peak hour, 

about 52 cars to the 40 to 50 existing, the reality was that if they had the full 
five-lane in place now, that right-tum lane would not be needed. There was 
clearly an impact associated with the subject project, it became more prevalent 
and more needed when the linkage to 69th came in because that would likely 
pull another 200 cars into that movement. 

• He believed the question was whether that right-tum lane would pull more traffic 
through the Old Orenco neighborhood absent the connection to 69th and 
contended that if it pulled any, it would be very little because that traffic had 
already come down by and large from Cornell and past Cherry Ln, which was 
another connection that provided a route in that area 

• People turning right at present were by and large living off Quatama or in the 
southern end of the Old Orenco neighborhood. 

Referred to Condition #6 (k) that dealt with the Quatama bridge signage, and asked 
how effective that signage was, such as, "Narrow Bridge," "Road Narrows," 
"Pedestrians on Bridge." The sign in front of his school "School Zone 20 mph" did 
not really impact people unless the sheriff was present. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that the effectiveness of signage varied depending on 

where one was, and signage of that nature only served to protect those who did 
not drive there as a regular route. Anyone who had driven that route in the past 
knew the conditions they would encounter. 

Commissioner Mathews: 
Recalled from the original CDP approval, before the commercial factor, that the 
Commission may have promised the Orenco residents that traffic flow would not 
increase. 
Asked if he understood correctly from Figure 12 in Group Mackenzie's report that 
traffic on Quatama going toward that bridge would increase 35%. 
• Mr. Odermott replied there was no question the commercial would increase 

traffic into that area. · 
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• Mr. A hrend asked if Commissioner Mathews was referring to where they were 
showing 47 additional trips. 

• Mr. Odermott explained that 35% of the proposed commercial employment 
traffic was projected to head west to the site on Quatama Rd and the foomote 
indicated a recognition that - and again these were new trips, not pass-bys- there 
was a diffusion of that demand as one moved west through the housing south of 
Quatama and more diffusion as one moved up into the Old Orenco neighborhood. 

He believed that was one thing Mr. Ahrend had considered and there had been 
conversation with Mr. Dunn, the author of that report, as to the estimated 
diffusion rate - how much of it was anticipated to be left by the time one got 
up to Dogwood St. 

Commented that what worried him was the first modification the Commission 
received was a request for something they had promised would not be done, which 
was to increase traffic through that area, and it bothered him to even consider it. 
Asked if it would be beneficial to stop spending the money on signs for that bridge 
and put, like a toll gate to make that a one-way bridge either way, but put a gate that 
actually closed because he thought it was dangerous as the devil. 
• Mr. Odermott reiterated that the two-way road was consistent with the TSP, and 

he believed, subject to legal counsel, that any changes had to start with a TSP 
amendment. 

Also, this was a County roadway and the County had not yet addressed the 
shoulder issue, and this conversation had really pushed the County to address 
this; at least it had brought it to the forefront of their thinking. 

• He reiterated that there was no question the commercial would increase traffic 
through that corridor; however, taking a measure such as implementing gates 
would be a pretty dramatic impact and certainly one that would be weighed 
heavily by the County and that would be a very abnormal type of solution. 

President Coulter: 
Understood that Phase I of the Cornelius Pass improvements in the Quatama area 
would start in 2009. 
• Mr. Odermott stated the intention was to break ground in the summer of 2009, 

and that the intent of the packaging and breaking it into phases was to recognize, 
first of all, the public need, so they understood the urgency to tty and deliver as 
rapidly as possible. 

That also allowed for the concurrency in terms of integrating the 
improvements conditioned, irrespective of the commercial condition, on the 
Orenco Woods project so that those improvements could be delivered timely 
and not impede the ability to occupy residential units, whether the commercial 
element was approved or denied. 

Asked for a reasonable expectation for completion if improvements began in 2009. 
• Mr. Odermott believed Phase I construction should be a single-season 

construction based on what he had seen; Phase II would be a bit more lengthy 
because of the bridge and a lot of fill requirements. 

Asked where that traffic would go during that construction phase. Phase II might be 
longer, so if it started in 2010, it would not be done probably in a single season. 
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• Mr. Odermott replied one item discussed recently was a proposal from the 
bridge section of the County as to whether the City and County - and this was 
reco$flized bridge section asking the County Engineer - two alternatives on the 
~lel!9 ~ui~ !J!e_!Jr~~ i!!.PEas~ I!_. ________________ _ 
- Conceivably, a little money could be saved by going with a four-lane bridge, 

but to do that, Cornelius Pass Rd would need to be closed for nine months. 
- Alternatively, the bridge could be built five lanes wide in order to build it in 

halves, which effectively would require limited full closure - one to two 
months maybe - to do the connections. 

- The County had not determined how they would stage, but that issue had 
come into play because implications of the width of the bridge on Kian had 
been under discussion because the five-lane bridge meant a five-lane or a 
continuous median all the way up to Quatama, which allowed Kian to survive 
longer if they were not successful in getting that 20-ft connection through the 
parcel at the southeast quadrant. 

- Both he and the County Engineer agreed that there was absolutely not enough 
capacity in the rest of their respective systems to accommodate a nine-month 
closure of Cornelius Pass Rd. 

Asked where the diversion point might be off of Cornelius Pass Rd for whatever 
period of time closure was necessary. 
• Mr. Odermott answered that it would take some convincing for him and the City 

Transportation Committee to get the sign-off to close Cornelius Pass off 
completely other than maybe some nighttime closures because the volumes of 
traffic carried on that major regional arterial could not be easily shifted on to 205th 
Ave to the east, which had its own very narrow bridge, or to 231" to the west, 
which did not have connectedness south of Baseline, and Brookwood was already 
full. 
- Brookwood would also have a project breaking ground that coming summer 

to widen it to three lanes. 
• He strongly believed that breaking the Cornelius improvements into two phases 

was a key component, but a lot of work certainly needed to be done in terms of 
the staging to ensure the ability to maintain two lanes of travel. 
- When the County had proposed a full closure of River Rd as part of the 

construction staging for rebuilding the bridge over Rock Creek, he thought 
they were looking at about a six-month closure of River Rd- and there they 
had had some capacity capabilities on Davis and on Witch Hazel for diversion 
- but that had been something that had gone through the City Transportation 
Committee for approval. The saroe situation would play out with Cornelius 
Pass Rd. 

Asked if he understood the expectation would be to still have two lanes of traffic 
moving on Cornelius Pass Rd all through the construction. 
• Mr. Odermott agreed, adding that the normal formula the County typically 

applied was to always have stages with flaggers for a dump truck backing in etc. 
County permits were typically structured so that two lanes, one in each 

direction, were required to remain open for all hours other than 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. 
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when !Jaggers might close a lane for elements of work that required the access 
to be necked-down such as bringing a utility component across. 

Voiced concern that that would be the one time people would be willing to go down 
Quatama and all the around through Dogwood to get around. 
• Mr. Odermott noted that had also crossed his mind and clearly that was an issue 

to Staff and would be an issue when the Cornelius improvements went before the 
City Transportation Committee. 

Asked if the conditions of approval tied in and addressed phasing connected to the 
capacity in order to ensure road capacity was improved as development, if allowed to 
move forward, occurred so the burdens were not put on other roads or areas like Old 
Orenco as the infrastructure was built because the commercial had already been 
created. 
• Mr. Odermott stated he would try to address that in the two components, going 

back to that which was previously approved, and setting aside the commercial. 
The conditions were written so that prior to any ability to occupy the 

residential units, the identified road improvements had to be in place, namely 
the widening on Cornelius Pass, on Quatama, the modification of the signal on 
Quatama, the left-tum Jane into the new access point, etc. That package of 
improvements had to be in place before occupancy of the first dwelling unit so 
he would say the concurrency test was met in that case. 
Moving to the commercial-approved scenario, conditions were structured so 

that prior to issuance of any permanent certificate of occupancy, which was the 
mechanism that applied in a commercial context, the additional improvements 
had to be in place. Staff believed this was structured to meet the concurrency 
test because those improvements had to be in place before the use became 
occupied, which in essence would be when that traffic generation began. 

Stated he could not imagine a temporary approval occurring in this particular 
situation and the challenges they were seeing. 
• Mr. Odermott agreed and for this type of product that would be fairly unusual. 
Asked if the left-tum storage capacity had been determined northbound from the 
bridge up to Quatama as he knew others had been 175 ft, which were seven cars. 
• Mr. Odermott responded that was approximately I 00 ft in length, which was 

about four vehicles. He added that nominally 25-ft per vehicle was the typical 
formula unless there were a lot of trucks and there were not in this case. 
- He recalled the demand in that movement was about 20 cars in the morning 

peak hour, but he would have to look back. 
Noted that was the current demand and asked what the expectation was. 
• Mr. Odermott replied the increase was projected to go up to 80 in the afternoon 

peak hour and that was the total of the existing plus the project. 
The blend of commercial and residential added 34, and unfortunately the 

figures had blended the trip generation with the residential, which was already 
spoken for with the commercial, but it was probably in the neighborhood of 15 
cars added to that movement; one every 4 minutes on average. 

Confirmed the delicate time was the p.m. peak hours, and asked if that storage Jane 
with a queuing capacity of four cars could handle the increased commercial during 
the peak hours without causing backups through that bridge on the through-Jane. 
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• Mr. Odermott explained enough capacity ex.isted in 100 ft, but the issue was 
really whether a northbound car could get into that left-tum lane while it was a 
single northbound lane. 
- The reality was that they could not' now and would not be able to with the 

project until delivery on the larger scope project that would bring that median 
through that area 

- The net increase of the project in terms of the length of the standing queue, the 
backup experience northbound, would be to add an average of about one to 
two cars per cycle to that standing queue. 

Asked, with respect to the phasing process, if people traveling south would be able to 
torn into Kian Ln until the improvements were completed in Phase I, which included 
Kian Ln, and was it anticipated that the commercial would be finished before Phase I 
was finished. 
• Mr. Odermott explained that Staff had no idea which carne first because it was 

market driven at that point so they had to try to protect themselves both ways. 
- Looking at the trip generation, again, the blend of the residential and the 

commercial, they were talking about the addition of about 40 new, not ex.isting, 
northbound trips in the peak hour, which was about 24 in the am. peak hour. 

- When compared to the ahnost 900 cars currently out there, that was less than a 
5% increase in volume. 

• He did not believe that would exacerbate the problem on Kian or that it would 
even be measurable, nor did he believe that someone torning north onto Kian 
would necessarily notice the difference. 
- There were daily variations in traffic on arterials like that and a 10% swing 

was not uncommon on any given day. 
Noted the City was getting the ROW for the southbound torn lane, but was not 
rebuilding southbound Cornelius Pass Rd inunediately, and asked if it was anticipated 
that the 2009 Phase I would be built so that the problem at Kian Ln was solved. 
• Mr. Odermott responded that the southbound right-tum lane would be rebuilt 

and the fifth lane the project would build under the original conditions of approval 
would be striped and used as an interim right -torn lane. 

• That improvement would be concurrent with occupancy of any residential or 
commercial for Orenco Woods. 
- He noted that had been one of the conditions in the fmal edit because that 

condition was not in the old set; it was in the second grouping of conditions 
which meant it was attributable to the implementation of the commerciaL 

- He had not had the benefit of living this project as long as the Commission 
and Staff, so he had been rereading the conditions. He offered to look back 
and reconfirm his recollection in reading through that but it had been in the 
County's conditions from the prior action. 

Explained that he had brought that up because if the right-tum lane was created 
during peak hours, he wondered if people going south on Cornelius Pass Rd trying to 
torn onto Kian Ln would face a greater risk of being rear ended because people could 
move through that intersection a little quicker than they did currently. 
• Mr. Odermott thought it reasonable to assume there might be somewhat of an 

increased risk. 
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Asked how that could be fixed and what the posted speed currently was through that 
area. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that he had no data on that. It was posted 45 mph and 

certainly it was safe to assume that during non-peak or non-congested periods of 
time cars would be turning left into Kian, and that cars coming up behind them 
that were probably running easily 50/55 mph, with some rare cars coming down at 
70mph. 
- A higher volume of cars turned into Kian during the afternoon peak hour, but 

he had not seen data on that. Given the number of units that were in there, he 
believed there were probably fewer than I 0 inbound vehicles during that hour. 

Wondered if a reduced speed during the interim period would be reasonable in that 
area to reduce that risk until Phase I was fmished. He noted that 25"' Ave, a much 
wider road with two lanes and a center lane, was posted 25 mph. 
• Mr. Odermott found it conceivable to suggest that to the County, but as a City 

Transportation Engineer, he could not tell what the County would decide. He 
only knew that would be a pretty abnormal condition, especially when there was a 
project program that would address that. 

Understood a project program would address it, but there would be a delay of time 
that would be a challenge to those who lived on Kian Ln. 
• Mr. Odermott believed it was conceivable, he reminded that the Phase I 

improvements, inheriting those improvements conditioned on the residential, gets 
delivered in a similar time frame as though they were built absent the multi-funded 
project. 

• He noted that WRG Design, the civil engineering fliiD for the proposed 
development was also the consulting frrm for the County on the roadway design, 
which was beneficial. 

• 

- The Phase I project going down to the north end of the bridge fill, that catch 
point, which was slightly south of Kian from his recollection - In Phase I the 
five-lane widening would extend south from Quatarna, and he recalled the stop 
point of Phase I was slightly south of Kian, so it was quite possible that could 
be considered in the context of Phase I because they had the ROW out there 
and might be able to do some sort of a feather or limited widening in the 
southbound direction. 
There was some striped median at Kian that was not wide enough to 

accommodate what would normally be considered adequate for a left-tum lane. 
He guessed it was 6 ft, which was probably just enough to tempt someone to 
get into it to turn left and then get sideswiped. 

- It was possible that putting some additional widening on the western side, 
maybe also on the eastern side could be considered in Phase I to create an 
interim median of adequate width to handle Kian until that problem was solved 
by pushing that 20-ft road through . 

He repeated that the first option was to secure the ROW and build the permanent 
solution in that Phase I, so the time frame nexus he was trying to draw was there 
was no trip generation being imparted by the development until the Phase I 
package was already on the ground, so hopefully that Phase I package would have 
eliminated Kian so that became a moot point. 
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Agreed but did not believe that was discussed in the conditions of approval. 
Noted that the property owner could sell so the Commission could not tie the 
conditions to how they felt about WRG but only to the land. 
• Mr. Odermott understood, adding that a solution to mitigate the concern would 

be to consider the addition of those tapers off the Phase I, absent the new 
connection up to Quatama that would allow Kian to be closed. 

The problem was that really fell out of context with the whole assemblage of 
improvements because no widening south of Quatama was contemplated on 
the subject development as presently conditioned. 
Part of the rationale for that was that under the 10% impact rule, WRG' s I 0% 

impact did not extend south of Quatama, so under normal rules of operation, 
the Commission would not be looking further south; however, that did not 
mean the Commission could not call for shoulder widening or some sort of 
interim flaring of the roadway. 

Stated the Commission had to make sure they did not put people at greater risk, so 
that had to be looked at because capacity was one thing and safety was another. It was 
really a safety issue, particularly on Kian, and the Commission had to find out how to 
handle that. 
Commented that although Hillsboro 20/20 was not a legal document, it provided 
community wishes. In both the first and second updates of that visionary document, 
the highest resonated actions were built around pedestrian and bicycle access and 
safety. 
Added that if the application was approved, substantially more traffic would be 
created down Quatama and through that bridge ultimately coming out Dogwood, and 
he believed it was proportionate and made sense to develop the sidewalks and bicycle 
lanes to protect people on those roads because people would be put a far greater risk 
because of the commercial. If there was no approval, the sidewalks would not be 
needed. 

It seemed to provide pedestrians and bicyclists an opportunity to avoid 227"' 
by giving them another safer alternative and he believed it should be strongly 
considered. 

• Mr. Odermott recognized that Dogwood was not, by design through the 
neighborhood standards, programmed for bike lanes, which was not unusual. 

• He did not believe implementing bike lanes was consistent with the neighborhood 
plan or the TSP, so he wanted to focus the conversation on the provision of 
sidewalks to be more consistent with adopted codes. 

Stated they had to make sure they had that continued ability to connect communities, 
and if a community was put at greater risk to use the roads and another alternative 
would make it better, then they should be looking at that. 

Commissioner Mathews: 
Asked which way Mr. Odermott would go if he had to start over and that bridge gone; 
whether he would go down to 61", or whatever that street was, back out to Baseline 
or force the way back through and up to Dogwood. 
• Mr. Odermott replied that ideally, there would be multiple routes, not just one, 

in order to diffuse traffic in a network, but that was not reality in this case. 
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• In looking out 20 years and considering the value of connectedness, ex1stmg 
capacity, prioritizing connections and needs, the extension of Quatama to tie to 
Baseline at 69th would certainly be a key reliever to the arterial intersection to the 
south. 

The issue of connectedness of Quatarna through that neighborhood and the 
volumes that it served, he would call them regional trips to distinguish them 
from trips that emanated from dwellings in that neighborhood. Some data had 
been generated through license plate surveys and the reality was they had the 
capacity to acconunodate those movements whether up on Cherry or down on 
Baseline, but he was not sure that answered the question. 

Asked if it would be logical to take the dollars available and push them that direction 
rather than (inaudible). 
• Mr. Odermott believed the cost to replace that bridge created a decision point 

that merited a lot of discussion as to the value of that connection with the context 
of other citywide priorities. 

Asked if the bridge could be made safe by putting a cap on top to widen it without 
spending a small fortune. 
• Mr. Odermott replied the way the bridge was structured, adding a cantilevered­

on structure to acconunodate bikes and pedestrians similar to 205th was a feasible 
type of improvement. 

• He confirmed that addition would work for bikes, but not heavy-duty traffic, in 
terms of dealing with a 20-ft wide "functionally obsolete" bridge with piers that 
had already exceeded their design life. There would be a point in time when the 
conununity had to decide on the investment. 

As it currently stood, his believed that bridge was probably the compelling 
reason why the City had not been willing to accept transfer of road jurisdiction 
from the County to the City of Hillsboro, because with jurisdiction came the 
financial obligation to deal with that bridge. 

President Coulter called the meeting back into session after a brief recess and called for 
Applicant testimony. 

Mimi Doukas, WRG Design representing Venture Properties believed they had just 
gotten a small taste of the conversations that were held over the last six months as they 
were very detailed and extensive on transportation. She added the modification before 
the Conunission brought a new level of complexity to the conversations about Orenco 
Woods Crossing and she believed everyone recognized that. 

She noted that their team had tried to prepare for the conversation early on, by first 
having preliminary conversations the previous May about the Planning Commission's 
expectations and then also starting conversations with the City and County about the 
regional transportation improvements and how the three parties could work together 
on a more effective regional solution for the transportation system. 
She noted they had gone to the hearing the previous month prepared to discuss the 
general criteria of their proposed modification and the criteria that applied to the 
transportation studies, and the questions they received from the Planning Conunission 
reflected the complexity seen in this application. 
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• The answers to those questions were not simple, so their team had needed a little 
time to prepare more complete answers for the Commission and they appreciated 
the Commission's indulgence on an extra continuance so they could provide 
complete answers. 

• The questions posed by the Commission that previous month generally fell into 
two categories: land use and transportation, which were very familiar themes for 
the Commission. 

She believed they had started off on the wrong foot under land use mostly because 
they had presented information to the Commission that was too detailed and specific, 
when in reality, they were talking about a very conceptual presentation. 
• They were trying to create a village, and that was it. There was nothing real or 

concrete that was planned or designed. The reason the Commission had seen a 
site plan was that WRG had needed to develop a program to generate a traffic 
study. They had needed square footages and uses, and that all worked in the 
background on the traffic study because they wanted a real traffic study and knew 
the Commission would as well. 

• Once they finished that programming, they probably should have taken that site 
plan and tossed it in a file so the Commission never actually saw it. But they 
thought the Commission would appreciate the additional information and be able 
to visualize a little bit, however that had backfired because it had served as a 
distraction. 

• Now they wanted to go back to a more simplistic approach to get the Commission 
to the results the body was seeking. 

They had removed the distinct land use districts and gone to a single village 
center district. The approach still had the same program associated with it but 
it was not laid out in traditional zoning strips or pods and allowed for the 
blending of those uses for a true mixed-use village center. 
Most importantly, the approach deferred all design decisions to the DDP, 

which was the correct tool to use for detailed site planning and the 
Commission would have the right audience and presenters for that 
conversation at the DDP stage. 

• She noted that WRG had been able to show the Commission the mitigation and 
what the impacts would be bundled under that village center, but they took the 
design components out, which she thought was a more accurate reflection of a 
COP. 

She stated she was not sure there was a criterion regarding why the village was better 
than the previous application, and it was an extremely subjective question. She 
understood why the Commission might pose that question, and it was important for 
the Commission to understand what was good about the application. 
• Most importantly, the application implemented the intent of the village, the 

Station Community Residential Village Zone, and was part of why they were 
appealed to LUBA; it had to do with that vision statement. 

• It was not a criterion to have mixed-use but that was, in fact, part of the vision, 
and their team thought the application matched that vision. It provided the fabric 
for a vibrant mixed-use community. It brought jobs and services and housing 
options to the greater community, not just to Orenco Woods Crossing but to the 
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entire Orenco region; and that was good land use planning. It increased 
walkability and serviceability to the greater region. 
It also introduced a new architectnral design element into the area of the original 
approved project that the Commission had the most design concerns with, and 
they believed that architectnral vocabulary would be somewhat different in a 
village center and would help provide a great comer at Quatama and Cornelius 
Pass. And, as stated previously, the village provided the greatest flexibility to 
achieve that. 

She noted that while discussing why this plan was better, they had to transition into 
the transportation bundle of questions she had discussed. 
• As Mr. Odermott had mentioned, one of the greatest things their team had been 

able to achieve through the project was a public/private partnership teaming to 
create a continuous improvement for the Cornelius Pass corridor from Baseline to 
the light rail line. 

• The MSTIP project had been on the list for quite some time and that was a very 
competitive list with many projects on it. The Venture Properties' project had 
helped push that MSTIP project up in the list, making it a higher priority and 
actually be able to mobilize that project. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

That was part of how the land use system in Oregon worked. Infrastructnre 
was paid for in large part through private development, including many of the 
TIFF fees and system development charges (SDC) that went into regional 
improvements. So even with public projects, a -private component still went 
into it. 

This was one of those win-win situations where the entire community would get a 
great regional facility through that partnership. She indicated on the displayed 
plan where the general split between the Orenco Woods improvements and the 
combination of County/City improvements. 
Some of the Commission's questions had been about the impacts of the project 
and the timing of the Cornelius Pass improvements, both Phase I and Phase II. As 
Mr. Odermott noted, all of the Oren co Woods frontage improvements were 
required prior to any building or occupancy permits. 
It was also important to understand that the Applicant had requested to push the 
commercial phase as late in the project as they possible. 

In fact, they preferred to push it clear to Phase IV; but that did not honor the 
original conditions of approval, so they pushed it to right before Phase IV 
because as stated, they needed the rooftops to support that retail. 
That meant those road improvements would all be in place before any of the 

modification impacts being discussed, the commercial trips. Other than that, 
the application would function just like the original approval had. 

She thought Mr. Odermott had given a very good review of all the mitigation 
factors that went into the application, noting that the Commission had also asked 
whether Cornelius Pass would be no worse due to the modification. 

In his October I 0, 2008 letter, Brian Dunn had included an analysis of the 
build-out condition, the build-out year, both with Orenco Woods and its 
improvements and its traffic impacts and what the world looked like without 
Orenco Woods if it simply evaporated. 
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That fact was that their project actoally improved the condition, improved the 
delay sitoation in Cornelius Pass so it was a net benefit to the community to 
include the entire bundle of improvements and development for the City of 
Hillsboro. 

• A primary part of why Cornelius Pass would get better had to do with the signal 
interconnect, which dealt with the platooning of traffic as Mr. Odermott noted. 
- There had been a lot of testimony about the amazing delay that could occur at 

Quatama and Cornelius Pass, which was not an every single minute delay. 
There was not continuous delay through that intersection in the p.m. peak, and 
there were times one could zip through that intersection in a pretty reasonable 
amount of time, and that had to do with the platooning. 
If bundles of cars going down the Cornelius Pass corridor stacked up at an 

intersection, they could not cycle through in a single cycle so there was a 
continuous effect of continuing to add those platoons on. With the 
interconnect, cross traffic could be sent through in the gaps between those 
platoons. It was a very simple concept and made the transportation system 
work much, much better. 

' The other package of improvements was the safety improvements to Quatama and 
227th, and she thought Mr. Odermott had outlined that quite well. 

• In addition, based on Mr. Odermott's expectation of the future and what he saw at 
a 20-year timeframe, he had included the dedication of a ROW for a southbound 
right-tum lane on Cornelius Pass onto Quatama. 
- That would be an additional long-term benefit for the City of Hillsboro that 

would come out of the subject project. 
She noted that the additional SDC and TIFF charges going into the regional system 
would substantially higher from the commercial and office uses. There was a reason 
for that, but they did feed back into regional improvements that the community could 
make. 
She referred to a question asked previously as to whether the South Hillsboro Plan 
had been included in the background analysis and explained that was a 20-year land 
use question and not a development plan question. 

• Development plans were analyzed at the build-out year, but the Applicant had 
decided to go ahead and honor that request. Even though it was not required, 
they had run the full analysis at 20 years, including Areas 69 and 71 and the 
system met both the Washington County's V/C and the City's LOS standards 
in the long-term. 

Noting the previous discussions about impacts to Kian Ln, she stated that as Mr. 
Odermott had pointed out, the land use decision for Mann Park had stated specifically 
that Kian was an interim access point onto Cornelius Pass Rd and had always been 
intended to be abandoned and essentially an emergency access only. 
• The connection up to Quatama was expected to be bundled into the Washington 

County and City of Hillsboro efforts on the Cornelius Pass corridor improvements 
to address the access issues along the entire corridor. 

Questions about a midday peak hour operational analysis were addressed in Brian 
Dunn's letter that met the County's V/C and the City's LOS standards. 
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• A copy of the access modification approval was also provided from 
Washington County, and the conditions of approval shown on that were very 
similar to what the Commission had seen in the original access modification 
application. 

She mentioned the questions the Commission had had for Staff regarding no impact 
to Orenco, no impact to Quatama, and no worse for Cornelius Pass Rd; and she 
understood the intent and goal of those questions. 
• The Applicant's team had worked hard to achieve that goal and she believed they 

had minimized the impacts. They had provided significant amounts of mitigation; 
there were areas where they had made the world better. 

They had reduced the general delay in the Cornelius Pass corridor, had 
improved the tum movements, and were doing safety improvements at 227th 
and Quatama. These things were all better than they used to be and beyond the 
impacts their project would have. 

She acknowledged there were areas where their project would have some impac~ and 
the bundle of mitigation that came together needed to match the greater good and 
needed to be a reasonable attempt to minimize; but she did not know that it was 
reasonable to have zero impact in absolutely all cases. 
• She knew that was a hard thing to digest, but they were willing to work with the 

Commission in great extent to try to achieve zero impact as best they could but 
there were limitations so they could not always achieve them. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
Had no problem with the concept of retail on that comer, which made sense to him, 
but he did have a problem with the impact to the community. The Applicant had the 
burden to make sure that the community was not impacted; it was not the 
Commission's worry. 
Acknowledged the Applicant had come a long way, but he was not swayed and did 
not care one way or the other about the money the Applicant was providing for the 
community. 
Pointed out that Cornelius Pass was going to get improved one way or the other and 
that it might take a little longer and be a little tougher, but it would get improved so 
the issue for him was the commitment the Commission made to the Orenco 
community that they would be taken care of. 
Stated the issue for him was about Quatama and going over the bridge, and how the 
application impacted those folks. 
• Ms. Doukas noted her discussion about how as a village center, the development 

really would serve the broader community and that was actually borne out in their 
traffic study in how the trips functioned. 

As both Mr. Odermott and the Commission had pointed ou~ the traffic study 
showed about 35% of the trips generated would be commercial trips heading 
west on Quatama out ofthe project. 
At that point the trips started to disperse because a portion of the customer and 

client base using that neighborhood center would be, in fact, the Quatama and 
Orenco neighbors. 
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So before the traffic went over the bridge 7.5% of the trips would already be 
dispersed down to the Quatama corridor. As traffic went over the bridge, the 
traffic would be down to 22.5% of the trips. As the traffic worked through 
Orenco, another 12.5% of the trips would be dispersed through that 
neighborhood, which was part of why those trips drop down. 
Looking at the impacts to the individual roadways, they really would dissipate 
so that by the time traffic got to 231", there was only a 10% impact, which she 
acknowledged, was not a zero impact. 
But at I 0% impact, the people traveling through Orenco to get to the 

neighborhood center were probably the neighbors that lived in the 231" 
corridor. 

• She emphasized the project would be a neighborhood commercial center and not a 
regional neighborhood center. It would serve that area and those were the people 
who had the roads, who had the impacts- it was their trips. 

The project would not draw people in and create an impact that just came 
from the ether or from Beaverton- it would come from Hillsboro, Orenco, and 
Quatama residents, so she believed there was a minimal impact and that the 
traffic story did, in fact, tell a story of neighborhood commercial. 

Responded that Ms. Doukas made a compelling case, however he had worked with 
traffic engineers and knew how the numbers were derived and created. 
Wanted to know the kinds of tenants the Applicant expected to be in the village 
center. He would wait to hear from the community about whether they would use the 
village, not knowing what services would be offered. 
Stressed that the impacts were real to the community, and the community was who he 
was concerned about, period. 
Stated that Ms. Doukas had done one an admirable job of addressing his concerns, but 
he needed to hear from others at this point. 
• Ms. Doukas noted that the traffic study had been reviewed by Mr. Odermott, as 

well as Group MacKenzie, so Mr. Dunn was not working in a vacuum but was 
being peer reviewed over and over again. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
Asked what recourse was available if an applicant was not in compliance with a 
condition of approval. 
• Mr. Cooper responded that a number of remedies were available, such as a stop 

work order. Most of the traffic conditions were tied to either certificate of 
occupancy or final inspection, so the City would withhold those required City 
documents if noncompliant; the transportation improvements would be required 
prior to the Applicant receiving them. 

Directed Staff to pages 4 and 5 of the Staff report where the divergence was itemized, 
however she could not see that any conclusion had been provided on a couple of 
them, specifically City Council and Planning Commission Resolution Condition Nos. 
64 and 72. 

She noted Resolution No. 64 discussed the sale of the McDonald House, but 
she was not sure what that meant, technically. It seemed that a significant 
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violation had occurred already, depending upon how it was read. She inquired 
what recourse or remedy was available. 

• Ms. Klein explained that Condition 72, regarding the acquisition of Sequoia Park 
property, the Applicant had already negotiated with the Elks' Lodge and 
purchased the land, which was incorporated within the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development area. When a subdivision plat application carne in, she would 
confirm the boundaries of that park tract with the approved Concept Development 
Plan (CDP) and she would be able to enforce that approval because the Planning 
Commission resolution approved a tentative subdivision plat, and she would 
review the final subdivision plat using that Planning Commission resolution. 

• Regarding Condition 64 and the McDonald House, she understood that the 
Applicant would be providing a letter that Staff would incorporate into the 
adopted CDP modification resolution and findings to insure that, if for some 
reason the property was no longer part of Venture Properties development entity, 
the City would still be able to enforce the ability to obtain the land if the City 
wanted. 

Recalled that the Applicant had said about a month ago that it was implied in the 
condition that the Elks could not sell the property, but that Venture Capital could step 
into the shoes of the Elks. She believed that was how the Applicant had interpreted 
the condition. 

If taken literally without that understanding, then there had been a violation. If 
Venture Properties now owned the property, who would retain title to the 
McDonald House when the property was turned over to the homeowners' 
association (HOA)? She clarified that she was talking about "should the Elks' 
wish to dispose of McDonald House and the associated tract, the City of 
Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal," not so much about the 
application process. 

• Ms. Klein replied that Venture Properties had the authority from the Elks to apply 
for this application. The Elks still owned the underlying land. 

Confmned that even with the build out of the development, the Elks would still retain 
ownership of McDonald's House. 
Wanted to confirm that Venture Properties did not own title to the house or the land it 
sat on. 
• Ms. Klein explained that from a title standpoint, the land is under title with 

Venture Properties and its entities, but as part of the purchase and sale agreement 
with the Elks, they were still under obligation to return the parcel for the 
McDonald House, once created, back to the Elks. That parcel did not currently 
exist, nor did any mechanism to convey that land back to the Elks. This was still 
in the conditions of approval for the application. 

Was concerned because nothing protected the City. The Applicant might have agreed 
with the Elks, but this did not speak of that. Ms. Klein had just stated that the Elks did 
not own that; they did not have that title and were relying on an agreement to get it 
back into the Elks' hands . 
• Pam Beery stated that had been reviewed extensively with Staff and 

discrepancies did exist between the two resolutions. However, the resolution 
enacted by Planning Commission was still binding as to those approvals that were 
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not challenged. The two substantive concerns regarded Condition 20 and 
Condition 64 on pages 2 and 4 of Staff report respectively. 

• She believed Ms. Klein was trying to convey that if there was any concern that a 
Planning Commission underlying resolution did not fully capture the issue, the 
Applicant agreed that these minor discrepancies, based on the mnnber of appeals 
in these matters, would not be challenged by the Applicant. 

• Since the underlying approvals could not be reopened, and to the extent that the 
materials befOre them did not handle what was needed for the Commission's final 
order for the decision, she proposed that the Applicant go on record in the 
Planning Commission's fmdings to cover the City in any discrepancy. 

Believed something was still missing, because if titling did not parallel the condition, 
she wanted something in the record that the Elks would regain ownership of that 
parceL 
• Pam Beery agreed that was a legitimate concern and she thought of the same 

thing. She assured those things would be reviewed with Staff and addressed. 
Reiterated that it needed to be refined. 
Stated the most bothersome element was the impact on Old Orenco. Though the 
Applicant stated there could not be zero impacts and that they were being as 
reasonable as possible, that did not mean that the Commission had to agree. 

- The Connnission was asked to consider all the favorable impacts to Cornelius 
Pass Rd and the greater community if the project was approved in return for 
the sacrifice of a very small, diffused traffic impact to Old Orenco. She 
believed that was a false choice, and she was not clear that choice had to be 
made. 

Noted that a significant part of original application was based on traffic impact, 
therefor~ the limit on the number of roofs. In hindsight, the Connnission should have 
limited the other elements; in trying to be protective of them, they had now been 
exposed, which was not a good feeling. 
Assumed the village center would all be some kind of retail service and she believed 
those businesses would not thrive with the existing Old Orenco or the new 
development. Traffic would be pulled from other locations to support that commercial 
element of the project. She could not say that Old Orenco would benefit from the 
project, but would be put in less favorable position than the original CDP. 
• Ms. Doukas assured that the message was not, 'Cornelius Pass Rd is great so 

ignore this little thing,' but a bundle of good things and mitigation conversations 
that were needed. 

• 

• 

The real balance test was whether the benefits to the greater community of adding 
services and retail and a walkable, viable, vibrant community balanced out with a 
10% impact that may or may not be an outside amount of trips. She still believed 
they were essentially regional trips that were neighbors to Orenco; those people 
would come to a neighborhood facility to get better goods, services and a better 
walkable community in exchange for a different distribution of trips. That was 
where the balance point carne in. 
Added to that as a separate conversation yet bundled in the same land use 
application, was the benefit of solving one of the major issues that had been a 
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conversation for years: the Cornelius Pass corridor. She assured it was two 
separate items. 

• There was a net positive benefit for the neighborhood and region by providing a 
diversity ofland uses; a diversity of jobs, goods, services, walkability and parks, 
which had always been part of the bundled conversation and was where the term 
Station Community Village came from and was part of the light rail corridor 
concept of planning. 

• She agreed that Old Orenco was unique neighborhood from most in Hillsboro and 
understood the Commission's desire to protect it. 

It was the Commission's job to look critically at such things, but that needed 
to be done in a framework of the City's land use laws, criteria, policy and 
goals. She believed that was what the Applicant had tried to provide. 

• Land Use planning tried to use very objective tools to address subjective things, 
which was why the application was before the Commission instead of Staff. 

It carne down to traffic analysis numbers, a stamped, reviewed and reviewed 
traffic study and how those impacts worked, but the Commission needed to 
balance that with whether neighborhood commercial was a net benefit for a 
community. The City's goals and policies said that a diverse land use base and 
walkable community was good. Those goals and policies needed to be laid 
over the fabric of Old Orenco, which was a serious consideration. She still 
saw a net benefit and positive for the greater community at a nodal, citywide 
and regional level. 

Believed many would disagree, but did agree it was a difficult equation. 

Commissioner Roberts clarified that only vehicular connections were cut off from the 
proposed project and Old Orenco and that pedestrian and bicycle connections were 
included. 

Mr. Cooper noted that the Commission would have the authority to condition the 
subject DDP subsequent to this approval, as long as it was applicable to the subject 
modification. 

Commissioner Mathews asked if the Applicant would have a functioning commercial 
area if it was reduced to the point of zero impacts as far as [traffic trip] increases across 
the bridge. 

Ms. Doukas responded that any commercial would have some type of impact to the 
bridge on Quatarna, and that reducing the residential was not a realistic option. 

President Coulter: 
Noted previous discussion about sidewalks on 231" and the recent mention of a better 
walkable neighborhood. Sidewalks were a critical component of safety in Old 
Orenco. 
Asked the Applicant's opinion about making sure that sidewalks were installed there. 
• Ms. Doukas replied the pedestrian and bike network throughout the Orenco 

Woods neighborhood was quite extensive and included a regional trail facility and 
expanded bridge that provided 8-ft or 10-ft on one side and 5-ft on the other for 
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pedestrians and bikes going across Rock Creek. This was the true viable 
alternative to 227th bridge. 

• Hopefully with the additional signage, the local neighbors would understand that 
was the ideal pedestrian and bicycle route. 

• The Applicant believed that was a reasonable investment and though the safety 
improvements at Quatama and 22? were a bit above and beyond, they were 
committed to them and understood why they were important to the mitigation 
package. 

• Based on how the transportation trips were dispersed throughout the Orenco 
neighborhood and the divergent opinions of Old Orenco residents about how 
sidewalks function and the unique design of Old Orenco streets, sidewalks in Old 
Orenco opened up a design hornets nest of sorts. 

• The Applicant also concurred with Staff about proportionality that installing those 
sidewalks went beyond the reasonable test. Concerns about the neighborhood's 
facilities were understood, but they had been a topic of conversation for some 
time and the neighborhood had declined many transportation concepts. So, to a 
certain extent, out of respect to that and deference to some of the history, the 
Applicant declined to have additional sidewalk improvements on 231 ~. 

Saw it differently, noting that even with the improvements made at Quatama and 
227th, a challenge still existed on the bridge and sidewalks would be a great way to 
take advantage of the Orenco Woods regional pathway and get people to it safely. 

The $30,000 to $40,000 cost for sidewalk improvements seemed a small price 
to pay for imposing a minimum I 0% impact on Dogwood and the safety issues 
that would occur on the bridge. 
Installing sidewalks was also the responsible thing to do to keep the residents 

affected by the I 0% increase from getting hit. 
• Ms. Doukas understood that perspective, but noted that sidewalks were typically 

built out when improvements and development occurred. 
Did not disagree, however the Commission did discuss the grave concern about roads 
and traffic counts in the original application and with the Applicant's help, pared 
down the number of rooftops to reduce traffic. Now traffic would be increased. The 
project might improve Quatama and Cornelius Pass Rd, but not everyone. 
Unfortunately the people living there might not see the greater good. It was a small 
price to pay to insure that neighborhood would be safer if I 0% impact was put on 
their street 
• Ms. Doukas suggested they might have to agree to disagree. The trips on that 

street did not change the roadway's functionality or how pedestrians functioned in 
the corridor. She was not sure the safety conditions were being changed. 

• The bridge involved a limited space and pulling those pedestrians through the 
proposed community provided a different alternative. That was a different type of 
conversation than adding some additional vehicles to an existing situation where 
the pedestrians were not changing their routes but had other alternatives through a 
gridded neighborhood, which was why the Orenco neighbors loved it. 

Asked if changing the neighbors' patterns was fair. 
• Ms. Doukas responded that their patterns would change by putting impervious 

surface through their neighborhood, impacting trees, changing the ditches, etc. 
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Commented that it would make it safer. Now, they would be forced to go on other 
routes. 
• Ms. Doukas state that still involved dealing with competing values, which was 

part of the hornet's nest of changing the streets in Orenco. 
Stated that realistically, the neighborhood did not the project there, but if the 
Commission had to consider how to protect them if they were to approve the project. 
• Kelly Ritz, Venture Properties, agreed with the safety situation but also with 

Ms. Doukas. She thought the safety issues they were asked to address and 
mitigate were above the legally required limit, but also believed one had to go 
above and beyond. 

• She had been torn about the sidewalks, and recalled being told resoundingly that 
the neighbors did not want sidewalks and the streets improved, because that made 
Orenco special. 

• That said, if the application was approved with conditions, she would consider 
that as a condition but wanted to give the neighbors and City some flexibility and 
proposed paying a fee in lieu for the cost of the sidewalks. Then, the City could 
go forward and install them if the neighbors wanted them. 

Agreed that was an alternative. Reiterated the project was not wanted, but if 
approved, then that might change the dynamics of that discussion. 
Wanted to ensure that the improvements would be done prior to occupancy, 
especially considering the unexpected downturn in the economy. 
• Ms. Klein assured that was in every set of conditions that had been submitted. 

Vice-President Brewer confirmed that Ms. Doukas would leave a copy of her 
presentation for the record. 

Ms. Klein also noted that two handouts from Brian Dunn and Mr. Sullivan had also been 
distributed for the meeting packet. 

President Coulter suggested that Mr. Sullivan come up to discuss his handout. 

Mr. Sullivan noted that Staff had requested the memorandum, on which he commented 
as follows: 

He noted that he had to deal with the maze of an ordinance through two appeals, one 
at LUBA and one at the Court of Appeals, and then a petition for review at the 
Supreme Court. 
He found that changes were made to the ordinance in its adoption process as well as 
subsequently. There used to be limits on certain types of uses, which had to do with 
neighborhood commercial uses and other employment uses. Those limits were 
removed and replaced with the words "up to" were substituted. 
The Commission had two things to consider: 
• Neighborhood commercial versus other employment areas. A use could be in 

both categories. The neighborhood commercial category was defined in the 
ordinance and other "employment areas" was not. As Ms. Beery advised, the 
Commission had the interpretive discretion to say that the use could fall into both 
categories. 
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• Percentage limitations. The changes in the percentage limitations to use the words 
"up to" effectively removed the necessity of having a percentage limit. That was 
one of the issues at LUBA and the court of appeals. In those cases, the City's 
decision to say that the "up to" meant one was limited in terms of the amount 
devoted to each use was upheld. He was saying that same rationale applies and 
that the Commission still had the interpretive discretion to do the same thing in 
this case. 

President Coulter confirmed that discussion was most relevant and better served in the 
DDP process because of the change now depicted in the village and since no specifics 
about the types of uses or percentages were available. This would also give Staff the 
opportunity to analyze the Court of Appeals decision. 

Vice-President Brewer asked if the modification followed the original CDP or revised 
zoning. 

• Ms. Beery replied that the modification was judged by the new standards for the 
CDP and DDP and was not grandfathered like an earlier or fmal approval because 
the Applicant was seeking a new application. The City would need to ensure 
those issues were covered in the findings. 

President Coulter called for public testimony in favor of, opposed and neutral to the 
application. 

Robert Kidd stated that the development would result in a negative impact in teFIDs of 
traffic and hazards. The Kian Ln left turns in and out were already extreme hazardous. 
He was almost hit on his scooter during the day at I 0 am and he believed turning in and 
out would be much more difficult during peak hours because the traffic report prepared 
by Mr. Dunn said it would double. 

He believed what was proposed on Quatama bridge did somewhat mitigate some of 
issues of the hazards on the bridge. It certainly impacted the traffic flow quite 
negatively through Orenco. 
• He was not in favor of it at all. He did not think it took into account many of the 

issues with respect to the Baseline Rd extension. 
The Applicant was really proposing a mini/strip mall that was inconsistent with 
Residential Village Commercial. Retail commercial with a community specific focus 
was what one would expect, not a mini strip mall at the edge of the property, but 
something everyone in the community could walk to and should be central. 
He would debate whether it would be possible that those retail business 
establishments would potentially be supported from the surrounding community. 

Mr. Cooper assured Mr. Kidd and the Commission that a copy of Mr. Kidd's written 
material had been received. 

Andre Meek stated he was testifYing as an individual; he did not have any ties to any 
organization. He reviewed his notes as follows: 
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Mr. Oderrnott stated that the bridge at Quatama was 20 feet wide but it was only 19.5 
feet wide and six inches was a lot. 
Why couldn't they have more pedestrian and bike traffic? 
Bridge improvements would only increase speed on the bridge and 50% higher traffic 
than today; the agreement was no impact. 
He had shown pictures today of signage, 'No Left Turns' and 'Speed 15 mph' 
approaching the bridge, and everyone knew how that worked. 
The Beavercreek Bridge needed to be on a fast track and fast. 
Why stop Cornelius Pass Rd at PGE and at Samantha? Take it all the way to Wilkins 
and Baseline Rd; get it out of the way; it was needed and needed fast. 
No one living in Orenco would use Cornelius Pass Rd to get home unless necessary. 
It was stated that the traffic coming from Cornelius Pass Rd would disperse into 
Orenco, but that would not happen because everyone had to wait three or four lights 
to get through it and no one uses it. He avoided it. 
Regarding traffic tie ups during Cornelius Pass Rd construction, traffic would go 
through Orenco, so he proposed placing jersey barriers right as one approached the 
bridge to keep the pressure out. 
Sidewalks and the flavor of old Orenco. They had trees along that street and they 
liked the open ditches and dirt sidewalks. 
• There were already sidewalks from 225"' to 228"' on Dogwood and on 228"' up to 

Alder. The sidewalks being proposed were already on the plan for the area. 
• The whole thing was about impact on their neighborhood. If sidewalks were 

added now, he would lose 12 ft of his front yard and the sidewalk would end up 
on his front porch, requiring him to do major modifications to his house, and 
many like his were the original houses. 

A walksble community was a good thing; why not go that direction more? This plan 
was for cars. All the improvements being planned were to a functionally obsolete, 
19.5-ft wide bridge. 

Commissioner Callaway :Stated that the bridge was a bit of a conundrum and asked if it 
was a catch 22. Right now, the bridge was narrow and people were speeding. Making 
improvements would make it safer, but not to increase capacity. By making it safer, 
people would still go fast and the number of cars on it would increase. 

• Mr. Meek agreed. He liked the idea mentioned about making it a one way bridge. 
• The neighborhood did not want the impact. They had an agreement and now the 

Applicant was saying that 10% more would not hurt, but it hurt now with no 
proposed increase, just from the community itself. They counted traffic when 
school was out, but traffic was a whole different story when school was in 
session. 

• People throw around numbers and everyone had their own formula, but live there 
a week, it was a whole different story. 

Asked if the pedestrian connections between Old and new Orenco were strengthened 
to get around the school and through the new community and if commercial property 
was done well with services that Mr. Meek would actually use, would he walk to that 
property and use it. 
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• 

• 

Mr. Meek replied that he was brought up always having a car, but since moving 
to the neighborhood, he road a bike most of the time. 
He enjoyed walldng and would walk or ride his bike there, but he would not drive 
there just because of the impact that traffic had in that area now. When 
approaching the bridge, he did not know who would be coming around the corner 
or how fast. 

Commissioner Mathews: asked which way he would have the bridge go and how would 
he tie it to a main street. 

• Mr. Meek said he would probably have the bridge go to the commercial area, 
which he saw as something to be accessed by foot or bike. If one drove there, they 
should take the long way around and might as well park. Also, those coming off 
Cornelius Pass Rd from Quatarna would not impact the neighborhood. 

• A lot of the issues would go away if the bridge was converted to a pedestrian/bike 
bridge only. If it was a car bridge, it would only be a one-way, so people could 
have access to their homes that way. 

• He believed the plan proposed having Quatarna go west over 62n4 to Baseline. 

Jim Lubiscber stated that he and Dan Bloom represented the Orenco Neighborhood 
Organization (ONO). He reviewed his PowerPoint presentation and read his written 
comments into the record; both were submitted to Staff. 

He noted they had another analysis of the Applicant's traffic study that would be 
presented later. 
He was not quite sure what Mr. Sullivan meant by "up to" in the LUBA case, but he 
did not think that was exactly the same as what they had done at LUBA. 
In summary, the areas of objection that ONO's had included the greater negative 
impact that the modification would have on the area, the proposed mini-mall 
commercial area did not help create a residential village, the violation of the 
conditions of approval and, they objected to the modification process itself. 
More evidence had been submitted by ONO, who had requested an opportunity to 
submit more written testimony to the new evidence presented. 

Mr. Bloom said he wanted to briefly extend the discussion by Vice-President Brewer. 
He was still having problems since a modification that was not synonymous with a 
zone type; there could be several concepts within a zone type, so when did a 
modification become so significantly different that it was an entirely new concept? 
• He did not believe those boundaries of a law had been tested that much at LUBA. 
• While LUBA had the last word for now, that was not the final word even at the 

last testing, so he believed that still might be open to question. 
From what the Commission had before with zero commercial to plunking 

down what before looked like a mini-mall in a corner was a new concept and 
not a modification. It was not like an alternate design element, for instance. 

• As Beaverton had finally said recently about Wal-Mart, it was not a good fit. 
He believed the situation out by Quatarna and Cornelius would gum up the works and 
that traffic would be snarled pretty often and so would the people in the cars. Why 
make people snarl? 
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• The negative impacts would increase proportionately with the increase in intensity 
of use so if there was a two- to three-fold traffic increase, he believed it would be 
a two- to three-fold negative impact. 

Since the design came later, he would not talk about that because it was a mystery 
area now; but somewhere along the line it should be guaranteed that this was mostly 
pedestrian-supported or the greater negative impact would result. 
He wished the Applicant had explored a light rail crossing because Chenry was up 
there, a big boulevard that nobody was using, and that would have been good 
planning. He had actually called TriMet to ask them. For a site that was festooned 
with conflict with no access, that needed a good solution and there never had been. 
one. 
There were commercial hubs at Cornelius Pass and Quatama, a commercial bub at 
Baseline/Quatama with more development to happen; and have an auto-centric 
development in between would be a real mess. 
• For them to know how many people were going to use the mystery commercial, 

to have the numbers on that at this point, was pretty amazing to him. 
• He knew, as Mr. Meek had testified earlier, that residents generally avoided 

Cornelius Pass now; they would go out Dogwood and tum right to any 
commercial needs they had, and there was plenty of commercial up on Cornell. 

• Another segment of people who would go towards Orenco were the people who 
simply would be attracted to the calm Old Orenco just like people were attracted 
to the calm Old Orenco in a pedestrian way now. 

President Coulter called for the Commission's questions of the Orenco Neighborhood 
Organization. 

Commissioner Callaway: 
Asked if Dr. Lubischer had provided Mr. Stein's comments on the traffic impact 
analysis report prepared by Dunn Traffic Engineering for Orenco Woods Crossing. 
• Ms. Young informed that she would be presenting that right after (inaudible). 
• Dr. Lubischer answered yes, that had come from the Orenco Neighborhood 

Organization and Mr. Stein was a professional traffic engineer and had submitted 
that analysis of the Applicant's analysis. 

Commented that analysis mentioned the traffic study had been done on June 19th and 
school was out June 12th and asked if any estimate had been provided on what the 
traffic would be on a school day. He noted an eager hand was raised, so that might be 
answered by someone else. 
Stated that most of what he had heard with traffic impacts dealt with rush hour and he 
asked if that was a fair generalization. 
• Dr. Lubiscber responded there was impact right then from all the development 

throughout the day, but yes, there probably was more. 
Mentioned the latest elementary school dismissal time in Hillsboro was 2:40 p.m., he 
was unsure what time Orenco dismissed, and asked if the absence of data would 
impact the traffic impact study even though it took place after school was out because 
most ofthe kids were gone, picked up, at home prior to rush hour. 
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• Mr. Odermott inteijected that part of the reason the City had Mackenzie Gruup 
do the safety audit was that had been an issue, that the date of the account 
submitted in the Application had been picked up both by the County and himself. 

Group Mackenzie had conducted their own independent counts in September 
after school had reconvened and found that the morning was approximately 
20% higher than the data in the Dunn report and that afternoon peak hour was 
within normal daily variations and very close to the data in the Dunn report. 

Mr. Cooper reminded Dr. Lubischer that Staff needed a copy of his PowerPoint 
presentation. 

Commissioner Roberts:Asked if Dr. Lubischer would use a commercial project on 
Cornelius Pass where the village center was identified on Dr. Lubischer's plan, that was 
well done and if the pedestrian and bicycle linkages were done well through the 
development, realizing the location would be better closer to the center of the proposed 
development. 

• Dr. Lubischer replied that would depend on what was there. He certainly 
imagined he could/would use it, but the location was really key; if that was truly 
to be a residential village because if it was next to an arterial, it would be auto­
centric and would not be a residential village; it would not get the small shops or 
pull in that kind of tenant. 

Completely agreed I 00% it depended on how well it was done and who was there. 
• Dr. Lubischer stressed that at this stage, the location was important because they 

would have no control later on ifthe location was where it was proposed. 
Conceded it was a gamble, which concerned him a Jot. 
• Mr. Bloom guessed he could only speak for himself although people had a lot in 

common as far as values in Orenco, but when taking a walk through a 
subdivision, with the exception maybe of Orenco Station or the Q, there seemed 
to be nobody on the streets. 
- They were empty and kind of a sterile world that was a bit different than the 

world that they walked through as far as taking a trip, so the walk was an 
unknown. He did not know that he would be attracted to the walk at this point 
unless he was learning something new. 

Understood that there would be walking trails in the open spaces in that particular 
development. 
• Mr. Bloom replied that if it was a good route, that would be a good walk then; 

and if it there was a particular use, he could see it as an alternative. 

Dr. Lubischer reminded of the request for seven days to submit written testimony on the 
new information provided that evening. 

President Coulter replied that the Commission would think about that because they had 
to be considerate of the 120-day rule as well. Being reminded of the word was "shall" in 
the Code, he countered, "I shall not let the 120-day rule expire either." 
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Laine Young stated the Orenco Neighborhood had a professional critique done of the 
transportation analysis performed by Brian Dunn, which had been copied to the 
Commission; and in light of the improvements proposed that evening, some of that may 
have changed. 

Howard Stein, a well known traffic engineer in that area, had been hired and worked 
with CTS Engineers. He had since gone to Florida but was willing to look at that 
analysis because he was very familiar with a lot of different projects in that area and 
was still working to some extent in Oregon and had maintained his certification in 
Oregon. 
She noted the first paragraph basically said Mr. Stein had found a number of issues 
that he would take exception with and suggested that the Commission consider the 
following items, which she proceed to read from the report as follows: 
• "Under site trip generation, this updated development now includes commercial, 

• 

office and other uses. 
The one commercial use item that he brought up was the method used by 

Dunn to discount trips to and from commercial uses was incorrect as it applied 
to two discounts, both internal pass-by and local, for the same trips. 
Specifically, the trip generation in Table 4 on the back page, based on the 

standard ITE data, factors are applied to these volumes to account for internal 
and pass-by trips. While these calculations appeared to be accurate, the study 
then goes on to assume that 25% of all primary trips to the commercial and 
employment trips would originate from or destine to various residential 
subdivisions located immediately south and west of the site. 
This is inappropriate because the trips related to these residences are already 

on the roadway and would be accounted for via pass-by trips. The sites 
commercial uses do not generate additional trips for the roadway just attract 
trips to the site. Thus, this double discounting of trips to and from the site is 
incorrect. 

Under background traffic volumes, we generated a number of projects that were 
not necessarily included or would be quickly expanded like, for example, 
Synopsis and the apartments at Orenco Parkway at Cherry and the Q 
Condominiums. We think that those numbers need to be checked again either by 
Staff or someone else. And the intersection capacity and queue analysis was not 
accurate." 

She noted she was almost out oftime and wanted to mention in regards to sidewalks 
on 227th, there was a dramatic drop-off on the east side of 227th and unfortunately, 
the zoning map required that the sidewalks be on the east side, although they could 
not be constructed there without some kind of extensive support. 
• They could be constructed on the west side of 227th north of the bridge; however, 

they would have to take a significant portion ofland from that landowner. 
• She had just wanted to bring up that a conflict existed when the Commission was 

discussing the sidewalks. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
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Commented he had not had a chance to digest Mr. Stein's report but knew Howard 
Stein and respected his work and asked Mr. Oderrnott to review that report and 
comment on it if he would please. 
• Mr. Odennott replied he had just speed-read the report. Unfortunately Ms. Klein 

had taken his copy to make copies for the Applicant, so he would be working for 
memory. He had also worked with Mr. Stein for many years and respected his 
work 

• One item Mr. Stein noted was what he asserted was a double counting of 
reduction in the trip table- took an internal reduction. Then Mr. Stein came back 
and said that the Dunn report called out a similar 25% reduction for the housing 
south and west 
- He respectfully disagreed with Mr. Stein's assertion. The internal reduction 

was accounting for the housing in the proposed development. The 25% spoken 
to was that tapering off of that demand, that diffusion they had discussed 
earlier, which was reflected to the housing on the south side of Quatama and 
the housing in the Orenco Historic District. 

• He noted Mr. Stein challenged the trip rate that was used on office use. 
- He would have to dig into that a little deeper, but the net effect of that would 

be a swing of probably 20 cars in an hour's time. Applying engineering 
rationale, he would say that office trips were less likely to travel west in that 
they would be more oriented, especially in the p.m. peak hour, to where 
residential was regionally around that office/commercial site. Their distribution 
would be far more heavily oriented northbound/southbound on Cornelius Pass 
because it serviced a lot of trips between employment and residential rather 
than west into the sensitive area of a historic neighborhood. 

- He confmned the traffic would go west if Cornelius Pass was plugged, noting 
that in the analysis they were looking at, he would respectfully not defme 
Cornelius Pass as plugged. 

- A supplement had been submitted on midday trips by Dunn since the August 
report that Mr. Stein based his review on which bad confmned that the midday 
was Jess critical than the afternoon peak 

• Staff had also picked up on the "worst case land uses," and that was why they had 
proposed the trip cap conditions of approval. 

• As one moved through trip distribution assumptions, one assertion made was that 
the distribution was arguably overly high into the Orenco neighborhood that 
based upon his (Mr. Stein's) assertion 90% of the trips should be sent to the east. 

• 

If that was the case, it certainly significantly lessened the impact that they had 
been discussing that night on the historic neighborhood. 
He (Mr. Stein) bad anchored his 90% based upon driveway counts coming 

from 76"' on the south side of Quatama, which was a 100% residential pattern. 
The distribution that he (Mr. Stein) was speaking to, the 35% to the west, was 
commercial. He was mixing commercial trips against residential trips. 

Scarming through the list of background traffic volumes, Mr. Oderrnott noted 
some pieces might be missing. He believed that at least the phase that had been 
built of Q Condominiums was largely occupied, so that would not normally be 
considered an in-process project. 
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Ms. Young clarified the apartments referenced in Mr. Stein's report as west of 
23lst also were east of Orenco Parkway, north of the MAX station and were 
across the street from the Nexus Apartments. 

Mr. Odermott stated he was personally unsure about whether the Synopsis 
development that had gone through as a CDP, a PUD, or what its context was. He 
suspected that when Brian Dunn prepared his analysis, he had gone to a land use 
planning map and identified the projects that were in·process, and he believed it 
was safe to say that was no longer an active project. However, relative to the link 
under discussion - Quatama through the neighborhood - it was clearly located 
north and east of the area in question; and if it added any traffic through it, it 
would probably not comparatively be a very large impact. 
Regarding the other issue of the queue analysis, those nurobers had been reviewed 
both by County Staff and himself, and more so by County Staff with regard to the 
queuing criteria on Cornelius Pass as it was their roadway, and he believed their 
conditions were clear and succinct. 

Commissioner Mathews: 
Noted that the Synopsis Master Plan called for the construction of at least three or 
four more buildings in that area and asked if that would be taken into consideration 
with the current plan. 
• Mr. Odermott replied the question would be the type of entitlement that was 

granted and whether (inaudible) come back and evaluate each phase and mitigate. 
He explained that he did not know personally because he had not been in his 
current position at that time. 

Clarified it had been an approved master plan and all five or six of those buildings 
had been approved at one time. 
• Mr. Odermott stated that unfortunately, that had not been considered as in­

process traffic on any of the other projects the Commission had been seeing in his 
two-year tenure with the City. 

• Laine Young offered that she had checked and Synopsis had no new applications 
submitted at this time, and they had not had a pre-application conference either so 
it appeared they had no plans to build within the next two years. 

However, the size of the buildings and nurober of employees that Synopsis 
embodied was so large, she believed that project should not be discounted just 
because they did not have a current new building application submitted. 

Christine Armer stated that she completely agreed with the Commissioners' suggestions 
to reduce traffic by either closing the bridge or restricting it to one direction. 

She thought another possibility would be to have a single lane so there would be 
room for pedestrians and bicycle traffic next to the car lane. A light could alternate 
traffic so people could go through in both directions but they would just have to 
alternate which would be going through at a time. 
• She added that should reduce traffic because people who did not really want to go 

through the neighborhood and were just trying to skip the traffic on Cornelius 
Pass would probably be slowed down enough by the alternating light method that 
they would probably not want to go through the neighborhood. 
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• She believed that would encourage just locals to enter the neighborhood on 
Quatarna, so she would really like to see something like that considered. 

Commissioner Callaway asked if she suspected that people would discount the light in 
the same they would signage. 

• Ms. Armer believed that lights were a lot more real that signs were, adding that 
the signs currently being ignored were things like "15 mph" and "Watch for 
Pedestrians" and ~'Narrow Bridge.» 

• She believed that they would definitely ignore that and that a stop light was a lot 
more serious and that they would definitely need either a sheriff or police there 
for the first month or so to encourage people to obey the new traffic, but she 
believed that would probably make a big difference. 

Kathleen Adams stated she lived on 227"' and she just wanted to speak specifically to 
the traffic that went down her street every day. 

She noted that she probably saw between 65 and 85 cars on a typical school morning 
and sometimes 20 cars were backed up at the "Stop" sign. 
• She lived four houses down, so she could look at the "Stop" sign, and cars parked 

in front of her house waiting to turn into the school. 
Secondly, nobody drove 20 mph except the people that lived in the neighborhood so 
they had had police out there every other day since school had started. 
• Every day the police were writing five, six, seven, eight, nine tickets in that one-

hour period in the morning because people were speeding through. 
She understood that the bridge would not support 50% more traffic, that it was an 
unsafe bridge to put that many more cars on. 
• The truth was that people would go where they were given an open way. She 

carne home on 231 '' every day and she turned onto Dogwood and followed five, 
six, seven, eight people that went down Dogwood, around 227"', around to 
Quatama and out to Cornelius Pass so it was definitely a kind of bridge for 
people. 
- Her druthers would be to shut the bridge down completely and make it a 

pedestrian and bicycle bridge, though she would have to drive out of her way 
to get to Cornelius Pass or some of the places she wanted to go, but she felt 
that was a really unsafe situation. 

- Sometimes, when she was standing in her front yard, someone would drive 
past going 40, 50 miles an hour and she was not happy or comfortable with 
that situation. 

• She came from Orenco Station and had lived on 61" St where they had put in the 
New Season Shopping Center and the Kitchen Kaboodle, and the traffic on her 
street in front of her house at that time probably quadrupled when those two 
businesses went in, so it was not 30% or 40%, it was probably 70%, 80%, 90%. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
Asked if there was a nice retail establishment off Cornelius Pass that had nice 
pedestrian connections would she walk to it. 
• Ms. Adams replied that she would if the bridge was closed. She would not drive. 
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She had supported the community in Orenco Station and had walked to all of 
those stores often when she lived there. 
She added that it would depend on what was in there. Her issue was that she was 
watching 800 cars go past her house a day. 

The question she had for everybody was what they would do if somebody 
wanted to put 500 more cars on your street a day, or 5,000 more trips, or 20 
more. At some point, it became a livability issue. 

She stated that if it was something she wanted or liked, then yes, absolutely she 
would support it. It all depended on what it was and how well it was done. 

Bonnie Kooken stated she wanted them to visualize a self-sustaining village and then 
visualize a neighborhood with a strip mall. Both had characteristics of a village as stated 
in the Zoning Ordinance except a residential village was a self-contained community. 

She asked what different amenities the proposed location contributed toward a self­
contained community that were not found in the Orenco Station, Winco, Baseline 
Mini-Strip Mall, Albertson complexes all within walking distance of Orenco. 
• However, most people would drive to those commercial areas just as they would 

drive to this proposed commercial area because of the pedestrian safety issue; 
• Venture had come around to the idea that commercial should be a part of their 

COP. Orenco residents did not object to commercial being a part of that 
development; they did object to a strip mall. 

According to the HZO Section 136, land use districts were designed to work together 
to result in innovative site planning in order to develop a sense of place. 
• That area had not been chosen to be developed commercial because it would 

complement or be compatible with the original project, the surrounding 
neighborhoods, or Orenco; that location had been chosen because the proposed 
use complemented the existing Hillsboro Elk Lodge facility and would permit 
future commercial access to the Elk's property should the Elks decide to do so. 

• Again, it was not a complement and did not develop a sense of place for the 
surrounding areas. 

• That area was auto-dependent and not pedestrian friendly because of traffic 
congestion. The area was not within Y, mile of either 206 Quatama light-rail 
station or the Orenco light-rail station and there was only bus service on 23lst; 
therefore, people would drive to and from, adding to the traffic congestion. 

Perhaps a commercial portion of this Orenco Woods Crossing project should 
be more centrally located - closer to the Orenco MAX station, making the 
commercial area less auto-dependent. 

• Considering the problems the subject project presented, ONO requested a Citizen 
Advisory Committee be established and be comprised of representatives of 
Venture and people who lived within the area now - not people who made 
decisions regarding an area they did not live in and had no intention of living in. 

The Committee's purpose would be to take a look at what the best location 
was and what the best type of commercial business was for the 
Orenco/Quatama communities and for the Orenco Woods Crossing. 

Commissioner Callaway: 
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Noted Ms. Kooken had stated that people drove mainly because of lack of pedestrian 
safety and he was curious to know where that came from because most people that he 
koew that drove did so because of time, versus feeling like it was not safe to walk to 
the store or downtown, etc. 
• Ms. Kooken acknowledge that was true, but also if one were going to walk, she 

would not walk along Quatama; she would drive because of the traffic and 
because there was no way to get off that road. 

• She admired people on bicycles who went up and down Quatama and lived 
through it. 

Confirmed that Ms. Kooken had been talking specifically about the Quatama area and 
on Quatama and not for Hillsboro in general. 

Tom Batton suggested the north side of Alder was one street in Orenco where a sidewalk 
would make pretty good sense. 

He predicted that a lot of foot traffic would go to the MAX station and that would be 
the logical route because they could connect to the path that the Unitarian Church had 
already been required to build; the rest of the sidewalks were already there. 

There was no other public testimony in opposition to the Application. 

President Coulter called for the Applicant's rebuttal. 

Mr. Sullivan stated he had some fmal comments to address and also wanted to discuss 
the request for a continuance. He added that he would make a gentle objection, noting 
that he and Ms. Beery were good friends who sometimes disagreed and probably would 
this time. 

He noted the Commission had in Dr. Lubischer's materials, a request that had two 
portions of statute, which he noted as follows: 
• Section 6 of Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.763 stated that when a request for 

a continuance was made at the initial hearing, the Commission must give it, they 
must grant that. 

• The dispute he had in talking with Ms. Beery was that Ms. Beery saw the second 
proceeding as the same original hearing; he did not. He had been there when that 
statute was drafted and the statute was meant to not allow for continuing 
continuances so that one bumped up against the 120-day rule. 
- The Commission had to follow the advice of its Cily Attorney, but he also had 

an obligation to his client to make sure that he had made his record 

Ms. Beery excused herself and asked if Mr. Sullivan could clarity his position about this 
hearing not being the initial evidentiary hearing before he continued. 

Mr. Sullivan replied there bad been a hearing the previous month and a request for a 
continuance. The statute only spoke to one request for a continuance, this was the second 
hearing, and that was his view of it. Only the first seven-day request was exempt from the 
120-day rule; the rest were not. 
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As a practical matter, they were bumping up against it if this was going to be 
reviewed before the end of the year because Ms. Beery had told him that the only 
City Council meeting scheduled for December was December 2, 2008. While it was 
possible the Council could make an additional meeting, he did want to go to two 
Councils with different compositions. 
That was the problem he had, so he wanted to just give some broad responses to some 
of the things he had heard. 
• This was a very curious case; second time he had been there, and he had seen 

most of them before on this case. 
In 2006/2007, one of the biggest issues to the Oregon Supreme Coutt had 

been whether they had to have commercial in that area because the 
neighborhood said they had to have commercial and the Applicant said they 
did not have to because that was how the then City Attorney had construed the 
ordinance. That decision was upheld by LUBA and the Coutt of Appeals, and 
the Supreme Coutt had denied review. Now the Applicant was trying to bring 
in commercial and the neighborhood had taken a very different standpoint. 

• The second item was sidewalks in Orenco, and he noted a lot of discussion had 
occurred in the previous Planning Commission iterations of this proceeding about 
whether sidewalks were wanted. 

• 

Indeed, there had been a request to close off Orenco from all connections. If 
they wanted sidewalks and were part of the mix and a reasonable tradeoff 
existed for the impacts the subject proposal had, the Applicant would look at 
sidewalks; but the City had to take the initiative in that and the City actually 
had to do the work to provide the funds. 

Third, was the "Catch 22" constantly found in the case and a theme time and 
again, "Don't make any improvements because you will bring in more traffic to 
the area, and particularly to the Orenco neighborhood." 

The neighborhood had to do one or the other. If they wanted the 
improvements, they would have the effect, in general, of impacting to some 
extent, the transportation part of Orenco; but they could not go both ways at 
the saroe time. 

• Finally, one of the improvements necessary required dedication from one land 
owner, who was not giving it. Who was in for safety and improvements now? 

The Applicant had given the Commission their best shot at what ought to be done 
there- and it was the Commission's choice, subject to City Council review- whether 
they wanted commercial; and either they did or did not. 

• If the Commission accepted the proposal, then they had to address the kinds of 
improvements wanted, and then the Applicant would have to decide whether or 
not the conditions were too much. But it was the Commission's choice. The 
Applicant had been there a couple of months in pretty long hearings. 

• He suggested getting the application up to Council so this Council could decide 
this year and everyone could go home and have a good Christmas. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
Noted hers was a value question. Dr. Lubischer mentioned the traffic impact was the 
equivalent of adding 334 homes. Assuming that number was correct, and it seemed to 
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be a fair interpolation of the traffic impact, that meant the original application 
previously bad a maximum of252 units, would the Commission have approved it had 
it been 586 units? 
Believed the biggest stumbling block was not the commercial element, but the traffic 
impact, and because there had been an agreement with the neighborhood of not 
creating more harm and capping the magnitude of impact to them, she questioned 
what the realism was as Commissioner Mathews had noted before. 
Asked what the Applicant was willing to do to scale back on residential to bring 
traffic back down if they wanted the commercial in the project. Maybe the market had 
changed to where they needed to have a commercial element. 
• Ms. Doukas replied she was unsure there was a reason to scale back on 

residential. She thought Dr. Lubiscber was trying to change the vocabulary of 
how transportation worked. 

Similar to what was discussed at the first hearing, transportation was a very 
dynamic element. The trips being discussed were shared trips throughout the 
existing neighborhood and were not people who were moving to the district; 
they were trips generated by existing and new residents. 
One could not directly translate that the project was creating the trips out of 

the ether, because the Applicant was changing the dynamic of the existing 
transportation network, so she did not think Dr. Lubischer had framed the 
conversation quite correctly. 

Asked for the equivalent of how many more homes there would be with the additional 
traffic, if Ms. Doukas could quantify it. 
• Ms. Doukas replied she could not quantify it. It was a dynamic because they 

were simply changing how trips moved throughout the transportation system and 
not bringing any new residents to the area through the creation of that 
commercial. 

• That commercial was a movement through the transportation system and, as 
discussed earlier, some of those trips would actually be the Orenco and Quatarna 
neighbors stopping by on their way home from work; it would be people who 
already were on the Cornelius Pass corridor who stopped in for a trip. 

• That was a very dynamic force and one could not just equate those to new homes; 
it was a different element. 

• Mr. Sullivan noted the other thing in that area was the efficient use of urban land . 
One did not cut back to one-acre lots because of a commercial establishment. 
You had to determine how it worked with transportation, and again, the 
Commission could say no to the commercial, but the issue would not be a tradeoff 
between commercial and residential uses. 

Commissioner Callaway: 
Asked if it was true, as stated by Dr. Lubischer, that the signal interconnect would 
help the north/south movement, but not the east/west traffic flow. 
• Brian Dunn, Dunn Traffic Engineering replied the signal interconnect did two 

things: it progressed traffic in a more efficient pattern on Cornelius Pass Rd. He 
noted the platooning effect created gaps in the system in which the side street 
movements could go, so the signal interconnect did help side street movements. 
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He added that the best benefit toward improving the system for the side streets 
were the additional lane treatments that the Applicant was adding. 

Currently Quatarna Rd was a two-lane road on each leg, and the Applicant 
would be adding a center left-tum lane on each approach, essentially doubling 
the number of approach lanes. 

There being no further questions for the Applicant, the Commission took a brief recess. 

President Coulter reconvened the meeting after a brief and asked Staff to outline the 
proposal for the Application for that evening. 

Ms. Beery believed the first question before the Commission was the legal question 
presented by Dr. Lubischer's request for a minimum of seven additional days in which to 
submit additional testimony and evidence. Mr. Sullivan had already provided his 
analysis, which was that the Commission was not required to grant that request as be had 
previewed, but she did not agree. 

Her analysis was that because the Commission had convened the initial hearing and it 
had been continued to that evening, it was still the same initial bearing; they had been 
continuing it and it had been open from the beginning. 
• Recognizing that was somewhat of a conservative approach, she did not feel, 

given the likelihood of appeal, that the Commission should risk a procedural 
error, so her recommendation would be in fact to grant the seven days. 

• Also, as noted in response, the Commission was up against the 120-day 
deadline with an Applicant who was unwilling to extend it. Currently that 
deadline was December 13, 2008, and there would most certainly be an appeal 
to City Council. Though the City Council did have two meetings in December, 
the only meeting available to consider that appeal prior to expiration of the 
120-rule was the December 2, 2008 meeting. 
That said, from a legal standpoint she proposed leaving the record open for 

seven days for all parties. That first seven days would be for the submission of 
evidence and argument and would close October 29, 2008 at 5:00 p.m. 
submitted to the Planning Departtnent, not emailed but in their hands by 5:00 
p.m. 
There would be a second seven-day period that would run through November 

5, 2008 at 5:00p.m. and again, in Staffs hands would be responses to that first 
round of evidence, but no new evidence would be accepted in that second 
seven days. 
Under her proposal, the Applicant would waive the typical third seven day 

period, which statute reserved to the Applicant as the fmal round and which 
she believed Mr. Sullivan would recommend that his client do, so that would 
essentially mean that the record would close at 5:00 p.m. on November 5, 
2008. 
Thereafter, the Commission had a regularly scheduled meeting on November 
12, 2008, and then there was a 15-day appeal period. She questioned whether 
November 12"' allowed enough time for that 15 days to run prior to December 
2, 2008. 
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Mr. Cooper replied that would allow enough time if the Commission had a written 
decision on that day; but if they needed a special meeting beyond that, then there would 
be only three business days in which to work, to hold a special meeting. 

Ms. Beery understood that on November 12", Ms. Klein would prepare the Staff report, 
analyzing the two rounds of evidence and submittals for the Commission and they would 
convene, deliberate and decide. 

She noted it was possible they might not have a fmal decision for the Commission to 
sign off on that night given the timing, but they would certainly try. If that were the 
case, then they would discuss how they could adopt a fmal written decision very 
quickly thereafter. 
The choices were convening the Commission in a special meeting or delegating 
authority to the President or Vice-President to sign the order, which would be worked 
out, but the idea was that the Commission had to make a verbal decision at a 
minimum on November 12, 2008. 
Noting that she had not heard any disagreement from Mr. Sullivan, she requested that 
he come forward. 

Mr. Sullivan stated that he did not disagree, preserving his objection of course. 
He added that the one other issue he was not sure that Staff and Counsel had 
considered was whether they could get notice for the December hearing out in time. 

Ms. Beery thanked Mr. Sullivan and stated that they would need to prospectively notice 
an appeal hearing on the znd in order to make this happen. 

Mr. Sullivan guaranteed there would be an appeal. 

Ms. Beery believed the notice would be used and confirmed the arrangement made 
sense. 

Vice-President Brewer asked if the Commission could be polled to ensure a quorum 
would be present on November 12" with at least the Commissioners present, barring any 
emergencies. 

Commissioner Mathews asked whether there was any reason they could not vote this 
evening. 

President Coulter confirmed that the Commission could not vote on the application that 
evening. 

He noted that he was the only one he knew of that would not be present on November 
12", but he had actually called in before and participated in a meeting by phone. He 
would be on East Coast time so if the Commission went until 2:00 a.m., he would not 
be happy. 
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Ms. Beery explained that under that scenario, President Coulter would be closing the 
hearing that evening but announcing that the record would be open for those periods and 
that would lead next to deliberation. 

Commissioner Callaway 
Asked when the Commission would receive the material prior to the November 12th 
meeting. 
• Ms. Beery replied that Staff would do everything they could to get the 

information to them quickly. 
• Mr. Cooper stated Staff would do their best and if the second seven days ended 

on November 5th, they would prepare as much in advance as possible and would 
coordinate with the City Attorney to have documentation to the Commission by 
November 7'", which would allow the Commission the weekend to digest the 
material. 

Confmned the information would be available for President Coulter before he left. 

Commissioner Fleisher suggested that anyone submitting additional testimony or 
evidence keep it germane to the modification and not repeat what had already been 
submitted. 

President Coulter replied that could be done and was quite apropos. He then directed 
that all arguments be held to the modification to make it easier to do the job right. 

President Coulter closed the public hearing for CDP 1-06 (MOD I}: Orenco Woods 
Crossing, leaving the record open for seven days, which was October 29, 2008, for all 
parties to submit testimony that had to be in the hands of the Planning Department by 5 
p.m.- no emails, but actually in their hands. 

He explained that there would be a second seven days, ending on November 5, 2009 
at 5 p.m. for responses to the testimony from the first seven days, not to include any 
new evidence or emails; responses had to be hand-delivered to the Plantting 
Department. 

Vice-President Brewer moved continuance of CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) to the November 
12, 2008 regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting, leaving the record open 
for seven days for all testimony and a second seven days for responses to that 
testimony, but no new evidence. Commissioner Mathews seconded the motion, 
which passed unanimously. 

C. CRA 1-08: Patterson House 
Applicant: Carol Larnper 
Location: North ofNE Sunrise Lane, south ofNE Kathryn Street, and east of 

NE Jackson School Road. 
Legal: Tax Lot 3600 of Washington County Assessor's Tax Map IN2-

30DC. 
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Request: Approval to remove or "delist" the subject property from the City 
of Hillsboro Cultural Resource Inventory. Resolution No. 1681-P 
was available. (Wells) 

Mr. Cooper waived the reading ofORS 197.763, since no members of the public were in 
the audience, and then reviewed the Staff report. 

Vice-President Brewer moved to approve Resolution No. 1681-P. Commissioner 
Mathews seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

D. HCP 6-08. ZOA 3-08 and SOA 2-08: Densitv. Design and Open Soace 
One Year Review 

Consider amendments to the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 
2793, Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, and Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 
regarding the one year updates to the previously approved density, design, and 
open space (DDOS) amendments. (Dias) 

Vice-President Brewer moved to continue HCP 6-08, ZOA 3-08 and SOA 2-08 to a 
date certain of November 12, 2008. Commissioner Mathews seconded the motion, 
which passed unanimously. 

V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS-None. 

VI. NEW BUSINESS-None. 

VII. CONSENT AGENDA 
A. ZC 7-08: McKay 

Consider a resolution initiating a zone change on one property, proposed for 
annexation, approximately 0.30 acres in size (AN 5-08), from County R-15 
Residential (15 units per acre) to City A-1 Duplex Residential. The property 
can be specifically identified as Tax Lot 600 on Washington County 
Assessor's Tax Map I S2-04AA which is generally north of SE Libby Court, 
south of SE Sycamore Street, west of SE 47th Avenue and east of SW 
Brookwood Avenue. Resolution No. 1682-P was available. (Klein) 

Vice-President Brewer moved approval of the Consent Agenda, Resolution No. 
1682-P. Commissioner Mathews seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

VIII. STAFF REPORTS AND INFORMATION 
A. Development Review Monthly Report (Cooper) 

Mr. Cooper reviewed the development report, noting that Polygon NW bad applied for a 
406-unit building on the gateway area of the OHSU Primate Center just west of 185"' Ave 
and directly north of Willow Creek. The project was being done consistent to the 
OHSU/Amber Glen Concept Plan and generally met the densities sought by that plan for 
that location. OHSU was divesting some property since research was now being done in 
South Waterfront. 
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IX. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business, President Coulter adjourned the meeting at 
approximately I 1:57 p.m. 

ATTEST: ____ ~--------------
Secretary 
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CITY OF HILLSBOt-.0 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

INTERESTED PARTIES SIGN IN 

PLEASE PRINT YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS CLEARLY IF YOU WISH TO 
RECEIVE NOTICE OF DECISION ON THIS ISSUE 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: October 22, 2008 

PUBLIC HEARING: COP 1-Q6 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 
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TOWNSITE 
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Dan Bloom and I represent the Orenco 
Neighborhood Organization. 

• We support the addition of commercial 
uses, however, we object to this 

"modification" because of its location, 
character and traffic impact. ••• 

Several years ago the Commission determined 
that this property was "better suited~ for 
residential use and that a yneed existed~ for 
more residential units. 

There were concerns however, that because of 
its location, the impact from the development 
needed to be limited. Light rail prevents access 
from the north, Beaverton Creek prevents a true 
south access and that pesky Orenco Townsite 
Conservation District bordered on the west. 
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ORENCO 
TOWNSITE 

-2J151 

,.. 

CORNELIUS 

·~ -

CORNEUUS 

·~ ~" 

• Light rail prevents access from the north, 

Beaverton Creek prevents a true south 
access 

and that pesky Orenco Townsite 
ConseiVation District bordered on the 
west. 
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RESIDENTIAL~ 

MEDIUM DENSITY .__ 

I-- I=, 
RM 

~~"-~")]~ 
p 

PLANNING COMMISSION'S 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

= 
RESIDENTIAL 

MEDIUM DENSITY 

RESIDENTIAL / 

-LOW DENSITY .__ 1-- I=, 
RL '" J '--, 

252 UNITS MAXIMUM j ) F= 
f-= 

CITY COUNCIL'S 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DECISION 

" ... the Commission could consider a 
recommendation on a combination of low 
density, medium density Plan designation 
for this property. That would fix the 
density. It would allow for some certainty, 
that certain densities could not be 
exceeded .. ." 

(City Attorney, 2~9-05) 

• To limit the impact on Orenco, the 
Commission. chose a Camp Plan 
designation of Residential Medium Density 
which limited the units to 298. -

• The Council reduced the impact further by 
adding an area of Low Density which 
reduced the units to a maximum of 252. 

The City Attorney told us, 
" ... the commission could consider a 

recommendation on a combination of low 
density, medium density Plan designation for 

this property. That would fix 
the density. 

It would allow for some certainty that certain 
densities could not be exceeded ... ~ 2 

(2-9--05) -
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" .. .Tonight you have a different application 
before you ... it is the same proposal but it 
has a different plan designation ... to make 
both you, us and the public more 
comfortable with the outer parameters of 
the intensity of the use ... " 

(Applicant's Attorney, 3-30-05) 

TRAFFIC IMPACT 

ORIGINAl_ CQP "MOOIACAT!OW 

DAILY TRIPS 2000 

A.M. PEAK HOUR 162 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 207 

RESIDENTIAL UNITS 252 

TRAFFIC IMPACT 

DAILY TRIPS 

A.M. PEAK HOUR 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 

ORIGINAL CPP 

2000 

162 

207 

MMOQIFICATIOW 

4672 

344 

437 

• The applicant's attorney said, 

" ... Tonight you have a different application 
before you ... it is the same proposal but it 
has a different plan designation ... to make 
both you, us and the public more 
comfortable with the outer parameters of 
the intensity of the use." (3-30-05) 

The original COP has 252 1 houses and 
generates 20001 trips per day. ---

• With the "modification", traffic more than 
doubles. ---
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THIS "MODIFICATION ADDS 

TRAFFIC EQUIVALENT 

TO ANOTHER 

334 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS 

252 Residential Units 
+ 

"Modification" traffic 

= 586 Residential Units (Equivalent) 

• The "modification" adds the traffic 
equivalent of 334 additional 

residential units to our traffic. --

Instead of a traffic impact of 252 units we 
will get an impact equivalent to 586 units, 
but 
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Evidence in the record shows that a 
greater negative traffic impact will result at 
Kian, 

• Northeast 76th, 

• Quatama, 
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• Dogwood, 

t QU ... TAM ... RO ... O 

• 231 st intersection 

;~:r~~~J[~~~~~~~::::~~'':'~'~'"~"~'~:J U<l><11Wl.U>IE P4SS 

"~ 
ORENCO TOWNSIT Ofi:ENCO 
~ERVATION ~AAY tr ~.STRICT 0 • and at the 227th Street Bridge. 
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Three traffic improvements 
from "modification" 

Southbound Right-Turn Lane at CPR I Quatama 

Signal ~interconnect" 

Quatama improvement near 2271h Bridge 

Three traffic improvements are proposed 
with this "modification". A Southbound 
Right-Turn Lane at Cornelius I Quatama, 
a signal "interconnect", and a Quatama 
improvement. 

The right-turn lane offers no relief to problems at the 
bridge and in Oren co. The signal interconnect helps 
North-South traffic but does not change the delay 
("AdjDeiNeh") at all for East-West Quatama traffic 
(AM and PM peak hour), nor reduce the additional 
"modificationn traffic that will go west on Quatama, 
across the 227th Street bridge, through the streets of 
Orenco and through the Dogwood /231st intersection. 
No traffic analysis is given for the Kian intersection 
with the "interconnect" improvement, but it is doubtful 
that this will help, and again it may lead to higher 
speeds and actually cause more problems at the Kian 
intersection. --

The bridge is narrow ... but perhaps not 
that narrow. 
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19.5 Feet 

• The 227th Street bridge remains sub­
standard for a Collector street which is to 
have a 20 foot roadway, bicycle lanes, and 
sidewalks per code (See HZO Section 137 
XVI.B.1.a.). 

• In Group MacKenzie's "Old Orenco Safety 
Audit" they measured "20 feet between the 
guardrails" at the 227'" Street Bridge ••• 

but the widest true roadway is nineteen 
and one-half feet. 
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• The "modification" traffic will increase the 
chance of a catastrophic accident at that 
site. 
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The applicant does not provide 
a 

Worst Case Scenario~ 

.. land use districts are designed to work 
together to result in a lively, prosperous 
mixed-use neighborhood providing an 
attractive place to live, work, shop and 

recreate ... " 

HZO Section 136 I (B) 

The applicant does not consider a ~worst case· 
scenario from the site itself. 
We presented uses that would generate a much 
higher traffic volume. 

The applicant claims that these uses were 
prohibited. Planning staff has said that the uses 
we proposed are not prohibited. (Please see 
Lubischer's 10-22-08 "GREATER NEGATIVE 
IMPACT SUBMISSIONS" letter.) 
A Condition of Approval it to limit the traffic 
impact but that condition is a ufeel good~ 
condition and of little use. 

The applicant may argue that all traffic 
standards are met and that the zoning 
ordinance does not allow you to deny 
them just because greater negative 
impacts will occur. We disagree. 
The Orenco Townsite Conservation 
District borders this development and we 
submit, pursuant to Section 136 I (B) that 
the, 

"The purpose of the regulations and standards 
applicable to the Orenco Townsite 
Conservation District is to conserve the 
historical and cultural significance of the area 
of the original community of Orenco." 

HZO Section 140 II 
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~OOD 

-2Jtol 

n• 
UNTY RESERVES RIGHT TO CLOSE 
CESS TO CORNELIUS PASS ROAD 

DOOW.OO 

-Zl101 

LJ 

QUA lAMA RO~ 7flh 

BLOCKAGE AT QUATAMA 
ACCESS PREDICTED 

Consideration of the safety, livability, and 
historic preservation of the Orenco 
Conservation District is intended by the 
zoning ordinance. 

If the Commission approves this 
"modification" we ask that a Condition of 
Approval be included that eliminates the 
right-of-ways which allow for future 
connections to Dogwood and Birch. 

If we are to conserve historic Orenco, it is 
imperative that there be no chance of 
connections to Dogwood and Birch. 

• Please remember that County reserves 
the right to close the access to Cornelius 
Pass. 

• Also, the applicant forecasts left-turn traffic 
blockage at the exit from the site at the 
Quatama access. 

Not only will that blockage cause more 
traffic to go through Orenco but it will 
increase pressure to connect the streets to 
Orenco. In response to this issue the 
applicant says, 
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• ... the site plan doesn't change anything 
from what was previously approved and it 
doesn't worsen the long term queuing 
condition .. ." 

{Applicant's response to the Quatama 
access blockage issue, 9-8-08) 

DOGWOOD 

-231n ElK'S 

QUAT AloiA RO.IoO __.....,; 
~ 711h 

BLOCKAGE AT QUATAMA 
ACCESS PREDICTED 

School closed for the summer 

on 

June 12 

Traffic "turn movement" counts 

taken on 

June 1g 

(2008) 

" 

• " ... the site plan doesn't change anything 
from what was previously approved and it 
doesn't worsen the long term queuing 
condition .. ." 

• Wtth nearty 3,000 more trips per day it is 
hard to understand how this is possible. 
There will be blockage sooner, causing 
more traffic through Orenco and greater 
pressure to connect the streets to 
Dogwood and Birch. 

In fact a draft Condition require the access 
at Quatama to have two southbound 
lanes. 

This will further encourage traffic to head 
west and though Orenco. 

The applicanfs traffic counts for 
intersection turn movements were taken 
one week after the Ore nco elementary 
school had closed for the summer. 

School closed on June 12th. Counts were 
done on June 19th. 

• We submit that the traffic study is not 
representative of the true traffic situation in 
Orenco because of this error. 
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Characteristics of a 

"Residential Village~ 

"features indicative of a self~reliant neighborhood" 

"innovative and imaginative site planning in order 
to develop a sense of place" 

"an organized site plan that facilitates 
neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of 

community." 

(HZOSECTION 13611 H, and !II YY) 

• Violations of Condition #64 (Resolution No. 2172) 

" 

• Attempt to change Condition# 9 (o•• No. 5633) 

• Violation of Table 1.h. #12 (HZOSocton mIll 

• Violation of Table 1.h. #20 (HZO section 137 n) 

" 

J{istoric :Mc<DonaU J{ouse 

The zoning ordinance description for a 
Residential Village includes that it have features 
uindicative of a self~reliant neighborhood", 
that it have "innovative and imaginative site 
planning _in order to develop a sense of place~ 
(13611 (H)), 
and ~an organized site plan that facilitates 
neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of 
community." (136 Ill (YY)) 
The proposed "mini-mall" character with 
centralized parking and its location away from 
the center of the nei~hborhood does not help 
create a "residential village. 
Its location bordering Cornelius Pass Road 
shows that no thought was given to truly 
incorporating this commercial use area into a 
residential v1llage. 

We would also have the Commission 
consider that the applicant has violated 
Condition of Approval #64 part one and 
part two, 
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• Violations of Condition #64 (Resolution No. 2172) 

• Attempt to change Condition # 9 (Ood. No. 5633) 

• Violation of Table 1.h. #12 tHzo soct;oo 13711) 

• Violation of Table 1.h. #20 (HZO section 137 Ill 

" 

• Violations of Condition #64 (Resolution No. 2172) 

• Attempt to change Condition # 9 to". No. 5633) 

Violation of Table 1.h. #12 (HZO section 137 ttl 

Violation of Table 1.h. #20 tHzo soct;oo 13711) 

• Violations of Condition #64 (Resolution No. 2172) 

• Attempt to change Condition # 9 <O•d. No. 5633) 

Violation of Table 1.h. #12 (HZOSection137Hl 

Violation of Table 1.h. #20 (Hzo soct;o, 13711) 

that the applicant's request to change the 
phasing is an indirect attempt to change 
Condition of Approval # 9 of Ordinance 
5633, 

• that four-story condominiums are in 
violation o!Table 1.h. #12, 

and that the applicant's proposed "other 
employment" uses are, according to code, 
"neighborhood commercial" uses and 
therefore the "modification" violates Table 
1.h. #20 limit of 10% for Neighborhood 
Commercial use. 

• The proposed area equals 15.5% of the 
total area in the development, and equals 
39% of the area "modified". 
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We also strongly object not being able to 
address the rest of the components of this 
development and feel that improper process has 
occurred. 

The City attorney has said that limiting this 
review to the three acres in the SE comer is 
appropriate because the applicant has followed 
the requirements for a new COP. We object 
because the applicant did not follow HZO 
Section 136 VILB.2.a.3.iii which states that, 

" ... the applicant shall file an application for 'COP' 
approval for the entire area identified for 
development. The Plan shall encompass the 
entire parcel or contiguous parcel(s) oroposed or 
available for current or ultimate development by 
the applicant or any entities that are controlled, 
in whole or part, by the applicant... H 

Because the applicant violates this stipulation 
and the Commission does not reject the 
applicant's assertion we feel our substantial right 
to a proper public hearing process has been 
prejudiced and we will suffer adverse affects 
including loss of property values and adverse 
impacts to our community's safety, livability, and 
historic value. 

• ... the applicant shall file an application for 
Concept Development Plan approval for 
the entire area identified for development. 
The Plan shall encompass the entire 
parcel or contiguous parcel{ s) proposed or 
available for current or ultimate 
development by the applicant or any 
entities that are controlled, in whole or 
part, by the applicant. . ." 

(HZO Section 136 Vlt.B.2.a.3.iii) 

"Section 133, Development Review, or any amendment 
thereof, and the provisions of this subsection shall 
apply to all uses permitted in a Station Community 
Planning Area except ..• " [HZO Section 136 VII 
(A)(1)] 
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CASE NO. c LP I -D9 ( MQD1) 
OFFERED BY£ ,,},;sr-!oer 

DATE ID-77-oR 

EXHIBIT NO. ____ _ 
"RESPONSE TO NEW TESTIMONY 

SUBMITTED FOR 10-22-08 HEARING" 

10-22-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP l-06 (MOD I) 
Lubischer response to new written testimony submitted for the I 0-22-08 public hearing. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

[Please note that responses to the new testimony are enclosed in brackets.] 

I) Applicant states, 

"First, the Orenco Woods project will complete full frontage improvements to both 
Cornelius Pass Road and Quatarna Road, consistent with the original approval. The second 
significant factor is the addition of a Signal Interconnect between the new Wilkens Road 
signal and the Quatama Road signal that has been added with the proposed modification." 

[Response: Previously, the only traffic improvement that was additional with this 
"modification" was a Southbound Right Turn Lane at the Cornelius Pass I Quatama intersection. 
Now a Signal Interconnect is to be added. This looks like it helps North-South traffic but it does 
not change the "AdjDe!Neh" at all for East-West Quatama traffic (AM and PM peak hour), nor 
does it alleviate the additional "modification" traffic that will go west on Quatama, across the 
227'h Street bridge, through the streets of Orenco and through the Dogwood I 231 st intersection. 
No traffic analysis is given for the Kian intersection with the "interconnect" improvement, but it 
is doubtful that this will help, and again it may lead to higher speeds and actually cause more 
problems at the Kian intersection.] 

2) Applicant states, 

" ... but the delays do not appear to be reflected in the Traffic Analyses prepared by 
Kittelson, Dunn Traffic Engineers, or Group MacKenzie." 

[Response: I am not aware of any Traffic Analyses submitted to the record by Kittelson or by 
Group MacKenzie. Group MacKenzie did submit an "Old Orenco Safety Audit" dated I 0-16-08 
but that audit had nothing to do with the Cornelius Pass Road corridor.] 

3) Applicant states, 

"This design provides the vibrant, mixed-use community envisioned by the SCR-V zone, 
incorporating jobs and services into the community fabric." 
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[Response: Locating the commercial area next to a major arterial will attract auto-centric 
businesses and defeats the intent of the Residential Village concept of a self-reliant neighborhood. 
The location next to Cornelius Pass Road does not facilitate neighborhood self-sufficiency and a 
sense of community. The intent of commercial use in a Residential Village can be achieved by 
locating the commercial uses within the development, not on the fringe. A location within the 
development will attract businesses that would more likely fit the intent of a Residential Village. 
However, even locating the commercial uses within carries the same traffic impact unless the 
development intensity on this property is reduced ... ] 

4) Applicant states, 

"The proposed uses also compliment the exiting [sic, or perhaps this is the correct word, 
Please someone ask the applicant if they really meant "exiting"?] Hillsboro Elks Lodge 
facility, and permit future commercial access to the Elks property, should the Elks property 
ever redevelop." 

[Response: The possibility of commercial development on the Elk's 5.03 acres, adjacent to the 
"modification" site should be kept in mind. (For some reason the Title information for the Elk's 
5.03 acres was included in this "modification" application ... ) Does the applicant have an 
understanding with the Elk's to develop this property also? Just wondering.] 

5) Applicant states, 

"This substantial amount of investment in Cornelius Pass Road has leveraged additional 
public investments in this corridor. Due to the substantial infrastructure investment being 
made by Orenco Woods in the Cornelius Pass corridor, Washington County has elevated the 
Major Streets Transportation Improvement Program (MST!P) project for Cornelius Pass 
Road to replace the Beavercreek Bridge to begin construction in 2010." 

[Response: We've heard this before. I believe that the Beaverton Creek bridge was to have been 
replaced in 2007... I'd like to see proof of the above claims before I would put much reliance on 
them. Even if the Beaverton bridge were replaced tomorrow that doesn't really help much, 
though it would be great for pedestrians.] 

6) Applicant states, 

"Washington County issued an approval for the Access Modification application to allow 
the mid-point access to Cornelius Pass Road." 

[Response: The approval states, " ... the County reserves the right to close the access."] 

7) Applicant states, 

"Several Commissioners expressed concern with the segregation ofland use districts shown 
in the Modification application." 

[Response: The only land use district involved is the Station Community Residential- Village 
District which is the zone within which the whole Orenco Woods Crossing property lies.] 
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"They felt that this segregation did not reflect a Village, and looked like traditional zoning." 

[Response: I'm not sure what the applicant means by using the words "traditional zoning"] 

'This site plan was not meant to be reviewed in detail, but just to show how the district 
might function. In response to the concerns from the Commission, Venture Properties has 
proposed to remove the individually mapped land use districts, and instead rename the entire 
modification area 'Village Center', with the actual layout and mixture of uses to be 
presented in the Detailed Development Plan." 

[Response: Again, what does the applicant mean by "individually mapped land use districts"? 
Also, renaming the entire modification area "Village Center" is interesting since the location of 
this area is not in the "center" of the community. Rather it is located along a major arterial ... 
Please see #3 response above.] 

"The same program is proposed for land use and transportation analysis assumptions, 
including acreages and building square footages, but the location and design will be deferred 
to the DDP. This modification will serve as the first step to creating the vibrant village 
center that he Planning Commission has described. The Detailed Development Plan will be 
the vehicle to view the actual design of this district and how it [sic] the individual 
components blend together." 

draft 
[Response: It is reasonable not to require specifics about the exact size, shape, and positioning of 
the structures that might later be proposed, but at the same time the applicant's are obligated to 
give some idea of their intentions. If those intentions are reasonable then they can be included in 
the Concept "modification" but the purpose of the Concept stage 

Th<mkyoo ~ 
Jim Lubischer, L 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 
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Negative Impacts 

Traffic 

• Ouatama Bridge Comet'~ (COP 1.()6 Moci1- StBff Report) 

Mini Mall - Strip Mall 

Traffic - Kian Lane 

• Kian Lane - left tums into and out of -
already extremely hazardous with all day 
Q congestion 

• Based on Dunn report peak hour !Jaffoc is 
expected to double 
Only improvement- right tum lane 
Cornelius on to Quatama further 
aggravates the hazard 

--~-~-

Quatama Bridge Comer Improvements 
(COP 1~ Mod1 -Staff Report) 

• Key hazards - bridge and cliff 

• Mod1 - mitigates but does not correct the hazard 
- Bridge needs to be closed or widened -
complimentary to the other Mod1 Quatama 
improvements 

• Does not account for extension of Quatama to 
Base Line Road 

.. Plan need to incorporate the extension Plan 

Mini Mail -Strip Mail 

R~ wilh community specific focus 
- Retai! c:omplimenb c:ornwnity needs (e.g. dfy dloaoer, coffee shop, 

""·' - ~0fldbilleGeooenlrllltGcomrnunity. very limited or no auto 
~ 

- R--..es from lhe SUIRIUIIdng RSidential sutrX:ieni.ID SUSU!in 
~ ~ vrrfth lil!lll orm outside teSidential Yilag& amomers 

Poosl>le-
- Residentiel vi111191t sma1 shop -~ shappirlg and men:anti1e 

The c:ommen:ial change shedd be denied 

- ~ti>M filpact- tJaffic hazards th8t - oeated 
- lnoonsiHentwilh.resider'1W11'itagelighl;~o=~--•~~••~•.,.re""'"" 
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October 8, 2008 

Mr. John Coulter 
Chairman 
Planning Commission 
City of Hillsboro 
Hillsboro, OR 

CASE NO. coe \-t>b Nl.c>s)\ 

OFFERED BY L. 'YC>\"~ 

DATE \'Q-'22-08> 

EXHIBIT NO. ____ _ 

Subject: Comments on Traffic Impact Analysis Report Prepared by Dunn Traffic 
Engineering for Orenco Woods Crossing 

Dear Mr. Coulter, 

This letter summarizes my findings regarding the assumptions, analysis and findings from the 
Traffic Impact Analysis Report prepared for the Orenco Woods Crossing development by Dunn 
Traffic Engineering dated August 2008. As discussed below, this studied included several 
assumptions that are problematic and would result in significantly underestimating the impacts 
this development will have on the surrounding roadways and intersections. Briefly, this includes 
underestimating background traffic volumes, underestimating the potential trip generation of the 
development, and using a travel distribution that understates the volume of traffic that would 
travel through the intersection of NW Quatama Road/Cornelius Pass Road. If these deficiencies 
are addressed, the impact area for this development will increase and its impact on critical 
intersections will be more significant. The analysis should be revised to address these 
shortcomings and more appropriate mitigation measures should be proposed including revising 
the development plan so that its uses do not exceed the total net external trips of the original 
development plan. 

Site Trip Generation 
This updated development plan now includes commercial, and office uses as well as 
residences. The original development plan had just residential uses. Table 4 of the Report 
presents the trip generation for this updated development plan. These estimates have several 
issues: 

1) Commercial uses- The method used by Dunn to discount trips to/from commercial 
uses is incorrect as It applies two discounts (both internal/pass-by and local) for the 
same trips. Specifically, the trip generation in this table breaks the retail uses into two 
components: a retail center (ITE Code 820) and a drive-thnu pharmacy. (ITE Code 
881 ). Based on standard ITE data, factors are applied to these volumes to account 
for internal and pass-by trips. While these calculations appear to be accurate, the 
study then goes on to "assume that 25 percent of all primary trips to the commercial 
/employment trips would originate from or destine to the various residential 
subdivisions located immediately south and west of the site• (See page 25 of Report) 
This in inappropriate because trips related to these residences area already on the 
roadway and would accounted for via pass-by trips. The site's commercial uses do 
not generate additional trips on the roadway; just attract trips to the site. Thus, this 
double discounting of trips to/from the site is incorrect. 
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2) Office uses- The calculation of office trips during the PM peak hour is also too low. 
The study used an overall rate for trip generation from the ITE Report that is not 
accurate for small office buildings. The trip generation of 14 trips for a 9,600 GSF 
building equates to about 686 GSF per employee, which is clearly not correct. A 
more accurate trip rate for small office buildings is 3.40 trips per 1,000 GSF as 
shown in the attached tables from the 5th Edition of the ITE Report. This would 
eq!,Jate to 33 trips during the PM peak hour, or about 290 GSF, which is in line of 
typical building GSF ratios of about 300 GSF per employee. 

3) Mid-day Trips and Analysis- The Report does not include any estimate of mid-day 
travel and its impact of surrounding roadways. This analysis should be performed as 
required by County policy. 

4) Worst-Case Land Uses- In estimating the trip generation for the site for its various 
uses, the applicant should demonstrate that a worst-case land use scenario is 
evaluated. 

Travel Distribution 
The Report's assumptions for the directional travel distribution of vehicle trips toffrom the site 
are presented in Figure 11 and 12. This distribution assumes that a high percent of trips will be 
toffrom the west. There is no specific calculation showing how this was estimated. In fact, the 
report does have information that can be used for this- the traffic counts at NE 761

h Avenue and 
NW Quatama Road, which is directly across from the site. The AM and PM peak hour turn 
pattern can be used to estimate the pattern of travel. During the AM peak hour (Figure 8), about 
90 percent of these trips are toffrom the east. During the PM peak hour (Figure 9), about 84 
percent of these trips are toffrom the east. These percentages should be used as the basis to 
assign trips generated by the Orenco Woods Crossing development. The counts at the NW 
Quatama{Cornelius Pass Road intersection should then be used to route these site trips further. 
This new travel distribution williikely increase the traffic impact area of this development. 

Background Traffic Volumes 
Even though the study included trips generated from several other developments, our review of 
County records found at least three developments that were not included in this list: 

• Q Condominiums at Orenco Parkway at Cornell) 
• Apartments at Orenco Parkway at Cherry 
• Synopsis development at Cornelius Pass RdfCherry 

There may be others too. Based on this finding, traffic related to these developments needs to 
be added to the study as well as a more detail review needs to be performed to add traffic from 
other development located on other areas, particularly to the south of the site. 



Table 4: General Office Building Trip Generation 
Vehicle Trip Ends (Two-Way Volume) Per 1,000 Square Feet Gross Floor Area 

Derived From Trip Generation Equations 
1,000 Square Feet Average Weekday A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 
Gross Floor Area Vehicle Trip Ends (1 Hour Between (1 Hour Between 

7 and 9A.M.) 4 and 6 P.M.) 

• Rate Volume Rate Volume Rate Volume 
-71:- 10 24.60 246 3.20 32 3.40 34 

25 19.72 493 2.60 65 2.68 67 
50 16.58 829 2.22 111 2.24 112 

100 14.03 1403 1.90 190 1.87, 187 
200 11.85 2369 1.64 327 1.56 311 
300 10.77 3230 1.50 450 1.40 420 
400 9.96 3984 1.40 561 1.30 519 
500 9.45 4723 1.33 665 1.22 608 
600 9.05 5432 1.29 773 1.17 700 
700 8.75 6125 1.24 871 1.12 781 

800 or more 8.46 1.20 1.08 

Source Numbers 

2,5,20,21,51,53,54,72,88,89,92,95, 98,100,159,161,172,175,178,183,184,185,189, 
193,207,212,217,247,253,257,260,262,279,295,297,298,300,301,302,303,304,321, 
322,323,324,327 

Trip Generation, January 1991 942 Institute of Tran$portation Engineers 
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Intersection Capacity and Queue Analysis 

Review of Orenco Woods Crossing Traffic Study 
October 8, 2008 

Page 3 

Given all the problems noted above, new future volumes need to calculated and intersection 
capacity analysis be performed. The Report estimates vehicle queues from the Traffix model, 
which is based on a statistical Poisson distribution method. However, the standard procedure 
for Washington County is different from this method, and is a more conservative method o.e., 
provides for additional queue storage at intersections) as a safety measure for future conditions. 
Briefly, the average queue is estimated as follows: 

Queue-average= (vehicles per lane/number of cycles per hour) x percent red time 

Design 951h percentile queue= surge factor x Queue-average, where the surge factor 
should be 2.0 for high congestion areas such as the intersections in the study area 

Using this method will result in significantly longer queue lengths that need to be designed for to 
prevent congestion from turning vehicles blocking through traffic. Applying this to the 
characteristics for the Orenco Woods Crossing site will results in concerns about how its access 
intersections will operate. 

Based on all of the above, it is clear that the Report's assumptions are problematic and thus its 
conclusion not correct Clearly, the number of trips generated by this new development plan for 
Orenco Woods Crossing will be significantly higher than the original plan and Its 252 residential 
units and will increase in congestion throughout the area. It is recommended that the applicant 
revise its development plan to have the same number of external trips as the original 
development and then the traffic study be updated to addressed the issues discussed above. 

Respectfully yours, 

Howard Stein, P.E., PTOE 
Consulting Traffic Engineer 
OR PE 51072- Expiration 6/30/08 

Attachments 



10-22-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

CASE. J. CN=> ,_ Ob c N>S?D\) 

OFFERED BY I ·-h'>;:,s'\-r:s 

DATE \D- z 2 -c:R 

EXHIBIT NO. ____ _ 

"GREATER NEGATIVE IMPACT SUBMISSIONS" 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
Submissions documenting greater negative traffic impacts from the "modification". 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

Please find attached information documenting the greater negative traffic impacts created at some 
areas as a result of this "modification". 

Thank you, 

Jim Lubischer, 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Attachments 

1 
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anne lubischer 

From: Ruth Klein [ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2008 11:02 AM 

To: anne lubischer 

Subject: FW: Orenco Woods Crossing COP 1-06 (MOD 1) and allowed uses from Lubischer 

~~~. ~ 
his is a follow up to our conversation at the counter. Regarding Item #1, the examples that you have listed are permitted uses in the 
-CR-V zone provided they meet any applicable conditions of approval and the Zoning Ordinance standards. 

:egarding Item #2, the Zoning Ordinance does not provide clarity regarding the definitions of "commercial uses" and "neighborhood 
ommercial" and the lack of a definition for "other employment uses" exacerbates the problem. I'm working with City staff to research 
1is concern and provide all parties with direction. 

:egarding Item #3, I recognize how Item #2 can impact Item #3. Once some direction is obtained on Item #2 we will be able to 
lvisit Item #3 and provide some staff feedback. 

incerely, 
:uth 

rom: anne lubischer .......... . 
ent: Friday, September 26, 2008 6:48 AM 
·o: Ruth Klein 
ubject: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) and allowed uses from Lubischer 

-26-08 

:uth Klein, 
!illsboro Planning Department, 

:e: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

'hree questions: 

) At the 9-10-08 Planning Commission hearing the applicant stated that, 

"Some[ I] of the examples that he [Dr. Lubischer]lines out are not 
actually even permitted in this, in the SCR-V zone." 

be "examples" I used are found at page 3 of my 9-2-08 "Traffic Letter". The examples I used were a 2,000 sq. ft. 
onvenience market (open 24 hours), a 7,000 sq. ft. sit-down (high turnover) restaurant, a 3,000 sq. ft. fast-food restaurant 
1ith drive-thru, and a convenience market with 4 gasoline pumps. I believe, pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and 
!ZO Section 136.1Il.I, these would all be permitted in a SCR-V zone. 

:ould you please let me know which of the above examples "are not actually even permitted" in the SCR-V zone? 

.. 
~ The applicant has suggested an 8,050 sq. ft. one level day-care use and a 9600 sq. ft. two level office use in the 1.04 
ere "other employment" area. I believe that, pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and HZO Section 136.III.I, day-care 
nd office uses are "commercial" uses and as such cannot be considered "other employment" uses. Is my interpreta" 
orrect? 

.0/19/2008 
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) Finally, the 1.94 acres designated "commercial use" in the applicant's applicatiOn is the maximum permitted pursuant 

J HZO Section !371I.Table !.h. #20. (1.94 acres of 19.4 net acres= 10%.2) Therefore, if daycare and office uses are 
Jdf'ed "commercial" uses, then does the total acreage of commercial use (1.94 acres+ 1.04 acres) proposed by the 
r mt exceed the maximum allowed? 

'hank you, 
im Lubischer 

The applicant does not specifY which of the examples are not permitted. 

Since we are limited to only considering the "modification" area, and cannot consider the whole CDP 1-06 it might be more 
ppropriate to consider the 1.94 acres in relationship to the area of the "modification"- which would mean that the proposed 1.94 
cres is some 39% of the toll!.! acreage in the area of"modification", less when net acreage is considered. 

0/19/2008 
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anne lubischer 

From: Bishop, Tim [bishopt@hsd.k12.or.us] 

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2008 8:01 AM 

To: anne lubischer 

Subject: RE: last day of school for the year 2007-2008 

'rom: anne lubischer [mailto:annejim1@verizon.net] 
>ent: Friday, October 17, 2008 6:21PM 
·o: Bishop, Tim 
;ubject: last day of school for the year 2007-2008 

Page 1 of: 

would like to find out what the last day of school was for last year, school-year 2007-2008, for the Oren co elementary school. 
"hank you. Jim Lubischer 

1006)/2008 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

FILENO.: 

City of Hillsboro Planning 
Commission 

Edward J. Sullivan 

October 22, 2008 

Response to Dr. Lubischer's Comments on Other Employment Uses 

35264-01100 

Dr. Lubischer raises the following issue: 

The applicant has suggested an 8,050 sq. ft. one level day-care use and a 9600 sq. 
ft. two level office use in the 1.04 acre "other employment" area. I believe that, 
pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and HZO Section 136.III.I, day-care and 
office uses are "commercial" uses and as such cannot be considered "other 
employment uses." 

As we know from the LUBA and Court of Appeals decisions in Lubischer v. City of 

Hillsboro, the SCR-V zoning regulations are complex and require interpretation. "Commercial" 

and ''Neighborhood Commercial" are defined; however, "other employment uses" are not. That 

term differs from the "neighborhood commercial" category which has a size and scale limitation 

and for this reason should be interpreted so as so allow larger scale retail commercial or office 

uses inside the SCR-V zone. The term could also refer to allowing a larger day care operation 

than would be permitted as a neighborhood commercial use. 

Dr. Lubischer appears to assume that a use cannot be both in the "neighborhood 

commercial" and "other employment" categories, but that those categories are mutually 

exclusive. It is possible under Table l.h(20) to have a neighborhood commercial use that fits 

withiil the I 0% allowed use authorization and could also fit in with the 20% use authorization for 

other employment uses as well. As we also know for the previous Lubischer appeal, when these 

I 
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percentages were upper limits, they mattered more than they do at the present time when they are 

authorizations with no prohibitions on exceeding those percentages. 

Based on the foregoing, we recommend adoption of an interpretation that there appears to 

be a conflict between the "office facilities" referenced within the "commercial use" definition 

which is then cross~refere~ced in the definition of "neighborhood commercial" with "general 

office uses" listed in the use table. The distinguishing feature between the two references is that 

"neighborhood commercial" uses are limited in size and service area. By also referencing 

"general office uses," in the SCR-V uses suggests the City intended to include large-size or 

regional service type office uses that are not limited in size or to particular service clientele as 

well as smaller office uses. The same is true of "day care facilities" which are included as 

"commercial uses" but when limited in size and scale, they become "neighborhood commercial" 

uses. 

PDX_DOCS:420680.1 [35264-01100] 
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October 22, 2008 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 
150 East Main Street, 41

" Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

CASE NO . . CDP \-Qb bt\Ot)\ 

OFFERED BYA ).:~I Project#: oo92.o 
'?'\=" c <'>""' Jl."*"" t-x-. ,¥,.,.,. 

DATE \o -z_z.._- os 
EXHIBIT NO. 

RE': Response to Additional Testimony on Transportation Impacts of Orenco Woods Crossing 

Dear Ms. Klein: 

This letter was prepared by Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC to address additional testimony provided by Mr. 
Lubischer and Mr. Kidd on October 15, 2008 regarding the transportation impacts of the Orenco Woods 
Crossing site plan modification. The remaining sections of this letter respond to each of the transportation­
related concerns expressed by these two individuals. 

Los "E" at Dogwood/23151 Avenue (Lubischer Letter) 

Mr. Lubischer questions the acceptability of a LOS 'E" condition that is forecast to occur during the p.m. peak 
hour at the Dogwood Street/231 51 Avenue intersection at the time of site build-out As a response, HZO 
Table 137.4 clearly states that a LOS "E" condition is acceptable for the subject intersection. Also, it is worth 
noting here that the August 2008 traffic study prepared by Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC (see page 13) 
clearly states that all intersection operations analyses were based the peak 15-minute flow rate of the peak 
hour period. This timeframe is even more conservative than the 20-minute period described in Table 137.4 
for an acceptable LOS 'E" condition. 

Facts in the Record (Lubfscher Letter) 

Mr. Lubisher correctly states that the only new physical transportation improvement to be provided under the 
modified site plan is a new southbound right-turn lane at the Cornelius Pass Road/Quatama Road 
intersection. But, as described in previous correspondence provided by Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC, the 
Applicant is also committed to installing a signal interconnect between the Wilkins Street and Ouatama Road 
intersections along Cornelius Pass Road as means of ensuring that traffic delays on the arterial roadway are 
'no worse" than if the site development were not built at all. 

Mr. Lubischer continues to raise the concern about a long-term vehicle stacking issue at the proposed street 
access to Quatama Road (across from 76"' Avenue). It should be emphasized here that the intent of 
submitting the access modification request to Washington County was to demonstrate that having a new 
public street access to Cornelius Pass Road is better than not having one at all, with sole access available 
only at Quatama Road. We have already provided evidence to city staff that Washington County DLUT has 
approved the access modification request, and has, thus, permitted the proposed street access to Cornelius 
Pass Road. Whether or not a vehicle stacking issue arises at the Quatama Roadf76"' Avenue site access 
intersection by the year 2028, the fact remains that there is nothing in the City's development code that 
allows the results of a long-range traffic impact analyses to be used as means to decide whether or not to 
approve this land use application. 

Blockage at Quatama Access Again Predicted (Lubischer Letter) 

Again, the intent of submitting the access modification request was to demonstrate to Washington County 
DLUT that having a public street access to Cornelius Pass Road was better than having only one external 
site access at Quatama Road. 

107 SE Washington St., Ste. 445, Portland, OR 97214 + PHONE 503.774.2669 • FAX 503.774.8000 
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The long-term queuing condition forecasted in the year 2028 analyses will only be present during the p.m. 
peak hour and at no other time of the day. Nevertheless, the long-term queuing condition won't be worsened 
by the modified site plan. That is because the signal timing for the adjacent traffic signal at Cornelius Pass 
Road was optimized to compensate and minimize vehicle queues. 

Mr. Lubischer predicts that drivers will head into the old Orenco neighborhood to avoid the long-term queues 
during the p.m. peak hour. He forgets to mention that the now-approved site access to Cornelius Pass Road 
will provide the most efficient secondary route out of the development for those heading south on Cornelius 
Pass Road and east on Quatama Road, which is 50% of all exiting site traffic. For the remaining portion of 
site trips heading north on Cornelius Pass, drivers will find that waiting for the p.m. peak hour vehicle queues 
to clear at the Quatama Road access will still result in a much shorter trip than heading west into the old 
Orenco neighborhood; a route that is much longer and much slower. 

Negative Impact on Kian Lane (Robb Kidd Letter) 

A search of the Kian Lane history revealed that in the year 2000, Washington County approved Kian Lane as 
an interim access only with additional conditions that it be eventually removed. The access was established 
to accommodate a landlocked 21-unit subdivision called "Mann Park". Per the Washington County approval 
conditions for this development (See Casefile 99-535-S/D in attachment "A" of this letter), the Kian Lane 
connection to Cornelius Pass Road was for an interim period only and will be eventually closed. Further 
discussions with traffic engineering staff from Washington County also revealed that because of the previous 
approval conditions, no physical intersection improvements can be made at the subject intersection (i.e. 
adding a southbound left-turn lane). Therefore, the Applicant for the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
is not capable of making any improvements that result in a "no worse• condition at this intersection. 

Nevertheless, a solution is coming. Access management measures will be applied at the Kian Lane 
connection with Cornelius Pass Road when Washington County widens Cornelius Pass Road to its planned 
five-lane section. This will happen presumably when Washington County embarks on a new TIF project in 
the year 2010. Possible outcomes for Kian Lane may include restricting the access to right-in/right-out only, 
or removing the access completely and establishing alternative street access to Quatama Road via a street 
stub within the Mann Park development. 

We trust that this letter adequately addresses the additional testimony provided by Mr. Lubisher and Mr. Kidd 
regarding the Orenco Woods Crossing's transportation-related impacts. If you have any questions or 
comments regarding this study, please contact me at (503)-774-2669. 

Sincerely, 

DUNN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, LLC 

~L#---
Principal 

Enclosure: Attachments NA" 

File: response to Lubischer and l{jdd testimony. doc 

dYll!l. October 2008 
Page2 
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Washington County 
Department of Land Use and 
Transportation 
Land Development Services 
155 N First Ave, Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

NOTICE OF 
DECISION OF HEARINGS 
OFFICER 

PROCEDURETYPE: lli 

CPO:_L COMMUNITY PLAN: 
Sunset West 

LAND USE DISTRICT: 
T0:18-24 (Transit Oriented:18-24 units/acre) 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
ASSESSOR MAP#: 1 N2 35 CD 
LOTS#: 3900. 4000. 4100. 4200, 4500 

4600 4800 4900 
SITE SIZE: .88 acres 
ADDRESS: NW Kian Ln/NW 215'" Av 

CASEFILE: 99-535-S/D(Rl 

APPLICANT: 
Blue Sky Planning. Mark Dane 
16135 NW Ramona Drive 
Beaverton OR 97006 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE: 
Same as applicant 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Mark Dane 

OWNER: 
Beton Construction, Inc. 
15167 Brook Court 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

LOCATION: East of Cornelius Pass Road 
approximately 287 feet south of NW 
Quatama Road. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: Preliminary Approval for a 21-Lot Subdivision. 'Mann 
Park'. and Development Review for 21 Attached Units (Five Buildings) in a Transit Oriented District 
ITO: R18-24l. 

A summary of the decision of the 
Hearings Officer and supplemental 
findings are attached. 

This decision may be appealed to the 
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) by 
filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal with 
LUBA within 21 days of the date of this 
decision. Contact your attorney if you 
have any questions in this regard. For 
further information contact the Land Use 
Board of Appeals at 503-373-1265, 

The complete case, including Notice of 
Decision, Application, Staff Report, 

Findings and Conclusions, and Conditions 
of Approval, if any, are available for review 
at no cost at the Department of Land Use 
and Transportation. Copies of this 
material will be provided at reasonable 
cost 

DATE OF DECISION 
February 7, 2000 

Notice to Mortgagee, Lien Holder, 
Vendor: ORS Chapter 215 requires that if 
you receive this notice it must promptly be 
forwarded to the purchaser 



Notice of Decision of Hearings Officer 
February 7, 2000 
Page 2 

CASEFILE NUMBER: 99-535-S/D{R) 

SUMMARY OF DECISION: 

On February 7, 2000, the Washington County Hearings Officer issued a written 
decision (Attachment "C") on the request for Preliminary Approval for a 21-Lot 
Subdivision, 'Mann Park', and Development Review for 21 Attached Units (Five 
Buildings) in a Transit Oriented District (TO: R18-24) on property located east of 
Cornelius Pass Road approximately 287 feet south of NW Quatama Road. in 
CPO 7, and described as tax lots:3900,4000, 4100, 4200, 4500, 4600, 4800,4900 on 
assessor map1 N2 35CD, WM, Washington County, Oregon. His decision is as 
follows: 

ORDER: 

The Application is Approved with Conditions 

Attachments: 

A. Vicinity Map 
B. Conditions of Approval 
C. Hearings Officer's Findings, Conclusion and Order 
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Casefile 99-535-S/D{R) 

ATTACHMENT B 

CONDITIONS 
OF APPROVAL 

I. PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY ON-SITE IMPROVEMENTS. INCLUDING GRADING, 
EXCAVATION AND/OR FILL ACTIVITIES THE APPLICANT SHALL: 

A. Submit to Building Services (846-3470) for review and approval: 

Grading/drainage plan consistent with the standards of Section 410 (Type I 
procedure). 

B. Submit to the Unified Sewerage Agency (USA) (648-8621) for review and 
approval: 

1. Detailed grading and erosion control plan. 

2. Hydraulic and hydrological analysis of storm conveyance. If downstream 
storm conveyance does not have the capacity to convey the volume 
during a 25-year, 24-hour storm event, the applicant is responsible for 
mitigating the flow as provided in R&O 96-44 (Unified Sewerage 
Agency's Design and Construction Standards, July 1996 edition). NOTE: 
A revised analysis will be required due to the loss of pervious area. 

3. Detailed plans showing each lot within the development having access to 
public storm and sanitary sewer. NOTE: Line tap permits will be 
required. 

4. Provisions for water quality in accordance with the requirements of the 
above named Design Standards. An all-weather access shall be 
provided to the water quality facility. NOTE: The water quality facility will 
need to be sized to accommodate the new impervious area of the 
additional lots based on 2,640 sq. ft. per lot. 

NOTE: Prior to sewer connection permit issuance: (a) The above noted 
improvements must be completed to the Agency's satisfaction. (b) The 
as-constructed drawings, or a bond guaranteeing the as-builts shall be 
submitted and accepted by the Agency. 

II. PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL OF THE PROPOSED FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT TO THE 
COUNTY SURVEY DIVISION: 

Submit two copies of the proposed final plat to the Unified Sewerage Agency (648-
8621), the Engineering Division (846-7900), and Land Development Services (846-
8761). 
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Contact the County Surveyor's Office (846-8723) for information regarding submittal and 
review procedures. 

Ill. PRIOR TO FINAL APPROVAL, SUBDIVISION PLAT RECORDATION AND ISSUANCE 
OF BUILDING PERMITS: 

A. Submit to the County Survey Division (846-8723): 

Fourteen copies of the proposed final plat which shall comply with Oregon 
Revised Statutes, Chapter 92 and Section 605 of the Washington County 
Community Development Code. 

The following shall be shown on the plat: 

1. All easements and Tracts. 

2. The use, ownership and maintenance rights for all easements and Tracts 
all Common Open Spaces and any screening and buffering which must 
be maintained. 

3. The applicant shall grant a public easement over all sidewalks on the site. 

B. Submit to Land Development Services (Public Assurance Staff, Tracy 
Stone/ Carolyn Cook, 846-3843): 

1. Completed "Design Option" form. 

2. $2,125.00 Administration Deposit. 

NOTE: The estimated Administration Deposit for the required public 
improvements is $4,250.00. 

3. Two (2) sets of complete engineering plans for the construction of the 
following public improvements: 

a. Repair and/or maintain the Cornelius Pass Road frontage 
sidewalk (Tax Map/Lots SW 1N2 35CD/200 & 300). 

b. Provide adequate illumination at the site access intersection with 
Cornelius Pass Road. Adequate illumination shall consist of at 
least one 200 watt high pressure sodium cobra head luminaire 
mounted at a minimum height of 20 feet on existing utility poles if 
available. The fixture shall have a medium semi-cutoff type Ill 
distribution. The pole shall be located within the area defined by 
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the radius returns of the intersection. The fixture shall be oriented 
at 90 degrees to centerline of the collector or arterial. For 
intersections of collectors with arterials, or arterials with arterials, 
the luminaiare fixture shall be installed at 90 degrees to the higher 
classified roadway. If the intersecting roadways are of the same 
functional classification, the fixture may be oriented at 90 degrees 
to either roadway. If no existing utility poles are available within 
the intersection area defined by the radius returns, the developer 
shall meet the requirements of the Department of Land Use and 
Transportation 1991 Roadway Illumination Standards, latest 
revision. The Traffic Engineer may require illumination in addition 
to the above-stated minimums. Direct technical questions 
concerning this condition or the 1991 Roadway Illumination 
Standards to Tom Wolch, Traffic Engineer at (503) 846-7960. 

These improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Washington County Uniform Road Improvement 
Design Standards. They shall be completed and accepted by the County 
within the time frame specified in the public assurance contract, or prior 
to final building inspection approval, whichever occurs first. 

C. Obtain Engineering Division approval, provide financial assurance and 
obtain a Facility Permit for: 

Construction of the public improvements listed in conditions 111.8.3. a 
through b. 

D. Form a street lighting service district (or ensure through other measures 
as approved by the Operations Division) for: 

Public street light at the intersection of the site access and Cornelius Pass Road. 

E. Submit to Land Development Services, Project Planner (Albert Boesel, 846-
3835): 

1. Final Approval form (Type I procedure). 

2. Final Approval fee. 

3. Final site plan showing: 

a. Screening, buffering and setbacks between the development site 
and land to the east (1 N235DC001 01 ), south (1 N235CD04300 
and 04400) and west (1N235CD00300 and 05000) as show on 
the submitted plans with the following exceptions: 

i. A solid sight-obscuring fence or masonry wall six feet high 
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abutting the south and west property lines {see standard 
S-2 or S-3 in CDC 411-7). The fence or wall shall extend 
across the south edge of the common open space at the 
intersection of Kian Lane and 2151h Avenue but is not 
required along the drainage tract. 

ii. Dense evergreen shrubs {e.g., arborvitae) abutting the 
south and west property lines at least six feet high at 
planting and spaced apart on center at planting not more 
than 75 percent of their expected diameter at maturity, 
based on commonly recognized authority acceptable to 
the Director or a statement from a landscape architect 
licensed in Oregon. The shrubs are required to be planted 
only within the lots on the site; they are not required 
abutting the common open space or drainage. NOTE: For 
example, if shrubs are used with a mature diameter of 4 
feet, they shall be spaced not more than 3 feet apart on 
center at planting 

iii. To ensure survival the vegetation required in Condition 
III.E.3.a.ii, the applicant shall provide an underground 
irrigation system for th.em. Bylaws of the neighborhood 
association shall require the association to be responsible 
for the cost of irrigation system operation and 
maintenance, and shall require the neighborhood 
association to maintain the vegetation in these buffers and 
to replace with like species any vegetation in the buffer 
that does not survive. the applicant shall grant an 
easement over the irrigation system to allow access to it 
by the neighborhood association. 

b. Landscaping for the water detention facility meeting the Principles 
of Section 431-9 & 10, Landscaping and Water Quantity/Quality 
Facilities. 

c. Pedestrian scale lighting (i.e., light fixtures generally situated not 
more than five feet above grade), shall be used within the open 
spaces on the site where lights are not required to be provided in 
those open spaces for illuminating roadways. 

d. Front yard setbacks meeting the requirements of Section 375-8, 
Table B. 

4. Common Open Spaces shall be constructed as shown on the submitted 
site plan. 
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5. Architectural features on the townhomes shall be constructed as shown 
on the submitted plans. 

6. Five foot wide sidewalks. 

7. Fencing along the east-west property lines of Lots 5 and 6, abutting the 
Common Open Space/gazebo, shall not exceed five feet in height and 
not be solid or opaque. This requirement shall be in the private 
Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (CCRs). 

8. No parking signs to be placed along the private streets except (a) along 
the south side of Kian Lane between the west edge of the site and the 
private tract serving lots 19 through 21 and (b) along the west side of 
215th Avenue north of Kian Lane. 

9. Striping, elevation changes, speed bumps, a different paving material, 
signage and/or other similar methods the applicant elects to use to 
identify pedestrian crossing in the vicinity of the open spaces on the site 
(i.e., at the intersection of Kian Lane and 215th Avenue). NOTE: Such 
measures are not required to be provided but shall be shown on final 
plans if the applicant elects to provide them. 

10. The accessway serving proposed lots 19 through 21 shall be identified as 
a tract and shall include a turn-around approved by the fire marshal; 
provided a turn-around is not required if the fire marshal waives the 
requirements for a turn-around in writing. 

IV. PRIOR TO FINAL DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPROVAL AND ISSUANCE OF 
BUILDING PERMITS FOR ANY OF THE TOWN HOMES THE APPLICANT SHALL 
(WITHIN TWO YEARS): 

A. Submit to Land Development Services (Public Assurance Staff, Tracy 
Stone/ Carolyn Cook, 846-3843): 

1. Completed "Design Option" form. 

2. $2,125.00 Administration Deposit. 

NOTE: The estimated Administration Deposit for the required public 
improvements is $4,250.00. 

3. Two (2) sets of complete engineering plans for the construction of the 
following public improvements: 



Casefile 99-535-S/D(R) 
Conditions of Approval - Page 6 

a. Repair and/or maintain the Cornelius Pass Road frontage 
sidewalk (Tax Map/Lots SW 1N2 35CD/200 & 300). 

b. Provide adequate illumination at the site access intersection with 
Cornelius Pass Road. Adequate illumination shall consist of at 
least one 200 watt high pressure sodium cobra head lumina ire 
mounted at a minimum height of 20 feet on existing utility poles if 
available. The fixture shall have a medium semi-cutoff type Ill 
distribution. The pole shall be located within the area defined by 
the radius returns of the intersection. The fixture shall be oriented 
at 90 degrees to centerline of the collector or arterial. For 
intersections of collectors with arterials, or arterials with arterials, 
the luminaiare fixture shall be installed at 90 degrees to the higher 
classified roadway. If the intersecting roadways are of the same 
functional classification, the fixture may be oriented at 90 degrees 
to either roadway. If no existing utility poles are available within 
the intersection area defined by the radius returns, the developer 
shall meet the requirements of the Department of Land Use and 
Transportation 1991 Roadway Illumination Standards, latest 
revision. The Traffic Engineer may require illumination in addition 
to the above-stated minimums. Direct technical questions 
concerning this condition or the 1991 Roadway Illumination 
Standards to Tom Wolch, Traffic Engineer at (503) 846-7960. 

These improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Washington County Uniform Road Improvement 
Design Standards. They shall be completed and accepted by the County 
within the time frame specified in the public assurance contract, or prior 
to final building inspection approval, whichever occurs first. 

B. Obtain Engineering Division approval, provide financial assurance and 
obtain a Facility Permit for: 

Construction of the public improvements listed in conditions IV.A.3. a through b. 

C. Form a street lighting service district (or ensure through other measures 
as approved by the Operations Division) for: 

Public street light at the intersection of the site access and Cornelius Pass Road. 

D. Submit to Land Development Services, Project Planner (Albert Boesel, 846-
3835): 

1. Final Approval form (Type I procedure). 

2. Final Approval fee. 
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3. Final site plan showing: 

a. Screening, buffering and setbacks between the development site 
and land to the east (1 N235DC00101 ), south (1 N235CD04300 and 
04400) and west (1 N235CD00300 and 05000) as show on the 
submitted plans with the following exceptions: 

i. A solid sight-obscuring fence or masonry wall six feet high 
abutting the south and west property lines (see standard 
S-2 or S-3 in CDC 411-7). The fence or wall shall extend 
across the south edge of the common open space at the 
intersection of Kian Lane and 2151h Avenue but is not 
required along the drainage tract. 

ii Dense evergreen shrubs (e.g., arborvitae) abutting the 
south and west property lines at least six feet high at 
planting and spaced apart on center at planting not more 
than 75 percent of their expected diameter at maturity, 
based on commonly recognized authority acceptable to 
the Director or a statement from a landscape architect 
licensed in Oregon. The shrubs are required to be planted 
only within the lots on the site; they are not required 
abutting the common open space or drainage. NOTE: For 
example, if shrubs are used with a mature diameter of 4 
feet, they shall be spaced not more than 3 feet apart on 
center at planting. 

iii. To ensure survival the vegetation required in Condition 
III.E.3.a.ii, the applicant shall provide an underground 
irrigation system for them. Bylaws of the neighborhood 
association shall require the association to be responsible 
for the cost of irrigation system operation and 
maintenance, and shall require the neighborhood 
association to maintain the vegetation in these buffers and 
to replace with like species any vegetation in the buffer 
that does not survive. the applicant shall grant an 
easement over the irrigation system to allow access to it 
by the neighborhood association. 

b. Landscaping for the water detention facility meeting the Principles 
of Section 431-9 & 10, Landscaping and Water Quantity/Quality 
Facilities. 

c. Pedestrian scale lighting (i.e., light fixtures generally situated not 
more than five feet above grade), shall be used within the open 
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spaces on the site where lights are not required to be provided in 
those open spaces for illuminating roadways. 

d. Front yard setbacks meeting the requirements of Section 375-8, 
Table B. 

4. Common Open Spaces shall be constructed as shown on the submitted 
site plan. 

5. Architectural features on the townhomes shall be constructed as shown 
on the submitted plans. 

6. Five foot wide sidewalks. 

7. Fencing along the east-west property lines of Lots 5 and 6, abutting the 
Common Open Space/gazebo, shall not exceed five feet in height and 
not be solid or opaque. This requirement shall be in the private 
Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (CCRs). 

8. No parking signs to be placed along the private streets except (a) along 
the south side of Kian lane between the west edge of the site and the 
private tract serving lots 19 through 21 and (b) along the west side of 
215th Avenue north of Kian Lane. 

9. Striping, elevation changes, speed bumps, a different paving material, 
signage and/or other similar methods the applicant elects to use to 
identify pedestrian crossing in the vicinity of the open spaces on the site 
(i.e., at the intersection of Kian lane and 215th Avenue). NOTE: Such 
measures are not required to be provided but shall be shown on final 
plans if the applicant elects to provide them. 

10. The accessway serving proposed lots 19 through 21 shall be identified as 
a tract and shall include a turn-around approved by the fire marshal; 
provided a turn-around is not required if the fire marshal waives the 
requirements for a turn-around in writing. 

E. Submit with the building plans to Building Services (846-3470) a site plan 
showing: 

maximum. 

1. Architectural features as shown on the submitted plans. 

2. Setbacks as follows: Frontage yard- 10 foot minimum, 15 foot 

3. Street trees as shown on the submitted plans and as required by Section 
431-5.1. 
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4. Pay Traffic Impact Fee. 

V. PRIOR TO ANY BUILDING OCCUPANCY AND/OR FINAL BUILDING INSPECTION 
APPROVAL: 

A. Submit to Land Development Services, Project Planner (Albert Boesel, 846-
3835): 

Automatic irrigation system plan and details in accordance with Section 417 for 
the Common Open Space and Screening and Buffering required by Section 431. 

B. The public improvements as required by Conditions III.B.3. a. through b. and as 
shown on the final approved plans shall be completed and accepted by the 
County. 

C. Sidewalks shall be constructed. NOTE: All sidewalks shall have a five foot 
unobstructed width. 

D. Street trees shall be planted. 

E. Site improvements shall be completed in accordance with the approved final 
plans. 

F. All facilities and improvements required by USA shall be completed and 
approved by USA 

VI. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS: 

A Conditions of Approval regarding eventual closure of the interim access to 
Cornelius Pass Road shall continue to apply (Casefile No.96-065-S/HRV, 
Conditions II.C.3.e & f). 

B. Adequate sight distance shall be continuously maintained by the property owner. 
This may require the property owner to periodically rernove obstructing 
vegetation from the road right-of-way. 

C. Landscaping and street trees shall be maintained in accordance with Section 
407-8.10. Maintenance shall include, but is not limited to regular watering, 
weeding, pruning and replacement. 

D. Obtain a Sign Permit prior to the placement of signs on the site unless otherwise 
exempt under Section 414-5. 
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E. This development shall be constructed in accordance with the conditions of this 
decision, the approved final plans and the standards of the Community 
Development Code (Section 207-6.1 ). 

F. All conditions of approval shall be binding upon all heirs, successors and assigns 
(Section 207-5). 

G. Transferability of this Development Permit shall be in accordance with Section 
201-8. 

H. This approval shall automatically expire two years from the date of this approval, 
unless development has commenced, an application for an extension is filed, or 
this approval is revoked or invalidated (CDC Section 201-4). 
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CASE NO. CD"i"_'\.::_Ob . .?t>\ 

OFFERED BV 
DATE _\_a ~.z.c. · ...,.,.,L.......-__ 

EXHIP '·". 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 

October 17, 2008 

TO: Washington County Coordinating Committee 

FROM: Gary Stockhoff, LUT Capital Project Management Manager 
Don Odermott, Transportation Planning Engineer, City of Hillsboro 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED EXPENDITURE OF TRAFFIC IMPACT FEES 

City of Hillsboro and Washington County hereby requests your review and 
recommendation of the following expenditure of Traffic Impact Fees at the following 
location: 

LOCATION 

1 Cornelius Pass Rd (Baseline- Wilkins) 

City- Cornelius Pass Rd (Baseline- Quatama) 

County- Cornelius Pass Rd (Baseline- Quatama) 

Private- Cornelius Pass Rd (Quatama- Wilkins) 

County- Cornelius Pass Rd (Beaverton Creek Bridge) 

Project description: 

REQUESTED 
TIF 

$4,250,000 

$4,000,000 

ESTIMATED 
PROJECT COST 

$16,427,000 

$4,250,000 

$4,000,000 

$2,177,000 

$6,000,000 

#1 - This funding will be used to widen Cornelius Pass Road to 4 and 5 lane sections 
between Baseline Road and the Light Rail right-of-way, modify the existing traffic 
signal at the Cornelius Pass/Quatama intersection, and add sidewalks and bike 
lanes. MSTIP 3C will fund the replacement of the bridge at Beaverton Creek. 
Additional improvement costs will be, or have been, contributed by the Orenco 
Woods Crossing, Beaver Creek Manor and Carlysle Gardens developments. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation- Capital Project Management Division 
1400 SWWalnut Stree~ MS 18, Hillsboro, OR 97123-5625 

phone 503.846.7800 fax: 503.846.7810 
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Washington County hereby requests your review and recommendation of the following 
expenditure of Traffic Impact Fees at the following locations: 

LOCATION 
REQUESTED ESTIMATED 

TIF PROJECT COST 

2 Kaiser Rd & Bethany Blvd Intersection $680,000 $680,000 

3 Kaiser Rd & Laidlaw Rd Intersection $1,550,000 $1,550,000 

4 Scholls Ferry Rd & River Rd Intersection $3,000,000 $3,000,000 

5 Bull Mountain Rd & Roshak Rd Intersection $3,000,000 $3,000,000 

6 Cornell Rd (143'd- Science Park) $1,400,000 $2,400,000 

7 Hwy 99W & Hall Blvd Intersection $500,000 $6,100,000 

8 Tualatin Sherwood Rd & Gerda Rd Intersection $500,000 $500,000 

The estimated costs shown are for budget purposes and will be refined during the final 
design process. 

#2 - Provide a new traffic signal, sidewalks, signing and striping 

#3 - Provide a new traffic signal, turn lanes, sidewalks, signing and striping 

#4 - Investigate intersection alternatives, construct selected alternative 

#5 - Investigate intersection alternatives, construct selected alternative 

#6 - Construct additional turn lanes & through lanes, traffic signals, sidewalks, bike 
lanes, signing and striping 

#7 - Construct additional turn lanes & through lanes, modify traffic signal, sidewalks, 
bike lanes, signing and striping 

#8 - Provide a new traffic signal, sidewalks, signing and striping 

If you have any questions, please contact rne at 503-846-7820 or Joe Younkins at 503-
846-7832. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation- Capital Project Management Division 
1400 SW Walnut Street, MS 18, Hillsboro, OR 97123-5625 

phone 503.846.7800 fax: 503.846.7810 



Disclaimer: This product is for informational 
purposesand may not have been prepared 
for, or be suitablefor legal, engineering, or 
suNeying purposes. Users of this information 
should review or consult the primary data and 
information sources to ascertain the usability 
of the information. 

Proposed Expenditure of 
Traffic Impact Fees 

October 2008 0 0.5 

For information: Washington COunty 
Department of Land Use and Transportl;ltion 
Capital Pfojeds Management 

2MIIes 
I 
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Ruth Klein 

.:ASE NO. CN? \-06hl\.o'\:'> 

OFFERED BY 5\-eS'~ 
DATE \0·77- o'li? ·om: 

.en!: 
To: 

Bonnie Kooken [wekookens@verizon.net] 
Saturday, October 18, 2008 5:10PM 
Ruth Klein 

EXHIBIT NQ. ___ _ 
Subject: RE: WHAT IS A VILLAGE(Orenco Woods Crossing COP 1·06 

Ruth: I would appreciate it if you could hand it out to the Planning commission on or 
before the October 22 meeting. 

I was unsure of the deadline date and should have reaffirmed it. Just got busy with my 
husband 1 s health problems. Sometimes priorities change within minutes!! 

Thank you for your help and assistance 

bonnie 

-----Original Message-----
From: Ruth Klein [mailto:ruthk®ci.hillsboro.or.us] 
Sent: Friday, October 17, 2008 8:38AM 
To: Bonnie Kooken 
Subject: RE: WHAT IS A VILLAGE(Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 

Good morning Bonnie, 

The packet went out yesterday. Would you like for me to hand it out at the PC hearing or 
would you rather do that yourself?? Either way will work for me. 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 

,503) 681-6465 - Phone 
(503) 681-6245 - Fax 
-----Original Message-----
From: Bonnie Kooken [mailto:wekookens@verizon.net) 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2008 9:20PM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Subject: WHAT IS A VILLAGE(Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 

Ruth will you please add the attached written testimony to the Planning Commissioners• 
packet. 

r•m working on a new computer and hope this gets to you on time. 

Thank you for your help 

Bonnie kooken 
503-648-3743 

1 
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October 16, 2008 

Hillsboro City Planning Commissioners 
Hillsboro City Civic Center 
Emailed to Ruth Klein ruthk@ci.hillsboro.us.or 

DATE \0-7.2 -o§? 
EXHIBIT NO. ___ _ 

Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing Modification- COP 1-06 

Visualize a self-sustaining Village. Now visualize a neighborhood/community/district with a 
strip-mall. All meet the criteria stated in the Zoning Ordinance (HZO) Section 136 (B) and 
Section 136 (Ill) (YY). Except a village must be a self-contained and facilitate neighborhood 
self-sufficiency and sense of community. 

Zoning Ordinance CHZO) Section 136 fill) CYY): Residential Village. 

As used in conjunction with the Station Community Residential Village District of this 
ordinance, a residential village is a self-contained community where residents can 
live, work and recreate on a day-to-day basis without an over-reliance on the larger 
community or region, as opposed to being a euphemism for a quaint or intentionally 
picturesque housing project. A residential village project includes all of the 
following: a range of housing types to fully integrate the community without a feeling of 
exclusivity; a variety of commercial and public services, parks and natural areas, 
employment opportunities, and other amenities found in a small community; an 
integrated pedestrian-sensitive, multi-modal street and alley system to make it easy to 
walk and travel to, from and throughout the community; and an organized site plan 
that facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community 

A Village, Neighborhood, and Community have many of the same development 
characteristics as per: Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance (HZOl Section 136 I (8) However, 
there are major differences: 

Station Community Planning Areas consist of zoning districts which share a 
number of qualities and characteristics but are distinguished by differences in 
emphasis on primary uses and intensity of development. The land use districts are 
designed to work together to result in a lively, prosperous mixed-use neighborhood 
providing an attractive place to live, work, shop and recreate with less reliance on the 
automobile than is typical elsewhere in the community: 

1. A balanced pedestrian orientation featuring buildings, streets and public 
spaces oriented towards the pedestrian while not excluding the automobile. 
(Same for all) 



2. Concentration of housing and/or jobs in centers which encourage transit users 
to live and work near transit stations. (Not knowing what type of commercial will 
be built- we do not know if these jobs will be minimal wage or high paying 
income. If the jobs pay minimal wage, day-care, offices, shopping centers, 
pharmacy, the employees will not be able to afford to live in the Orenco Woods 
Crossing. Therefore, they would either ride the Max with over one-half mile to 
walk to work or will drive. Driving adds to the negative transportation problem that 
already exists without the commercial development. If the jobs are high pay, will 
people who can afford to Jive in Orenco Woods Crossing chose to live here or 
someplace else where they have open space and Jess traffic?) 

3. Public amenities, including parks, plazas and other community facilities. 
(Same for all) 

4. A multi-modal circulation system that links uses of bus, bicycle, van pool, auto 
and light rail with pedestrians. (The Orenco and the 206-Quatama Max stations 
are more than one-half mile away, and sections of the walking areas are not 
pedestrian safe due to lack of sidewalks in some areas. There is no bus service 
except on 231.) 

5. A development and circulation plan that provides convenient access to light 
rail stations while minimizing and overcoming physical and psychological 
barriers. (Same reasons as #4) 

6. Placement of automobile intensive uses in locations where the existing road 
and street system will support such uses and where such uses do not adversely 
impact other transit-oriented uses." (The Orenco Woods Crossing project traffic 
design continues to be a negative impact on the town of Orenco and now the 
addition of the commercial will have the same negative impact on all the 
residents living along Quatama- a transportation nightmare.) 

7. Many villages and neighborhoods are located near or around public transportation. 
(The property in question is near two MAX stations; however, the property is not within 
easy, safe walking distance of either station. (Map section 1 N2W35) So people will 
tend to drive to work adding to the existing traffic congestion problem.) 

8. Village businesses are largely independent, and in many instances they are 
the anchor of the village. The owners and employees have strong ties to the 
surrounding neighborhood. They are often owned and operated by people 
fulfilling their dreams. (We do not know at this time if this pertains to this 
modification because we do not know what type of commerce will occupy this 
property.) 

9. Many villages are older, well-established neighborhoods whose residents 
have a sense of community. Examples of local villages are Multnomah 
Village, Kenton District, St.Johns, Ladd's Addition, First Addition of Lake 
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Oswego and Orenco. In the early 1900s Orenco was the prime example of a 
self-sustaining village with its stores, post offices, churches, printing shop. 
People raised most of their own food and livestock. 

10. HZO Section 137 #12, Table 1 H: states that the maximum building height is 
three stories. This project proposes four-story condominiums. 

The proximity of the Orenco Townsite Conservation (OTC) District demands that the impacts 
from this "modification" be considered. Is this "modification" "designed to work together with 
the OTC to result in a lively, prosperous mixed-use, self-reliant neighborhood"? 

The following are excerpts of the zoning ordinance that should be considered. 

1. Will this commercial proposal create a self-reliant neighborhood? 

2. Is the plan innovative and imaginative site planning in order to develop a 
sense of place? 

3. Is it appropriate to propose four-story condominiums when the zoning calls for 
a maximum of 3-stories. 

4. Does this proposed modification conserve and enhance the historic, open 
space and architectural qualities of the Orenco Townsite. 

5. Does this modification protect the Orenco district reminiscent of the turn of the 
century community which thrived in this location? 

6. Does simply requesting a "modification to add commercial property to this SE 
comer of the Orenco Woods Crossing create a Residential Village? Or does it 
simply create a community-neighborhood with a strip mall? 

Bonnie Kooken 
Orenco Neighborhood Organization 
503-648-3743 



Ruth Klein 

From: maddreams3712@aol.com 

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2008 11:21 PM 

To: Ruth Klein 

CASE NO. o -\-Cb"bCP\ 
OFFERED BY 'S\c££ 

.. J:?ATEL.\D.-:±z.-q~ 
EXHIBIT NO. ____ _ 

Cc: annejim1 @verizon.net; williamtcchapman@yahoo.com 

Subject: clarification 

!'age 1 or 1 

Please note that in a recent letter to the Hillsboro Planni.ng Commission dated Oct.l6th, 2008, the 
reference to the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance in the second paragraph should have read "Section 136 VII 
A 1". 

Thank you, 
Mark David 

McCain or Obama? Stay updated on coverage of the Presidential race while you browse • Download Now! 
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Ruth Klein 

From: anne lubischer [annejim1 @verizon.net] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 10:20 AM 

To: Ruth Klein 

OFFERED BY .S.,\.c&.:<:;' ·-.... 

DATE \ D- 2:,2._...,. OK ~ 

EXHTBfi Nd._ .... _. =-:......---···-····· 

Subject: Request by Lubischer to leave the record open 

Ruth, could you please submit the following request to the Planning Commission? 

10-22-2008 {10:20 PST) 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
Re: Oren co Woods Crossing, COP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

I would like to request, pursuant to ORS 197.763 (6)(b), that the record be left open for at least seven days to 
submit additional written evidence, arguments or testimony for the purpose of responding to the new written 
evidence submitted since the previous hearing. 

I would also request, pursuant to ORS 197.763 (6)(c), that if new evidence is submitted during the period the 
record is left open !hall, and others, be allowed to respond. 

Thank you, 

Jim Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

ORS 197.763 C6a- 7) 

197.763 Conduct of local quasi-judicial land use hearings; notice requirements; hearing 
procedures. The following procedures shall govern the conduct of quasi-judicialland use hearings 
conducted before a local governing body, planning commission, hearings body or hearings officer on 
application for a land use decision and shall be incorporated into the comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations: 

(6)(a) Prior to the conclusion of the initial evidentiary hearing; any participant may request an 
opportunity to present additional evidence, arguments or testimony regarding the application. The local 
hearings authority shall grant such request by continuing the public hearing pursuant to paragraph (b) of 
this subsection or leaving the record open for additional written evidence, arguments or testimony 
pursuant to paragraph (c) of this subsection. 

(b) If the hearings authority grants a continuance, the hearing shall be continued to a date, time and 
place certain at least seven days from the date of the initial evidentiary hearing. An opportunity shall be 
provided at the continued hearing for persons to present and rebut new evidence, arguments or 
testimony. If new written evidence is submitted at the continued hearing, any person may request, prior 
to the conclusion of the continued hearing, that the record be left open for at least seven days to submit 
additional written evidence, arguments or testimony for the purpose of responding to the new written 
evidence. 
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(c) If the hearings authority leaves the record open for additional written evidence. arguments or 
testimony. the record shall be left open for at least seven days. Any participant may file a written request 
with the local government for an opportunity to respond to new evidence submitted during the period 
the record was left open. If such a request is filed. the hearings authority shall reopen the record pursuant 
to subsection (7) of this section. 

(d) A continuance or extension granted pursuant to this section shall be subject to the limitations of 
ORS 215.427 or 227.178 and ORS 215.429 or 227.179, unless the continuance or extension is requested 
or agreed to by the applicant. 

(e) Unless waived by the applicant, the local government shall allow the applicant at least seven days 
after the record is closed to all other parties to submit final written arguments in support of the 
application. The applicant's final submittal shall be considered part of the record, but shall not include 
any new evidence. This seven-day period shall not be subject to the limitations ofORS 215.427 or 
227.178 and ORS 215.429 or 227.179. 

(7) When a local governing body. planning commission. hearings body or hearings officer reopens a 
record to admit new evidence. arguments or testimony. any person may raise new issues which relate to 
the new evidence. arguments. testimony or criteria for decision-making which apply to the matter at 
issue. 

10/22/2008 
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CIN OF HILLSBORO 

m 
October 22, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing -File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

The City staff, City attorney and Planning Commission president have requested the following 
changes to the draft conditions. 

DRAFT CONDITIONS 

1. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit B as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. 

2. Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Commission. 

3. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but 
not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site to the satisfaction of the City Transportation Planning 
Engineer prior to approval of each non-residential Detailed Development Plan. The 
submitted letter shall address the trip generation cap for this site which shall restrict 
development of non-residential commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of 
no more than 2848 average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new 
vehicle trips, and 27 4 afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. Trips which are generated 
using non-vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by and diverted link trip types 
are not subject to the trip cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications 
which include a request that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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PC StaffReoortF CDP 1-06 !MOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing 2 
(Track Changes Accepted) 

shall first be required to apply for and receive a new Concept Development Plan 
Modification approval. 

4. Prior to the final inspection approval of any residential structure or issuance of any 
occupancy permit within the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the developer shall 
demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance with the 
following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional right-of-way across the entire 
site frontage to meet the Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standard. The 
dedication shall match the adopted roadway centerline alignment for NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements 
along the entire site frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial 
roadway standards. 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road v.iden the eastern side of the existing paved 
roadway to provide for the required tum lanes and pavement tapers as detailed in 
other Conditions of Approval. These improvements shall include obtaining 
required permits and constructing required pavement widening, pavement 
markings and roadway signage, curb and gutter, street lights, storm drainage and 
other utility modifications, landscape planters and street trees, five (5) foot wide 
sidewalk, and associated improvements as approved by the County Engineer. 
Record slope easements where directed by the County Engineer. 

f) The approach of Street 2 to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall meet Washington 
County sight distance requirements. 

Ouatama Road 

g) On NW Quatama Road, dedicate additional right of way across the entire site 
frontage to meet the Washington County C-3 collector roadway standard. 
Dedication of additional right of way may be required at the northwest corner of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road in order to accommodate 
conditioned intersection and traffic signal improvements. 



PC StaffReport F CDP 1-06 CMOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing 3 
(Track Changes Accepted) 

h) On NW Quatama Road, record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. 

i) The approach of Street B to NW Quatama Road shall meet Washington County 
sight distance requirements. 

5. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy of any non-residential use within the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, and subject to the approval of Washington 
County, the developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro 
compliance with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to 
allow for the future construction of a southbound 175 foot right tum storage lane 
with transition tapers and intersection comer radius and traffic signal 
improvements at the approach to NW Quatama Road. Future improvements shall 
include an 8 foot wide curb tight sidewalk with integrated street trees in grates. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record a minimum of 4 foot wide public utility 
easement (PUE), in lieu of the otherwise required 8 foot PUE, adjacent to public 
right of way dedication for a future 175 foot long southbound right tum storage 
lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at the approach to NW Quatama Road through 
placement of underground utility infrastructure under the public sidewalk. 
Coordinate design and construction of improvements behind the street curb with 
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, and utility service providers. 

d) Obtain required permits from Washington County and implement a traffic signal 
interconnect linking the traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW 
Quatama Road and NW Wilkins Street (currently under construction). 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County 
A-4 standard S-lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right tum 
lane using the fifth lane at its approach to NW Quatama Road, including provision 
of 150 feet of striped right tum storage lane, transition striping, and required 
signage. Modify the existing traffic signal as required by conditioned road 
improvements in accordance with Washington County standards. 

f) Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, subject to 
County approval and receipt of required permits from the County Engineer and 
City Engineer, at a distance of approximately 715 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Utilize the southbound west curb lane of 
the County A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate an interim southbound 
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right-turn lane using the fifth lane, with storage length and deceleration taper to be 
determined by Washington County, at the new public street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a northbound left turn lane with 75 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane transitions as determined by Washington County 
at the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic movements at 
the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall be limited to right­
in, right-out, and left-in movements through the use of raised medians and barrier 
curbs, signage, and striping on the approach street and/or NW Cornelius Pass 
Road as determined by the County Engineer. 

Ouatama Road 

g) On NW Quatama Road obtain required permits and construct improvements to 
establish a left turn median lane with 50 feet of storage at the eastbound approach 
to the intersection with Street B. Subject to the availability of adequate right of 
way, obtain required permits and construct a continuous left turn median and bi­
directional bike lanes between NE 76th Avenue and NW Cornelius Pass Road 
including a striped 150 foot eastbound storage lane at the traffic signal approach. 
Within existing public right of way, widen NW Quatama Road to provide a 175 
foot westbound left turn storage lane with tapers at the approach to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

h) Modify the existing traffic signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to accommodate conditioned roadway widening. Maintain the existing 
protected/permitted left turn signal phasing on the northbound and southbound 
approaches ofNW Cornelius Pass Road and the existing permitted left turn signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches ofNW Quatama Road. 

Quatama Road I NW 227th Avenue Intersection Improvements 

i) Widen NW 227th Avenue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of the 
existing right-of-way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the 
Rock Creek Bridge roadway guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide 
southbound to eastbound Jane and a minimum 13-foot wide westbound to 
northbound lane within the turn radius unless approved otherwise by the County 
Engineer. 

j) On NW Quatama Road east of the intersection with NW 227th Avenue and 
extending to the eastern boundary of Tract A of the Alder Creek Estates 
subdivision, realign and widen NW Quatama Road to the south, within the 
boundaries of the existing right-of-way, to provide a minimum 20-foot roadway 
width, unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer. Install guardrail to 
AASHTO and County standards along the north shoulder of NW Quatama Road 
adjacent the segment of roadway where road shoulder subsidence has occurred 
adjacent to Rock Creek. 



PC Staff Report F- COP 1-06 (MOD ]) Orenco Woods Crossing 5 
(Track Changes Accepted) 

Quatama Road Bridge Signage 

k) On both roadway ':fproaches install additional warning signage in advance of the 
bridge on NW 227 Avenue in accordance with MUTCD standards. Signing may 
include signs warning of a "bridge ahead", "narrow bridge", "road narrows" or 
"pedestrians on bridge". Coordinate with, and obtain required permits, from 
Washington County. 

7. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any non-residential use, the 
developer shall demonstrate compliance to the City Engineer and/or Transportation 
Committee with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from the City of Hillsboro for access onto and work 
within the City right-of-way. 

Pedestrian Signage on Dogwood Street 

b) Subject to the approval of the City Engineer, install pedestrian signage on NW 
Dogwood Street in the vicinity of NW 227th A venue directing pedestrians to use 
the existing north sidewalk located adjacent the public school and the new 
sidewalk/pathway facilities provided in the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road. 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

c) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph design speed. On-street parking, except where restricted 
to preserve required sight distance, shall be allowed; however, the City reserves 
the right to restrict or prohibit future on-street parking between NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and Tract "M" as depicted on Sheet 601 of the application. Obtain all 
required permits through the City Engineer. 

d) Construct Street B between NW Quatama Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph design speed. 

e) No parking shall be permitted along either side of Street B within 100 feet ofNW 
Quatama Road. Street B shall have a paved width of 36 feet within 125 feet of 
NW Quatama Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatama Road approach. Street B shall be constructed to align opposite NE 76th 
A venue. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

f) Commercial and multi-family driveway approaches to Street 2, and to Street B 
shall be addressed during Detailed Development Plan review. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Planning staff recommends that the Commission re-open the hearing and receive the applicant's 
presentation, public testimony, and rebuttal. Following, the applicant's rebuttal, staff 
recommends that the Commission deliberate and reach a tentative decision. In anticipation that 
the Commission may recommend tentative approval, staff has prepared this draft set of 
conditions. Should the Commission recommend approval at the November 12th meeting, then 
staff and the applicant will return with a draft resolution and findings respectively. · 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 



October 22, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

The City staff, City attorney and Planning Commission president have requested the following 
changes to the draft conditions. 

DRAFT CONDITIONS 

1. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit B as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. 

2. Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Commission. 

LEach non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but• ~ -{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ) 

not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site to the satisfaction of the City Transportation Planning 
Engineer prior to approval of each non~residential Detailed Development Plan. The __ ~ Deleted: 'II 

submitted letter shall address 1[le_ tri_p _ge~r~i~ 9~ f~ _!hi~ s_i!e which shal!_ ~st!Jci:: >-1'-----------< 
development of non-residential commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of - c:0::.:•:::1•:.:ted='_:_T _______ _; 

no more than 2848 average weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new 
vehicle trips, and 274 afternoon peak hour new vehide trips. Trips which are generated 
using non-vehicular modes or which are comprised of pass-by and diverted link trip types 
are not subject to the trip cap limits. Submitted Detailed Development Plan applications 
which include a request that exceeds the new vehicle trip generation caps detailed above 
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shall first be required to apply for and receive a new Concept Development Plan 
Modification approvaJ. 

LPrior to the final inspection approval of any residential structure or issuance of any• -
occupancy pennit.~tJin _!h<;_ Qr:e~o-W_Eo~s ~rE_ss_ing_ d~vej_ol'_m~t,_ th~ ~v~loJ>e':_sl!_al!_ 
demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance with the 
following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

I 

I 
I b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional right-of-way across the entire 

site frontage to meet the Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standard. The 
dedication shall match the adopted roadway centerline alignment for NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

I 

I I 

.,_--

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-wayl'.crE_s~th~ e_!!ti~ ~teJT()!l~"'- ____ _ 1 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements 
along the entire site frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial 
roadway standards. 

I I 
I I 
I 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road widen the eastern side of the existing paved 
roadway to provide for the required tum Janes and pavement tapers as detailed in 
other Conditions of Approval. These improvements shall include obtaining I 1 
required permits and constructing required pavement widening, pavement l 1 
markings and roadway signage, curb and gutter, street lights, storm drainage and I 1 
other utility modifications, landscape planters and street trees, five (5) foot wide I 1 
sidewalk, and associated improvements as approved by the County Engineer. 11 
Record slope easements where directed by the County Engineer.~ _____ ...!1 

-0- .f!te:::appr~aCji ~f ~tr~e{) Jo::: ~ ~oiTI~iu~ fas~ ~o~ ~a] 
County sight distance requirements. 

Quatama Road 

______ __} 

meet W ashington• 
-------~ 

I 
I 
I 

I 

gL On NW Quatama Road, dedicate additional right of way across the entire site-> \ 
frontage to meet the Washington County C-3 collector roadway standard. \ 11 

Dedication of additional right of way may be required at the northwest corner of \ 11 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road in order to accommodate \ 1 

conditioned intersection and traffic signal improvements. \ \ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

Deleted: of any use 

Deleted: 

Deleted: 1 
<'>'1 
<#>On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize 
the southbound west curb lane of the 
County A-4 standard S~lane road section 
to delineate a new interim southbound 
right tum lane using the fifth lane at its 
approach to NW Quatama Road, 
including provision of 150 feet of striped 
right tum storage lane, tnlDsition striping. 
and required signage. ModifY the 
existing traffic signal as required to meet 
Washington County standards.'g 
<11>'1 
<#>Obtain required permits from 
Washington County and implement a 
traffic signal interconnect linking the 
traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass 
Road at NW Quatama Road and NW 
Wilkins Street (CUO'ently under 
constroction).1 

Deleted: <#>Construct a new public 
street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, 
subjec1 to County approval and receipt of 
required permits from the County 
Engineer and City Engineer, at a distance 
of approximately 715 feet north ofNW 
Quatama Road (ce:oterline-to-<:enterlin~ 
distance). Utilize the southbound we 
CUJb lane of the County A-4 standard 
lane road section to delineate an interim: 
southboUJJd right-tum lane using the fifth 
lane, with stomge length and deceleration 
taper to be determined by Washington 
County, at the new public street access to 
NW Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a 
northbound left tum lane with 75 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane 
transitions as detennined by Washington 
County at the new public street access to 
NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic 
movements at the new public street 
access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall 
be limited to right-in, right-out, and left-
in movements through the use of mised 
medians and barrier curbs, sign age, and 
striping on the approach street and/or NW 
Cornelius Pass Road as determined by the 
County Engineer. 'II 
Deleted: Sight distance requirements at 
t 

Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering 

Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering 
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h) On NW Quatama Road, record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
adjacent to the dedicated right-of-way across the entire site frontage. ,.. ____ _ Deleted: 'II , 

.., _ _ _ - <#>On NW Quatama Road obtain 

-i)- .De=a~r~acli qf [tr~t]!, ~ ~ Qu~a B.o~d ~hit I io~t }v ~hini!o~ C~u~ty3 required pennits and construct 
· cll d · · r\ improvements to establish a left tum 

Sit I Stance requirements. '
1 

medim lane with 50 feet of storage at the 
eastbound approach to the intersection 

P · · f 'fi f f 'd · 1 "th" th t1 witbStreetB. Subjccttolbeavailability L nor to ISsuance o any cert1 ICate o .e._cc~p~~ ~ ~y non-res1 entia us~ W_!_ .!_.D _~I ofadequaterightofway,obtainrequi.Ted 

Orenco Woods Crossing development and subject to the approval of Washington~ I pen:nitsandconstructacontinuousleft 
· 1 b I \ tum median and bi-directional bike lanes County. the developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hi! s oro II "-ro NE 76• Avo•o ond NW 

comp1iance with the following items: t ~ \ Cornelius Pass Road including a striped 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to 
allow for the future construction of a southbound 175 foot right tum storage lane 
with transition tapers and intersection corner radius and traffic signal 
improvements at the approach to NW Quatama Road. Future improvements shaH 
include an 8 foot wide curb tight sidewalk with integrated street trees in grates. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record a minimum of 4 foot wide public utility 
easement (PUE), in lieu of the otherwise required 8 foot PUE, adjacent to public 
right of way dedication for a future 175 foot long southbound right tum storage 
lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at the approach to NW Quatama Road through 
placement of underground utility infrastructure under the public sidewalk. 
Coordinate design and construction of improvements behind the street curb with 
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, and utility service providers. 

j r 1 150 foot eastbound storage lane at the 

l
A I traffic signal approach. Within existing 
f public right of way, widen NW Quatama 
l' 1 Road toprov:ide a I75foot westbound 

J! left tum storage lane with tapcn at the: 
1r I approach to NW Cornelius Pass Road. "i 

f~ Deleted: <11>Modifythe existing traffic 
~~ signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and 
~ NW Quatama Road to accommoda1e 

I conditioned roadway widening. Maintain t, the existing protected/permitted left tum 

I
, signal phasing on the northbound and 

southbound approaches ofNW Cornelius 
.~· Pass Road and the existing permitted left 
~~ tum signal phasing on tbe eastbound and 

I I westbound approaches ofNW Quatama 
~jl Rood. l 

ifl Deleted: Sight distance requirements at 

~j\ Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering 

~~ Deleted: t 

~ Deleted: es 

I Deleted: 2 

Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering 

Deleted: the 

d) Obtain required permits from Washington County and implement a traffic signal• - -i Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbenng ) 

interconnect linking the traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass Road at N\V 
Ouatama Road and NW Wilkins Street (currently under construction). 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County• - -l Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering ] 

A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right turn 
Jane using the fifth Jane at its approach to NW Ouatama Road. including provision 
of 150 feet of striped right tum storage Jane. transition striping. and required 
siQllae:e. Modify the existing traffic signal as required by conditioned road 
improvements in accordance with Washington County standards. 

D Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. subject to-- - -l Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ) 

County approval and receipt of required permits from the Countv Engineer and 
City Em!ineer. at a distance of approximately 715 feet north of NW Ouatama 
Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Utilize the southbound west curb Jane of 
the Countv A-4 standard 5-Jane road section to delineate an interim southbound 
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right-tum lane using the fifth lane. with storage length and deceleration taper to be 
determined by Washington County. at the new pub1ic street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a northbound left turn lane with 75 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane transitions as determined by Washington County 
at the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic movements at 
the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall be limited to right­
in. right-out. and left-in movements through the use of raised medians and barrier 
curbs. signage. and striping on the aPProach street and/or NW Cornelius Pass 
Road as determined by the County Engineer . 

• OuatamaRoad ___________ _ ~ -<:. - Formatted: Underline 

Formatted: Indent: left: 0.75" 

g) On NW Ouatama Road obtain required permits and construct improvements to+ - - Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

establish a left tum median lane with 50 feet of storage at the eastbound approach 
to the intersection with Street B. Subject to the availability of adequate right of 
way. obtain required permits and construct a continuous left tum median and bi-
directional bike lanes between NE 76"' Avenue and NW Cornelius Pass Road 
including a striped 150 foot eastbound storage lane at the traffic signa} approach. 
Within existing public right of way. widen NW Quatama Road to provide a 175 
foot westbound left turn storage lane with tapers at the approach to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

• - Fonnatted: Indent: Left: 0.75'" 

h) Modify the existing traffic signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Ouatama• - Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering 

Road to accommodate conditioned roadway widening. Maintain the existing 
protected/permitted left turn signal phasing on the northbound and southbound 
aPProaches ofNW Cornelius Pass Road and the existing permitted left turn signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches ofNW Ouatama Road. 

Ouatama Road /NW 227th Avenue Intersection Improvements 

ll_ Widen NW 227th Avenue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of th~ - -(Formatted: Bullets aod Numben •• , 

existing right-of-way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the 
Rock Creek Bridge roadway guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide 
southbound to eastbound lane and a minimum 13-foot wide westbound to 
northbound lane within the turn radius unless approved otherwise by the County 
Engineer. 

j}_On NW Quatama Road east of the intersection with NW 227th Avenue and• - -1 Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering ) 

extending to the eastern boundary of Tract A of the Alder Creek Estates 
subdivision, realign and widen NW Quatama Road to the south, within the 
boundaries of the existing right-of-way, to provide a minimum 20-foot roadway 
width, unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer. Install guardrail to 
AASHfQ and County standards along the north shoulder of NW Quatama Road 
adjacent the segment of roadway where road shoulder subsidence has occurred 
adjacent to Rock Creek. 
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Ouatama Road Bridge Signage 

!Q_On both roadway ':fproachesJns_tal!_ a<!<Ji_l!o!!_al2"~l!Jg-"i@a,ge i_n ~d~an-'e ~f_!.h~-< -,?'o_;•:;.:'•:.c""'=' _;• -:--:--~-:--: 
bridge on NW 227 Avenue in accordance with MUTCD standards. Signing may , Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

include signs warning of a "bridge ahead'', "narrow bridge", "road narrows" or Deleted: ifapprovedbytheCounty 

"pedestrians on bridge". Coordinate with, and obtain required pennits, from c:En=gin===:...· _______ _) 

Washington County. 

7. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy fu!,~y ~n_:!e~d!n~al_~ _!!Je _ __ -i?'o_;el:;.:•;.;;""'=' .;;''-::------: 
developer shaH demonstrate compliance to the City Engineer and/or Transportation - -{c:o:.:el:::•::""'=' ='":::ild::"'"''------_j 
Committee with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary pennits from the City of Hillsboro for access onto and work 
within the City right-of-way. 

Pedestrian Signage on Dogwood Street 

b) Subject tothe approval of the City Engineer, install pedestrian signage on NW 
Dogwood Street in the vicinity ofNW 227th Avenue directing pedestrians to use 
the existing north sidewalk located adjacent the public school and the new 
sidewalk/pathway facilities provided in the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road. 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

c) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph design speed. On-street parking. except where restricted 
to preserve required sight distance, shall be allowed; however, the City reserves 
the right to restrict or prohibit future on-street parking between NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and Tract "M" as depicted on Sheet 60 I of the application. Obtain all 
required pennits through the City Engineer. 

d) Construct Street B between NW Quatama Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph design speed. 

e) No parking shall be pennitted along either side of Street B within I 00 feet ofNW 
Quatama Road. Street B shall have a paved width of 36 feet within 125 feet of 
NW Quatama Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatama Road approach. Street B shall be constructed to align opposite NE 76th 
A venue. Obtain all required pennits through the City Engineer. 

f) Commercial and multi-fumily driveway approaches to Street 2, and to Street B 
shall be addressed during Detailed Development Plan review. 

I • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1 ~., . ...,,, 
~------------~ 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Planning staff recommends that the Commission re-open the hearing and receive the applicaot's 
presentation, public testimony, aod rebuttal. Following, the applicant's rebuttal, staff 
recommends that the Commission deliberate and reach a tentative decision. In anticipation that 
the Commission may recommend tentative approval, staff has prepared this draft set of 
conditions. Should the Commission recommend approval at the November 12"' meeting, then 
staff and the applicant will return with a draft resolution and findings respectively. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner 11I 





CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
October 21, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

Prior to the October 22, 2008 Planning Commission meeting, a staff report dated October 16th 
was transmitted to the Planning Commission. The October 16th staff report stated that a traffic 
analysis and draft conditions of approval would be forthcoming within a supplement staff report. 
The Transportation Planning Engineering worked closely with Planning staff and County 
Engineering staff crafting the following draft conditions. In addition, City staff have reviewed 
the August 2008, Traffic Impact Analysis and Supplemental Report dated October I 0, 2008, 
prepared by Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC together with the Safety Audit report prepared 
under contract to the City of Hillsboro by Group MacKenzie Inc. dated October 16, 2008 and 
propose the following conditions of approval as recommended mitigation for the requested 
modification to the Concept Development Plan. 

DRAFT CONDITIONS 

I. The conditions of approval contained in Orenco Woods Crossing Resolution Nos. 1561-P 
and 2172 shall remain in full effect except as modified as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification approval. The area of modification is identified on 
Exhibit B as the portion of the Orenco Woods Crossing development located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B. 

2. Application(s) for Detailed Development Plan approval shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Commission. 

3. Each non-residential Detailed Development Plan submittal for this site shall include, but 
not be limited to, a letter from the traffic engineer documenting compliance with the trip 
generation cap for this site. 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
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4. The trip generation cap for this site shall restrict development of non-residential 
commercial and retail uses on the site to the generation of no more than 2848 average 
weekday daily new vehicle trips, 199 morning peak hour new vehicle trips, and 274 
afternoon peak hour new vehicle trips. Trips which are generated using non-vehicular 
modes or which are comprised of pass-by and diverted link trip types are not subject to 
the trip cap limits. 

5. Prior to the occupancy of any use within the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the 
developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance 
with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional right-of-way across the entire 
site frontage to meetthe Washington County A-4 arterial roadway standard. The 
dedication shall match the adopted roadway centerline alignment for NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
across the entire site frontage. 

d) On NW Cornelius Pass Road construct the western half-street improvements 
along the entire site frontage in accordance with Washington County A-4 arterial 
roadway standards. 

e) On NW Cornelius Pass Road widen the eastern side of the ex1stmg paved 
roadway to provide for the required turn lanes and pavement tapers as detailed in 
other Conditions of Approval. These improvements shall include obtaining 
required permits and constructing required pavement widening, pavement 
markings and roadway signage, curb and gutter, street lights, storm drainage and 
other utility modifications, landscape planters and street trees, five (5) foot wide 
sidewalk, and associated improvements as approved by the County Engineer. 
Record slope easements where directed by the County Engineer. 

f) On NW Cornelius Pass Road utilize the southbound west curb lane of the County 
A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate a new interim southbound right turn 
lane using the fifth lane at its approach to NW Quatama Road, including provision 
of 150 feet of striped right tum storage lane, transition striping, and required 
signage. ModifY the existing traffic signal as required to meet Washington 
County standards. 



PC StaffReportE- CDP 1-06 (MOD ll Orenco Woods Crossing 3 

g) Obtain required permits from Washington County and implement a traffic signal 
interconnect linking the traffic signals on NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW 
Quatama Road and NW Wilkins Street (currently under construction). 

h) Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, subject to 
County approval and receipt of required permits from the County Engineer and 
City Engineer, at a distance of approximately 715 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Utilize the southbound west curb lane of 
the County A-4 standard 5-lane road section to delineate an interim southbound 
right -turn lane using the fifth lane, with storage length and deceleration taper to be 
determined by Washington County, at the new public street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road. Construct a northbound left turn lane with 75 feet of 
vehicle storage and required lane transitions as determined by Washington County 
at the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Traffic movements at 
the new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road shall be limited to right­
in, right-out, and left-in movements through the use of raised medians and barrier 
curbs, signage, and striping on the approach street and/or NW Cornelius Pass 
Road as determined by the County Engineer. 

i) Sight distance requirements at the approach of Street 2 to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road shall meet Washington County requirements. 

Quatama Road 

j) On NW Quatama Road, dedicate additional right of way across the entire site 
frontage to meet the Washington County C-3 collector roadway standard. 
Dedication of additional right of way may be required at the northwest comer of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road in order to accommodate 
conditioned intersection and traffic signal improvements. 

k) On NW Quatama Road, record an 8 foot wide public utility easement (PUE) 
across the entire site frontage. 

I) On NW Quatama Road obtain required permits and construct improvements to 
establish a left turn median lane with 50 feet of storage at the eastbound approach 
to the intersection with Street B. Subject to the availability of adequate right of 
way, obtain required permits and construct a continuous left turn median and bi­
directional bike lanes between NE 76th Avenue and NW Cornelius Pass Road 
including a striped !50 foot eastbound storage lane at the traffic signal approach. 
Within existing public right of way, widen NW Quatama Road to provide a 175 
foot westbound left tum storage lane with tapers at the approach to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

m) Modify the existing traffic signal at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to accommodate conditioned roadway widening. Maintain the existing 
protected/permitted left tum signal phasing on the northbound and southbound 
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approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the existing permitted left turn signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches ofNW Quatama Road. 

n) Sight distance requirements at the approaches of Street 2 to NW Quatama Road 
shall meet Washington County requirements. 

6. Prior to the occupancy of any use within the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the 
developer shall demonstrate to Washington County and the City of Hillsboro compliance 
with the following items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from City of Hillsboro and Washington County for 
access onto and work within the County right-of-way. 

Cornelius Pass Road 

b) On NW Cornelius Pass Road dedicate additional public right of way necessary to 
allow for the future construction of a southbound 175 foot right tum storage lane 
with transition tapers and intersection comer radius and traffic signal 
improvements at the approach to NW Quatama Road. Future improvements shall 
include an 8 foot wide curb tight sidewalk with integrated street trees in grates. 

c) On NW Cornelius Pass Road record a minimum of 4 foot wide public utility 
easement (PUE), in lieu of the otherwise required 8 foot PUE, adjacent to public 
right of way dedication for a future 175 foot long southbound right tum storage 
lane on NW Cornelius Pass Road at the approach to NW Quatama Road through 
placement of underground utility infrastructure under the public sidewalk. 
Coordinate design and construction of improvements behind the street curb with 
Washington County, City of Hillsboro, and utility service providers. 

Quatama Road I NW 227fh Avenue Intersection Improvements 

d) Widen NW 227fh Avenue and NW Quatama Road, within the boundaries of the 
existing right-of-way, extending south and east from the southern termini of the 
Rock Creek Bridge roadway guardrails to provide a minimum 13-foot wide 
southbound to eastbound lane and a minimum 13-foot wide westbound to 
northbound lane within the tum radius unless approved otherwise by the County 
Engineer. 

e) On NW Quatama Road east of the intersection with NW 227th Avenue and 
extending to the eastern boundary of Tract A of the Alder Creek Estates 
subdivision, realign and widen NW Quatama Road to the south, within the 
boundaries of the existing right-of-way, to provide a minimum 20-foot roadway 
width, unless approved otherwise by the County Engineer. Install guardrail to 
AASHTO and County standards along the north shoulder of NW Quatama Road 
adjacent the segment of roadway where road shoulder subsidence has occurred 
adjacent to Rock Creek. 
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Ouatama Road Bridge Signage 

f) On both roadway approaches, if approved by the County Engineer, install 
additional warning signage in advance of the bridge on NW 227th A venue in 
accordance with MUTCD standards. Signing may include signs warning of a 
"bridge ahead", "narrow bridge", "road narrows" or "pedestrians on bridge". 
Coordinate with, and obtain required permits, from Washington County. 

7. Prior to the occupancy of any non-residential building, the developer shall demonstrate 
compliance to the City Engineer and/or Transportation Committee with the following 
items: 

a) Obtain all necessary permits from the City of Hillsboro for access onto and work 
within the City right-of-way. 

Pedestrian Signage on Dogwood Street 

b) Subject to the approval of the City Engineer, install pedestrian signage on NW 
Dogwood Street in the vicinity of NW 227th Avenue directing pedestrians to use 
the existing north sidewalk located adjacent the public school and the new 
sidewalk/pathway facilities provided in the Orenco Woods Crossing development 
to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road. 

Internal Streets: Street 2 and Street B 

c) Construct Street 2 between Street B and NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
accommodate a 25 mph design speed. On-street parking, except where restricted 
to preserve required sight distance, shall be allowed; however, the City reserves 
the right to restrict or prohibit future on-street parking between NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and accesses to the northern and southern housing. Obtain all required 
permits through the City Engineer. 

d) Construct Street B between NW Quatama Road and Street 2 to accommodate a 25 
mph design speed. 

e) No parking shall be permitted along either side of Street B within 100 feet ofNW 
Quatama Road. Street B shall have a paved width of 36 feet within 125 feet of 
NW Quatama Road to allow adequate width for two southbound lanes at the NW 
Quatama Road approach. Street B shall be constructed to align opposite NE 76th 
A venue. Obtain all required permits through the City Engineer. 

f) Commercial and multi-family driveway approaches to Street 2, and to Street B 
shall be addressed during Detailed Development Plan review. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Planning staff recommends that the Commission re-open the hearing and receive the applicant's 
presentation, public testimony, and rebuttal. Following, the applicant's rebuttal, staff 
recommends that the Commission deliberate and reach a tentative decision. In anticipation that 
the Commission may recommend tentative approval, staff has prepared this draft set of 
conditions. Should the Commission recommend approval at the November 12th meeting, then 
staff and the applicant will return with a draft resolution and findings respectively. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

~-...... 
Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 







CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
October 16, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

REQUEST 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

The applicant's representative, WRG Design, lnc., requests Planning Commission approval of a 
modification to the Concept Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing(OWC), a 
phased residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size. 

The proposed modification to the CDP revises the approved layout at the southeast comer of the 
site. Since the modification is confined to southeast comer, this staff report will limit the 
discussion to that area unless otherwise noted. The approved CDP layout, for the southeast 
comer, includes 26 detached single family residential. lots and 40 attached single family 
residential lots. The requested CDP modification layout includes 64 residential condominium 
units and six commercial buildings. The commercial buildings are divided into two use 
categories: with the first group allocated for neighborhood commercial uses and containing 
approximately 35,777 square feet building area and the second group allocated for other 
employment uses and containing approximately 17,650 square feet in area. 

The applicant and property owner is Venture Properties, Inc. The traffic engineer is Dunn 
Traffic Engineering, LLC. 

BACKGROUND 

At the September 10, 2008 meeting, the Commission heard the presentation of the September 4 
and September I 0, 2008 staff reports. President Coulter then opened the hearing. The 
applicant's representative Mimi Doukas, ofWRG Design, lnc., and Brian Dunn, of Dunn Traffic 
Engineering, LLC, gave an overview of the requested modification and the reasons for the 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
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331 



332 

PC Staff Report D- CDP 1-06 t>vJOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing 2 

request. President Coulter then opened the discussion for questions of the applicant. At the 
conclusion of the questioning, public testimony was received. The Planning Commission 
decided, at their September 10, 2008 meeting, to continue the public hearing on Orenco Woods 
Crossing to the meeting date of October 8, 2008 to allow for the submittal of testimony 
addressing the concerns raised and for testimony in response to those concerns. 

Prior to the October 8, 2008 meeting, Planning staff received a request from the applicant's 
representative, WRG Design, Inc. to continue the hearing to the October 22, 2008 meeting. The 
request was made to allow City staff and the applicant sufficient time to address the concerns 
raised by the Commission and public testimony at the September lOth meeting. Following 
receipt of the request, Planning staff mailed notice to the attendees of the September lOth meeting 
that the applicant was requesting from the Commission a continuance. The mailing Jist for the 
attendees was derived from the sign-in sheet posted at the September 1Oth meeting. 

At the October 8, 2008 meeting, the Commission heard the presentation of the October 1" staff 
report which transmitted the testimony received since the issuance of the September 1Oth staff 
report and the applicant's request for a continuance. President Coulter then opened the hearing 
for public testimony. Following the receipt of testimony, the Commission then granted the 
applicant's request for a continuance to October 22"d. 

MAJOR ISSUES 

Transportation 

During the September 1 0, 2008 hearing, the Planning Commission posed a series of 
transportation questions to the applicant and to staff regarding the impact of the increased 
number of trips generated by the proposed CDP modification and in particular the commercial 
development on the surrounding network of streets. In response, the City's Transportation 
Planning Engineer, Don Odermott, hired Brent Ahrend of Group MacKenzie, to conduct a safety 
and traffic analysis of the applicable street network west of the site, specifically the historic 
Orenco neighborhood. Mr. Ahrend' s staff report, with recommendations, is attached for the 
Commission's review. In addition, Mr. Odermott is preparing a traffic analysis that will address 
the street network immediately adjacent and internal to the site. Mr. Odermott's staff report, 
with recommendations, will be transmitted electronically to the Commission on October 20th. 
The applicant's responses to the Planning Commission's concerns are attached to this staff 
report. 

Reconciliation of Planning Commission and City Council Resolutions 

During the September 10, 2008 hearing, the Planning Commission also requested that staff 
provide a list that identifies where and how the Planning Commission's adopted resolution 
diverges from the City Council's adopted resolution for Orenco Woods Crossing. This list is 
attached for the Commission's review. At the September 1Oth hearing, the City Attorney stated 
that staff has the authority to enforce both resolutions. The reason for this is that the Planning 
Commission resolution approved the concept development plan, subdivision tentative plat, 
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floodplain alteration permit, significant natural resource permit, and detailed development plan 
whereas the City Council resolution addressed only the concept development plan. This means 
that the other four applications remain bound to the conditions within the Commission's 
resolution because only the concept development plan application was appealed to the City 
Council. 

Concept Development Plan Modification Procedure 

During the October 8, 2008 hearing, the Planning Commission re-iterated their concerns 
regarding the legal boundaries of the Concept Development Plan Modification process. In 
response, the City Attorney Pam Beery has prepared a memo which addresses whether the 
Commission may consider an application for a CDP modification and may the Commission 
reconsider the CDP application or a portion of the CDP application. The memo responding to 
this issue is attached to this staff report. In addition, the City Attorney will be present at the 
October 22"d meeting to answer any follow-up questions. 

TESTIMONY 

The following additional items have been submitted since the October 8, 2008 meeting, and are 
attached for the Planning Commission's review: 

1. Letter from Mark David, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing", received October 16,2008. 

2. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Improper Modification procedure", 
received October 16, 2008. 

3. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), Does the 
LOS = E at the Dogwood/231" intersection meet the standard found in Table 137.4", 
received October 15, 2008. 

4. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Facts in the 
record", received October 15, 2008. 

5. Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), 9/4/08 
Revised Access Modification Request predicts the access to Quatama will become 
impracticable", received October 15, 2008. 

6. Letter from Rob Kidd, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1)", received 
October 15, 2008. 

7. Letter from Mimi Doukas, titled "Orenco Woods CDP Modification (CDP 1-06 (MOD)) 
Response to Questions from September 10, 2008 Planning Commission Hearing", received 
October 15, 2008, with attachments. 
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120DAYRULE 

As per state law ORS 227.178, the City of Hillsboro has 120 days from the date an application is 
deemed complete to issue a final action. On Augrist I, 2008 the CDP modification application 
was deemed complete with a 120-day time frame end date of November 29, 2008. The 
continuance request granted on October 8th included a two week extension of the 120 day rule. 
The 120 day time frame will now end on December 13,2008. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Planning staff recommends that the Commission re-open the hearing and receive the applicant's 
presentation, public testimony, and rebuttal. Following, the applicant's rebuttal, staff 
recommends that the Commission deliberate and reach a tentative decision. In anticipation that 
the Commission may recommend tentative approval, staff will be preparing and transmitting a 
draft set of conditions as a supplemental staff report which will be transmitted electronically on 
October 20th. Should the Commission recommend approval at the November 12th meeting, then 
staff and the applicant will return with a draft resolution and findings respectively. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attachments: 
Letter from Pam Beery, Beery, Elsner & Hammond, received October 15,2008. 
Staff report from Brent Ahrend, Group MacKenzie, received October 16, 2008. 
Memo from Ruth Klein, Planning Department, titled "Divergences Between Adopted Resolutions For 
Orenco Woods Crossing", received October 16, 2008. 

Letter from Mark David, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing", received October 16, 2008. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Improper Modification procedure", received 
October 16, 2008. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD I), Does the LOS~ Eat the 
Dogwood/231" intersection meet the standard found in Table 137.4", received October 15,2008. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Facts in the record", 
received October 15, 2008. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), 9/4/08 Revised Access 
Modification Request predicts the access to Quatama will become impracticable", received October 15, 
2008. 
Letter from Rob Kidd, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1)", received October 15, 2008. 

Letter from Mimi Doukas, titled "Orenco Woods CDP Modification (CDP 1-06 (MOD)) Response to 
Questions from September 10, 2008 Planning Commission Hearing", received September 12, 2008, with 
attachments. 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

FROM: Pamela J. Beery aod Heather & City Attorney's Office 

SUBJECT: Plaoning Commission Review of Original CDP Applications & Modifications 

DATE: October 15, 2008 

INTRODUCTION 

Venture Properties has requested approval of a modification to the Concept Development Plan 
(CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing, a phased residential development on 55 acres zoned SCR-V 
located in a Station Community Planning Area The modification would change the previously 
approved CDP for the southeast comer of the development to include 1.94 acres of neighborhood 
commercial, 1.04 acres of areas for employment use aod 64 condominium units instead of the 
townhouses that were originally planned. 

The original CDP, Detailed Development Plan (DDP), Subdivision Natural Resource Permit 
(SNRP) and F1oodplain Alteration application for the development were approved by the City 
Council on July 18, 2006: The approvals were appealed, aod all appeals have now been resolved 
in the City's favor. As such, the earlier approvals are now final 

The appellants in the challenge to the original approvals now raise questions about the Plaoning 
Commission's authority to review a modification of a CDP, aod the scope of that review. This 
memorandum is intended to aid the Commission in responding to these issues. 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. May the Commission consider ao application for a CDP modification? 
2. May the Commission reconsider the entire original approved CDP in the context of 

ao application for a modification of only a portion of the CDP ? 

(00009564) 
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Page2 

ANALYSIS AND RESPONSES 

1. Tile Commissio11 may co11sider a CDP modijicatio11. 

It is clear that under the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance (HZO) 136 Vll(A}(1) modifications of 
approved CDPs are allowed. LUBA concurred with that assessment in a recent decision quoting 
the language in HZO 136 Vll(A)(l ), using the following reasoning: 

"Development Review, or any amendment thereof(emphasis LUBA's), and the provisions of 
this subsection shall apply to all uses permitted in a Station Community Planning Area except 
construction of detached single family, duplex and ancillary dwellings built on single lots in any 
district other than the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts" (David, et al v. City of Hillsboro, 
Pacific University, et al, Slip Opinion at 36). LUBA thus determined that the City's zoning 
ordinance expressly allows for amendments, revisions and modifications to previously approved 
Development Review permits, such as a CDP, in these zones. As you know, the David case is on 
appeal to the Court of Appeals. That said, the interpretation applied by the City and approved by 
LUBA is the one that the Planning Commission must follow in this case, as it is not only a 
reasonable and correct interpretation, it has been approved on review. In such a situation, the 
Commission may not deviate from its original interpretation to the effect that a modification to 
an approved CDP can be considered, since the identical code provisions are at issue in this case 
as were at issue in David. 

2. Tile Commissio11 may 11ot reconsider tlte i11itial CDP applicatio11 til at was approved 
ill 2006 ill the co1ttext of tllis modijicatio11 applicatioll. 

While a land use applicant may seek modifications to originally submitted CDPs as stated above, 
the Commission may not reopen the original application and reconsider decisions that have 
already been approved. This type of action would be an impermissible collateral attack on prior 
approvals. Furthermore, the Commission only has jurisdiction over the application as filed, and 
not over the earlier decisions to the extent they are not addressed in the application. 

Thexe are several Oregon cases that are illustrative of this point. In a recent example, Corvallis 
approved a conceptual development plan (CDP) that contemplated an industrial business park 
within a General Industrial zone (GI) where part of the subject property was also designated as 
Limited Industrial Office (LI-0). Heilman v. Corvallis, 47 Or. LUBA 305 (2004), aff'd 199 Or. 
App. 217 (2005). The original CDP was approved in 1998 and in 2003 the applicant applied for 
a major modification of the original CDP. The petitioners in that case appealed the approval of 
the 2003 modifications arguing among other things that the proposed home improvement center 
was not allowed in the GI zoning district LUBA held that the petitioners' argument that the 
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home improvement center was not allowed was a "collateral attack on earlier decisions to apply 
the GI zone to the property and to change a portion of the subject property's plan designation 
from GI to LI-0." In effect, LUBA determined that the petitioners could not attack an issue that 
was first raised and approved in 1998, when the application under review was a modification of 
the earlier approval. 

The rationale for this long-standing principle of Oregon land use law is that an applicant relies on 
prior approvals in moving forward with approved projects, particularly after those decisions have 
been appealed and further validated as in this case. Prior approvals are still relevant to the extent 
that they inform the current review and provide context pertaining to the entire development, but 
those original approvals must not be revisited. A system where approvals could be continually 
re-examined would lead to a frustrating, confusing, and potentially moribund development 
process, and one that Oregon's courts have specifically disapproved. 

CONCLUSION 

As the Planning Commission considers a modification to the Orenco Woods CDP, which is 
allowed pursuant to the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance, the Commission cannot re-open the 
original CDP application and consider conditions or issues that have been finally approved. 
Instead, the Commission must focus only on those issues presented by the CDP modification. 
The Commission lacks jurisdiction to go outside the pending application, and to do so would 
constitute an unlawful collateral attack on an approved development plan. 

We will be happy to answer any questions the Commission may have at next week's continued 
hearing in this matter. 
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October 16, 2008 

City of Hillsboro 
Attention: Don Odermott 
150 E Main St Fourth Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing Traffic Review 
Old Orenco Safety Audit 
Project Number 2080110.02 

Dear Mr. Odermott: 

At your request, Group Mackenzie has prepared this Safety Audit of roadways in Old Orenco 
for purposes of assessing impacts and potential mitigation measures of the Orenco Woods 
Crossing (OWC) revised application. This audit considers Quatama Road west of the OWC 
site, NW 227"' A venue between Quatama Road and Dogwood Street, and Dogwood Street 
between NW 225"' and NW 231" A venues. This route was identified as the most likely to be 
used through Old Orenco by trips to and from the Orenco Woods Crossing project. 

ORENCO WOODS CROSSING IMPACTS 

The OWC project will access Quatama Road at Street "B", with a full movement intersection 
opposite NE 76"' Avenue. Access to Cornelius Pass Road will also be provided approximately 
600 feet north of Quatama with an intersection limited to right in, right out and left in. In 
accordance with the previous approval, no vehicular access will be provided to the streets 
adjacent to the elementary school. Instead, only pedestrian and bicycle access will be provided 
at Dogwood and Chestnut Streets, identified as Street D and Street 1 respectively on the 
owe site plan. 

The traffic analysis prepared by Dunn Engineering for the OWC, dated August 2008, 
estimates 22.5% of the residential traffic from OWC will travel along Quatama Road, NW 
227"' Avenue and Dogwood Street to NW 231" Avenue. It also estimates 25% of the 
retail/commercial traffic in OWC will originate from the Old Orenco and neighborhood as 
well as the neighborhood on the south side of Quatama Road (Figure 12), and an additional 
10% would travel to NW 231" A venue. This estimate (Figure 14 ), would add 133 peak hour 
vehicle trips on Quatama Road and at least 64 trips on Dogwood Street near NW 231" 
Avenue. By comparison, the previous approval for residential uses only estimated 47 trips 
would be added to these roadways. 

The addition of traffic from OWC is shown in the table presented later in this report. We have 
identified the number of peak hour trips approved with the original residential application, 
and the additional commercial trips with the revised application. In addition, a small number 
of in-process trips have been included in the traffic volume estimates. These trips are from 
projects in the area that are already approved. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Traffic Review 
Project Number 2080110.02 
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In general, the additional commercial trips will increase PM peak hour existing roadway 
volumes by 75% on Quatama west of the site, 50% on 227'h Avenue, and 10% on Dogwood 
near 231" Avenue. 

CITY STANDARDS 

The Transportation Section of the City of Hillsboro's Comprehensive Plan includes a standard 
of no more than 1,500 vehicles per day on local residential streets. It states that these streets 
are intended to serve abutting land and should carry less than 1,500 vehicles per day. If the 
volume exceeds 1,500 vehicles per day, traffic management measures shall be considered. 
This assumes a standard road width of 32 feet with sidewalks. The section on local streets 
allows for narrower roads when volumes are less than certain thresholds. For volumes less 
than 250 vehicles per day, the roadway width can be reduced to 24 feet. For roadways with 
600 to 1500 vehicles per day, the width can be reduced to 28 feet. In these cases sidewalks are 
specified and on-street parking is limited. 

The roads in Old Orenco are provided special street standards with Type "A" and "B" streets 
having a paved width of 20 feet with 3-foot shoulders, and Type "C" streets having a paved 
width of 18 feet and 3-foot shoulders. These widths are less than the allowed minimum width 
for roadways with volumes less than 250 vehicles per day. Dogwood Street and NW 227'h 
Avenue are classified as collector roadways and a Type "A" street, with a paved width 
standard of 20 feet. A standard collector roadway in Hillsboro has a paved width of 46 feet 
Alder Street is classified as a neighborhood street and is also a 20-foot Type "A" street. By 
comparison, the City's Neighborhood Street standards call for a paved width of 36 feet. 

It should also be noted that the overall traffic volumes with development are consistent with 
City and County standards for each road's classification as either a local (1,500 vpd), 
neighborhood (5,000 vpd) or collector (10,000 vpd) roadway. In accordance with the City's 
standards, traffic management should be considered on roadways with traffic volumes in 
excess of the design standard. 

It is unclear what impact the new collector roadway between Baseline and Quatama at NW 
227"' Avenue will have on these volumes. We anticipate traffic volumes on Dogwood would 
decrease slightly, and possibly on the other streets in Old Orenco as well. 

H:\PROJECTS\208011002\WP\LTR\081016 Old Orenco Safety Audit. doc 



City of Hillsboro 
Orenco Woods Crossing Traffic Review 
Project Number 2080110.02 
October 16, 2008 
Page 3 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A review of existing roadway conditions along Quatama, NW 227"' Avenue and Dogwood 
Street was conducted to assess roadway volumes, travel speeds, geometry and safety. 
Measurements were made along each roadway to assess the roadway width, presence of 
sidewalks and number of driveways. A summary of the data is included in the table below. 

Roadway Summary 
Quatama NW 227'" Dogwood 
2271hto Dogwood to 231" to 
Autumn Quatama 225'" 

Length (feet) 1154 996 2005 
Width (feet) 19.5-32 21-24 18.5-36 

Geometry Driveways 7 16 29 
Sidewalks N/E 7% 37% 48% 
Sidewalks S/W 34% 0% 70% 
Posted Speed (mph) 25 25 25 

Travel Speed EasVNorthbound(mph) 32.7 30.0 26.0 
85'h Percentile WesVSouthbound (mph) 36.7 29.0 28.0 

Existing ADT 1244 1202 1354 
AM 200 171 132 Volumes 
PM 118 109 179 

In-Process Volumes AM 10 10 10 
PM 15 15 15 

Original OWC AM 36 36 36 
Residential Volumes PM 47 47 47 
AddedOWC AM 66 (33%) 42 (25%) 17 (13%) 
Commercial Volumes PM 87 (74%) 52 (48%) 17 (9%) 
Future Total AM 312 259 195 
Volumes PM 267 223 258 

At its narrowest between 228'h and 229"' Avenues, Dogwood Street is 18.5 feet wide, which is 
less than the City's standard of 20 feet. Sidewalks are provided along the north side of 
Dogwood for the entire school frontage, and most of the south side between 225"' and 231" 
A venues. Crosswalks are provided on the north and west legs of the NW 228"' A venue 
intersection. No sidewalks are provided between NW 228"' and 229"' A venues, while 
sidewalks are available on the south side between NW 229"' and NW 231" Avenues with the 
exception of one parcel at NE 66"' Avenue. A total of 21 residential driveways are located 
between NW 227"' and 231 '' A venues. 
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NW 227"' Avenue is 21 feet wide at its narrowest, exceeding the City's 20-foot standard; 
however, sidewalks are only provided on the east side between Dogwood and Elm Streets. 
A total of 16 residential driveways exist on NW 227"' A venue between the Dogwood and the 
bridge. The bridge is 20 feet wide between the guardrails, and the roadway approaches are 
only slightly wider. No pedestrian facilities are provided on the bridge or immediately 
adjacent to the bridge, and there is a gap of approximately 100 feet from the bridge to the 
existing section of sidewalk on the south side of Quatama. Washington County's bridge 
inventory in the 2020 TSP lists the bridge as "functionally obsolete," meaning it does not 
meet current standards. Washington County has determined the bridge is structurally sound, 
although is beyond its typical service life, and would need to be replaced some time in the 
relatively near future. County staff provided a cost estimate of $200,000 to $300,000 for 
construction of a pedestrian bridge cantilevered off the vehicle bridge, along with sidewalk 
approach improvements. The owe project would add little pedestrian traffic at this location. 
The additional vehicle traffic would, however, increase conflicts with existing pedestrians, 
who must cross the bridge in the travel lane. The cost of such a pedestrian bridge would likely 
be considered disproportionate to the project impacts at this location. 

Quatama is 19.5 feet at its narrowest, just east of the bridge, where the roadway is along a 
steep slope approximately 30 feet above the creek. In this section, the westbound lane was 
measured to at 9.25 feet. No shoulder exists at this location and evidence of road and shoulder 
instability was noted. This section of the road has been identified by Washington County as 
needing improvements to shore up the slope and improve roadside shoulder safety. No 
funding has been identified to date. A sidewalk is provided on the south side of Quatama in 
this narrow section, but no sidewalk is provided to the east for a distance of approximately 
460 feet (NE n•• Place). The narrow travel lanes and small, 70-foot radius as Quatama 
approaches the bridge, result in larger vehicles such as school buses encroaching on the 
opposing lanes by approximately I foot. Therefore, the lanes need to be approximately 12 feet 
wide at the curve. 

New traffic counts and speed studies were conducted on NW 227"' A venue and Dogwood 
Street, while City data for Quatama was used from February 2008. Existing traffic volumes on 
all roadways are under the 1,500 vpd standard for a local street. A comparison of counts from 
the previous application for owe indicates volumes have changed little in the last several 
years. A comparison of traffic volumes in the summer and during the school year on 
Dogwood indicates an increase of about 200 vehicles per day with school in session (15% of 
daily traffic). 

Field observations during the afternoon school commute indicated no bicycle traffic, and most 
pedestrian activity was from children being dropped off by school buses along Dogwood. 
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All three roadways are posted for 25 mph along their entire length. A school speed zone of 
20 mph is in effect on Dogwood Street east of NW 228th A venue and on NW 227th A venue 
just south of Dogwood Street. Speed surveys were conducted by Quality Counts for this 
analysis on Dogwood and 227th Avenue in October 2008, and City data from February 2008 
was utilized for Quatama. Data from the surveys is reported as the 85'h percentile speed, 
which is the speed at which 85% of vehicles are traveling at or below. This is generally 
considered the speed at which drivers find driving comfortable and is used in setting speed 
limits. Speed data on Quatama indicates eastbound speeds just under 33 mph and westbound 
speeds just under 37 mph, at a location between 227"' Avenue and NE Autumnwood Terrace. 
NE Autumnwood Terrace is located on the south side of Quatama Road within the Danbury 
Park subdivision. Speed surveys on Dogwood between 229th and 230th A venues (outside the 
school zone) indicate 26 and 28 mph for eastbound and westbound vehicles, respectively. On 
NW 227th Avenue, speeds were measured between Fir and Elm Streets where most residences 
are located, and were found to be 30 and 29 mph northbound and southbound, respectively. 
The higher speeds on NW 227th compared to Dogwood are likely due to the wider roadway 
and fewer driveways and other impedances. 

Collision data for the Old Orenco area was obtained from the City of Hillsboro staff, which 
includes data from January 2005 through September 2008. Six crashes were reported during 
the 3.75 years; three of which were single vehicle crashes (i.e., fixed object, ditch, pole). The 
other three crashes were two rear-end and one angle. The rear-end collisions were at the 
intersections ofNW 231" AvenueJNW Dogwood and NW 228th Avenue!NW Birch Street. 
The angle collision was at the intersection of NW 227th Avenue!NW Dogwood Street. No 
injuries or fatalities were reported with any of the crashes. Based on the limited number of 
crashes, especially those involving two vehicles in the Old Orenco neighborhood, no safety 
improvements would be required to address crashes. 

TRAFFIC CALMING 

The City of Hillsboro Public Works Department Engineering Division is currently reviewing 
the need for traffic calming on Dogwood, and will be presenting their findings and 
recommendations to the Transportation Committee at the end of October. 

Our review indicates travel speeds are not significantly higher than the posted speed of 
25 mph, as would typically be required for consideration of traffic calming devices. 
Dogwood, as well as 227th A venue, are narrow with a residential character, which in itself 
helps to keep vehicle speeds slower. 
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Typical traffic calming measures to consider for speed reduction would include speed humps, 
curb extensions and raised crosswalks. Stop signs can have an impact on speeds but should 
only be installed when traffic volumes on side streets meet minimum standards, which is not 
the case for intersections along Dogwood and 227"' A venue. City staff has historically 
indicated a preference against speed humps as a traffic calming measure, instead relying on 
measures such as curb extensions and raised crosswalks. The narrow roadway width, lack of 
curbing and drainage ditches along the roadway edge does not lend itself to installation of 
curb extensions and raised crosswalks. A decision on the need for traffic calming measures in 
Old Orenco will be made by the Transportation Committee. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on our review of the existing roadway conditions and impacts of the Orenco Woods 
Crossing development, we recommend the following mitigation measures for consideration by 
City staff and the Planning Commission. These mitigation measures would address impacts of 
the project and could be considered proportionate to the impacts of the additional commercial 
trips. Cost estimates are provided for each mitigation measure for purposes of considering 
proportionality and are based only on a short field visit and general construction costs. 

• Quatama Road Widening. Widen just east of the bridge to provide a minimum 
20-foot width and move the roadway south, away from the slope. The widening could 
occur within the existing right of way on the south side and allow space for placement 
of a guardrail along the north side slope. Additional widening to 12-foot lanes may be 
needed at the curve to ensure vehicles do not encroach on the opposing lane. This 
project would allow vehicles to stay in their lane and provide increased safety along the 
slope on the north side of the roadway. Estimated costs for the improvement are 
$140,000. 

Bridge Signing. Install additional signing in advance of the bridge on NW 227'h 
Avenue, especially on the Quatama approach. Signing could include signs warning of a 
"bridge ahead," a "narrow bridge" (MUTCD standards are currently not met), "road 
narrows," and/or "pedestrians on bridge." Signing costs are estimated to be $1000. 

Sidewalks on Dogwood. Complete a sidewalk route on Dogwood to provide 
continuous sidewalks from NW 225"' A venue to NW 231" A venue. Sidewalks in OWC 
will connect to Dogwood at NW 225"' A venue and provide a link to Cornelius Pass 
Road. Sidewalks are already completed on the north side between NW 225'h and 228th 
A venues. Sidewalk gaps could be completed on the south side of Dogwood between 
NW 228th and 231" Avenues, at a distance of approximately 400 ft, including the block 
between NW 228"' and 229th Avenues and one parcel at NE 66th A venue. This would 
provide continuous sidewalk between Cornelius Pass Road and 231" A venue. 
Pedestrians would need to cross Dogwood at the existing crosswalk at the intersection 
with NW 228"' A venue, which may require improved landings to meet ADA standards. 
The estimated cost of completing the existing sidewalk route on Dogwood is $35,000 to 
$50,000. 
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Pedestrian Signage. Install pedestrian signage at the intersection of Dogwood with 
NW 227"' A venue directing pedestrians to use the sidewalks and pathways provided in 
the OWC to access the Rock Creek regional trail, Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama. 
Signing costs are estimated to be $1 ,000. 

Please call if you have any questions or would like additional information. 

Sincerely
1 

,.; :./.7 J 0 
/t'iLIJC-A---.. 

Brent Ahrend, P.E., Transportation Engineer 
Senior Associate 

Enclosures 

c: Ruth Klein - City of Hillsboro 

[)(PIRES: 12/31/0( I 
------·---
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C Collector streets provide both access and circulation between residential, commercial, 
industrial and agricultural community areas and the Arterial system. As such, Collectors tend 
to carry fewer motor vehicles than Arterials, with reduced travel speeds. Collectors may 
serve as freight access routes, providing local connections to the Arterial network. 

Typically, Collector characteristics are as follows: 

• Collectors connect neighborhoods to nearby centers, corridors, station areas, main 
streets and nearby destinations in the urban area. Land development should not be 
sited to obstruct the logical continuation of Collector streets. 

• In the rural area, Collectors are a primary link between the local street system and 
Arterials for freight, people, goods and services. 

• Access control on Collectors is relatively low, with moderately frequent access points; 
direct driveway connections from residential, commercial, industrial and agricultural uses 
are allowed within spacing parameters. 

• Collector Streets are typically over 1-2 miles in length, and are spaced Y. mile to 1 mile 
apart. 

• There is a balance between mobility and access. Traffic management measures 
generally are not appropriate. 

• Motor vehicle traffic volumes are typically 2,000 to 10,000 vehicles per day. 

D Neighborhood Routes (generally former Minor Collectors) are in residential neighborhoods 
and provide connectivity to the Collector and Arterial system. They do not serve citywide or 
community circulation. Because traffic needs are greater than a Local street, certain 
measures should be considered to retain the neighborhood character and livability of these 
routes. Neighborhood traffic management measures are allowed (including devices such as 
speed humps, traffic circles and other devices). New neighborhood routes may be 
established via the land development process. 

Typically, characteristics of Neighborhood Routes are as follows: 

• The Neighborhood Route designation is appropriate for urban areas where 
neighborhood forms are more compact and the routes are much shorter than typically 
occur in the rural area. 

• Traffic management measures are allowed. 

• Neighborhood Routes are typically up to 2 miles in length, and are spaced Y. mile to 1 
mile apart. 

• Motor vehicle traffic volumes are typically up to 5,000 vehicles per day. 

E Commercial/Industrial Streets are intended to provide access to commercial or industrial 
properties. The application of this designation through the development review process 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Speed Data SUMMARY ·Tube Count· Speed Data 

LOCATION: NW 227th Ave btwn NW FirSt and NW Elm St 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 It from NW FirSt 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76 

15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 

Grand Total 26 60 227 221 86 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Percent 4.1% 9.5% 35.9% 34.9% 13.6% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Cumulative 
4.1% 13.6% 49.4% 84.4% 97.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Percent 

~CSJ -~~~ ~--------Comments: 

Page2of2 

QC JOB #: 10387702 
DIRECTION: NB 

DATE: Oct 07 2008 ·Oct 07 2008 

Total 
Pace Number 

S_11_eed In Pace 

633 21·30 448 

86th Percentile: 30 MPH 

Moan Spood(Avorago): 24 MPH 
Median 25 MPH 
Modo: 23 MPH 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Volume Data 

LOCATION: NW 227th Ave btwn NW Fir Sl and NW Elm Sl 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 ft from NW FirSt 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
Mon Tue Wed Thu 

07-0ct-os 

12:00 AM 4 
1:00AM 1 
2:00AM 0 
3:00AM 3 
4:00AM 3 
5:00AM 7 
6:00AM 17 
7:00AM 112 
8:00AM 46 
9:00AM 22 

10:00AM 19 
11:00 AM 40 
12:00 PM 33 
1:00PM 34 
2:00PM 53 
3:00PM 35 
4:00PM 40 
5:00PM 51 
6:00PM 48 
7:00PM 26 
8:00PM 16 
9:00PM 16 

10:00 PM 7 
11:00PM 0 
Day Total 633 

%Weekday 
100.0% Average 

%Week 
100.0% Average 

AM Peak 7:00AM 
Volume 112 

PM Peak 2:00PM 
Volume 53 

Comments: 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM 

Fri Average Weekday 
Hourly Traffic 

4 
1 
0 
3 
3 
7 

17 
112 
46 
22 
19 
40 
33 
34 
53 
35 
40 
51 
48 
26 
16 
16 
7 
0 

633 

100.0% 

7:00AM 
112 

2:00PM 
53 

Page 1 of 1 -
QC JOB#: 10387702 
DIRECTION: NB 

DATE: Oct 07 2008 -Oct 07 2008 
Sat Sun Average Week Average Week Profile 

Hourly Traffic 
4 IJ 
1 I 
0 ' 3 II 
3 ll 
7 0 

17 w 
112 c::-:~--... ~ .. -----:--·-·-.------ --l 
46 c . ·I 

22 ~ 
19 w 
40 c-~---_.' 

33 1- . , . I 

34 f::::Jil 
53 r\:'-"'<:-:·o. _.,'.' 

35 C:Zd 

40 c::::::o 
51 CZ:::l 
48 c--·-- _, :-I 

26 ~ 
16 c::l 
16 r'') 
7 0 
0 Lt 

633 _j 

7:00AM 
112 

· 2:00PM . 

53 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count· Speed Data 

LOCATION: NW 227th Ave btwn NW FirSt and NW Elm St 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 ft from NW FirSt 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 
15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 

12:00 AM 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 
1:00AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2:00AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3:00AM 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
4:00AM 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00AM 1 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00AM 1 1 7 5 3 0 0 0 0 
7:00AM 0 19 59 29 4 1 0 0 0 
8:00AM 2 3 19 17 3 2 0 0 0 
9:00AM 0 2 3 9 8 0 0 0 0 

10:00AM 0 2 6 7 3 1 0 0 0 
11:00 AM 2 3 17 14 4 0 0 0 0 
12:00 PM 2 2 12. 12 4 1 0 0 0 
1:00PM 1 4 11 13 4 1 0 0 0 
2:00PM 4 4 18 18 8 1 0 0 0 
3:00PM 1 3 .1.3 10 7 1 0 0 0 
4:00PM 4 5 16 13 2 0 0 0 0 
5:00PM 5 2 12 22 9 1 0 0 0 
6:00PM 2 1 11. 21 11 2 0 0 0 
7:00PM 1 2 8 10 4 1 0 0 0 
8:00PM 0 1 2 7 5 1' 0 0 0 
9:00PM 0 3 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 

10:00 PM 0 0 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 
11:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Day Total 26 60 227 221 86 13 0 0 0 
Percent 4.1% 9.5% 35.9% 34.9% 13.6% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

~erm ~ ~=---AM Peak 8:00AM 7:00AM 7:00AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 8:00AM 
'Volume 2 19 59 29 .8 2 

PM Peak 5;00 PM 4:00PM. 2:00PM 5:00PM 6;00 PM 6:00PM 
Volume 5 5 18 22 11 2 

Comments: 

Report generated on 101912008 8:10AM 

Page 1 of 2 

QC JOB #: 10387702 
DIRECTION: NB 
DATE: Oct 07 2008 

56 61 66 71 76 Total Pace Number 
60 65 70 75 999 s.,eed in Pace 

0 0 0 0 0 4 21-30 4 
0 0 0 0 0 1 11-20 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1-10 0 
0 0 0 0 0 3 16-25 2 
0 0 0 0 0 3 21-30 3 
0 0 0 0 0 7 21-30 5 
0 0 0 0 0 17 21-30 12 
0 0 0 0 0 112 21-30 88 
0 0 0 0 0 46 21-30 36 
0 0 0 0 0 22 26-35 17 
0 0 0 0 0 19 22-31 12 
0 0 0 0 0 40 21-30 30 
0 0 0 0 0 33 21-30 23 
0 0 0 0 0 34 21-30 24 
0 0 0 0 0 53 21-30 36 
0 0 0 0 0 35 21-30 23 
0 0 0 0 0 40 21-30 29 
0 0 0 0 0 51 21-30 34 
0 0 0 0 0 48 26-35 32 
0 0 0 0 0 26 21-30 18 
0 0 0 0 0 16 26-35 12 
0 0 0 0 0 16 21-30 10 
0 0 0 0 0 7 28-37 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1-10 0 
0 0 0 0 0 633 21-30 448 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

-- -- -
7:00AM 

112 
2:00PM 

53 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (hUp:ltwww.qualitycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Speed Data SUMMARY· Tube Count· Speed Data Page 2 of 2 
LOCATION: NW 227th Ave btwn NW FirSt and NW Elm St QC JOB #: 10387702 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200ft from NW FirSt 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
1 16 21 26 

15 20 25 30 

Grand Total 28 65 217 198 
Percent 4.9% 11.4% 36.1% 34.6% 

Cumulative 4.9% 16.3% 54.5% 89.3% 
Percent 

~GIJ II 
Comments: 

Report generated on 10/9/2006 8:10AM 

31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76 
35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 
56 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9.6% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0°/n 0.0% 

99.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

i-:-1 

L.:::2.:.1~--------

DIRECTION: SB 
DATE: Oct 07 2008 ·Oct 07 2008 

Total 
Pace Number 

Speed in Pace 
569 21·30 415 

86th Percentile: 29 MPH 

Mean Spoed(Average): 24 MPH 
Median 24 MPH 
Mode: 23 MPH 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:f/www.qualltycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Volume Data 

LOCATION: NW 227th Ave btwn NW FirSt and NW Elm St 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 It from NW FirSt 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro. OR 

Mon Tue 
Start Time I o7 -Oct-os 

12:00AM 
1:00AM 
2:00AM 
3:00AM 
4:00AM 
5:00AM 
6:00AM 
7:00AM 
8:00AM 
9:00AM 

10:00AM 
11:00 AM 
12:00 PM 
1:00PM 
2:00PM 
3:00PM 
4:00PM 
5:00PM 
6:00PM 
7:00PM 
8:00PM 
9:00PM 

10:00 PM 
11:00 PM 
D~Toial 

%Weekday 
Average 

%Week 
Average 

AM Peak 
Volume 

PM .Peak 
Volume 

Comments: 

4 
1 
0 
3 
2 
4 
8 

59 
42 

9 
21 
39 
29 
25 
47 
44 
41 
58 
52 
33 
30 
10 

5 
3 

5a9 
100.0% 

100.0% 

7:00AM 
59 

5:00PM 
58 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 6:10AM 

Wed Thu Fri I Average Weekday I 
Hourly Traffic 

4 
1 
0 
3 
2 
4 
8 

59 
42 
9 

21 
39 
29 
25 
47 
44 
41 
68 
52 
33 
30 
10 
5 
3 

5a9 

100.0% 

7:00AM 
59 

5:00PM 
58 

Sat Sun 
DATE: 

Average Week 
Houri}' Traffic 

4 
1 
0 
3 
2 
4 
8 

59 
42 

9 
21 
39 
29 
25 
47 
44 
41 
68 

Page 1 of 1 
QC JOB #: 10387702 
DIRECTION: SB 

Oct 07 2008 - Oct 07 2008 
Average Week Profile 

Q 
~ 
I 
IJ 
1;1 
Q 
r:.:::l 
~77?'1~'!~~"':"'\7''') 

rr:;::;::w-~,~-·-··· ' 
~ 
!···').-., ... " q 
c;;;::,-·-··,;;r:.,, ... ,.-.·-..7? 
!-'·~' ";-:.~ . .'.·>~~· 
('• ,' ·"''R;v; ~c~~·"l C"·' ... ,. 

l""''''"-''''''''~;;\~'::::':;'l'J '','!.«' -:···t,, 

I··· ····'·""··'·""·' •·· ·-· ·-'I 
f.>· .• y~'.::RI·,>'' ,N •.·'"_-:"·:''·-.-··_1 
) ·."':'"'•''·~: ,,;-,_,,_,·.;~-r_-;~.?·-!-·_o·h•-~ "·:·· ~} 

52 ~":"1,-·.r·~;?'i'!(rj:w-~-" •-.\~) 

33 [•~1·1.;;-•~;U":>"1Y,,~,,:).c,•.,. 

30 r··-··-·-···" .. ,,,.,.:1 
10 c::::l 
5 1:!1 
3 IJ 

569 

7:00AM 
59 

5:00PM 
58 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (hUp:/Jwww.qualltycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Speed Data 

LOCATION: NW 227th Ave btwn NW FirSt and NW Elm St 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 It from NW Fir St 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 
15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 

12:00AM 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1:00AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2:00AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3:00AM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4:00AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5:00AM 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00AM 1 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7:00AM 3 9 28 14 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 
8:00AM 1 8 19 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9:00AM 0 1 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10:00AM 0 3 5 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11:00 AM 2 5 15 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12:00 PM 1 4 13 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1:00PM 1 1 8 11 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 
2:00PM 3 7 15 21 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3:00PM 3 0 20 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4:00PM 6 4 15 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5:00PM 2 4 18 18 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00PM 1 8 19 18 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7:00PM 0 3 14 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8:00PM 1 2 7 12 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9:00PM 0 1 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10:00 PM 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11:00 PM 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Day Total 28 65 217 198 56 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Percent 4.9% 11.4% 38.1% 34.8% 9.8% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

, Ill " I=:J eEl] . '• ···.·... ~ """""" - - - - -
AM Peak 7:00AM 7:00AM 7:00AM 11:00AM 8:00AM 7:00AM 

Volume 3 9 28 16 5 2 

PM Peak 4:00PM 6:00PM 3:00PM 2:00PM 5:00PM 5:00PM 

Volume 6 8 20 21 14 2 •. 

Comments. 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM 

Page 1 of 2 

QC JOB#: 10387702 
DIRECTION: SB 
DATE: Oct 07 2008 

66 71 76 Total Pace Number 
70 75 999 Speed in Pace 

0 0 0 4 21-30 3 
0 0 0 1 16-25 1 
0 0 0 0 1-10 0 
0 0 0 3 8-17 1 
0 0 0 2 11-20 2 
0 0 0 4 21-30 3 
0 0 0 8 22-31 6 
0 0 0 59 21-30 41 
0 0 0 42 21-30 27 
0 0 0 9 21-30 6 
0 0 0 21 22-31 15 
0 0 0 39 21-30 31 
0 0 0 29 21-30 21 
0 0 0 25 21-30 19 
0 0 0 47 21-30 36 
0 0 0 44 21-30 40 
o· 0 0 41 21-30 28 
0 0 0 58 21-30 36 
0 0 0 52 21-30 37 
0 0 0 33 21-30 27 
0 0 0 30 26-35 20 
0 0 0 10 22-31 7 
0 0 0 5 26-35 2 
0 0 0 3 21-30 2 
0 0 0 569 21-30 415 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

- - -
7:00AM 

59 

5:00PM 
58 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (hHp:ltwww.qualltycounts.net) 
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SUMMARY· Tube Count· Soeed Data 

5.7% 29.1% 80.3% 97.9% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

. ~ ~t~,E~f ':·.~.~~·.:t.:~: ~~ @2l]""""""'---------
8:10 

86th Porcontllo: 26 MPH 

Moan Spood(Avorago): 21 MPH 
Median 22 MPH 
Mode:23MPH 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Volume Data 

LOCATION: NW Dogwood St btwn NW 230th and NW 229th 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 It from NW 230th Ave 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
Mon Tue Wed Thu 

07-0ct-08 
12:00 AM 4 
1:00AM 0 
2:00AM 1 
3:00AM 0 
4:00AM 2 
5:00AM 3 
6:00AM 4 
7:00AM 57 
8:00AM 26 
9:00AM 10 

10:00AM 21 
11:00 AM 36 
12:00 PM 28 
1:00PM 32 
2:00PM 43 
3:00PM 45 
4:00PM 53 
5:00PM 125 
6:00PM 77 
7:00PM 38 
8:00PM 40 
9:00PM 17 

10:00 PM 7 
11:00PM 2 
Day Total 671 

%Weekday 
100.0% 

Average 

%Week 
100.0% Average 

AM Peak 7:00AM 
Volume 57 

PM Peak 5:00PM 
Volume 125 

Comments: 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM 

Fri Average Weekday 
Hourly Traffic 

4 
0 
1 
0 
2 
3 
4 

57 
26 
10 
21 
36 
28 
32 
43 
45 
53 

125 
77 
38 
40 
17 
7 
2 

671 

100.0% 

7:00AM 
57 

5:00PM 
. 125 . 

Page 1 of 1 

QC JOB#: 10387701 
DIRECTION: EB 

DATE: Oct 07 2008 • Oct 07 2008 
Sat Sun Average Week Average Week Profile 

Hour.!r_ Traffic ! 

4 IJ ! 

0 ' 1 ~ 
0 I 
2 ~ 
3 1.1 
4 IJ 

57 r·-_----l 

26 r::;::a 
10 !:l 
21 I;::;J 
36 c:'~-::J 

28 ~ 
32 r::::::;;:J 
43 ! . ····- '''·) 

45 I ·:'I 

53 j .. ·. ~-· 
125 r- . --~·· . , . .,., ~.-. 

77 I· -... , . ' 
38 I · ; · .. I 

40 I · · · · ' I 

17 ~ 
7 

l~ 2 
671 

7:00AM 
57 

5:00PM 
125 

SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count· Speed Data 

LOCATION: NW Dogwood St btwn NW 230th and NW 229th 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 ft from NW 230th Ave 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 
15 20 25 30 36 40 46 60 55 60 65 

12:00 AM 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1:00AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2:00AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3:00AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4:00AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00AM 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00AM 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7:00AM 3 19 28 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8:00AM 4 9 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9:00AM 0 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10:00 AM 0 5 10 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11:00 AM 2 10 14 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12:00 PM 3 6 13 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1:00PM 2 1 22 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2:00PM 0 13 21 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3:00PM 3 12 27 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4:00PM 3 13 26 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00PM 8 30 65. 21 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6:00PM 4 15 38 18 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7:00PM 1 1 23 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 
8:00PM 2 10 23 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9:00PM 1 5 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10:00 PM 2 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11:00 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Day Total 38 157 344 118 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Percent 5.7% 23.4% 51.3% 17.6% 1.9% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

=~-~~------AM Peak 8:00AM 7:00AM 7:00AM 11:00AM 5:00AM 
Volume 4 19 28 9 1 

PM Peak 5:00PM 5:00PM 5:00PM 5:00PM 1:00PM 7:00PM 
Volume 8 30 65 21 2 1 

Comments: 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM 

Page 1 of2 

QC JOB #: 10387701 
DIRECTION: EB 
DATE: Oct 07 2008 

66 71 76 
Total 

Pace Number 
70 76 999 Speed In Pace 

0 0 0 4 21-30 4 
0 0 0 0 1-10 0 
0 0 0 1 11-20 1 
0 0 0 0 1-10 0 
0 0 0 2 16-25 2 
0 0 0 3 26-35 2 
0 0 0 4 21-30 3 
0 0 0 67 16-25 46 
0 0 0 26 16-25 20 
0 0 0 10 20-29 6 
0 0 0 21 21-30 15 
0 0 0 36 20-29 23 
0 0 0 28 21-30 19 
0 0 0 32 21-30 27 
0 0 0 43 16-25 34 
0 0 0 45 16-25 39 
0 0 0 53 16-25 39 
0 0 0 125 16-25 95 
0 0 0 77 21-30 55 
0 0 0 38 21-30 33 
0 0 0 40 16-25 33 
0 0 0 17 16-25 14 
0 0 0 7 21-30 5 
0 0 0 2 16-25 2 
0 0 0 671 16-25 501 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

- --
7:00AM 

57 

5:00PM 
125 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualltycounts.net) 
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SUMMARY- Tube Count· Soeed Data 

4.2% 22.8% 68.2% 95.5% 99.3% 99.9% 99.9% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

I . ~@8 ~~---------
86th. Percentile: 28 MPH 

Mean Speed(Avaraga): 22 MPH 
Median 22 MPH 
Mode: 23 MPH 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:ltwww.qualitycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count • Volume Data 

LOCATION: NW Dogwood St btwn NW 230th and NW 229th 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 It from NW 230th Ave 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
Mon Tue Wed Thu 

07-0ct-08 
12:00 AM 1 
1:00AM 2 
2:00AM 1 
3:00AM 9 
4:00AM 4 
5:00AM 9 
6:00AM 25 
7:00AM 75 
8:00AM 46 
9:00AM 33 

10:00 AM 29 
11:00 AM 33 
12:00 PM 40 
1:00PM 45 
2:00PM 40 
3:00PM 54 
4:00PM 38 
5:00PM 54 
6:00PM 67 
7:00PM 36 
8:00PM 22 
9:00PM 12 

10:00 PM 7 
11:00 PM 1 
Dav Total 683 

%.Weekday 100.0% Average· 

%Week 100.0% 
Average 
AM Peak 7:00AM 
Volume 75 

PM Peak 6:00PM 
Volume 67 

Comments: 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM 

Fri Average Weekday 
Hourly Traffic 

1 
2 
1 
9 
4 
9 

25 
76 
46 
33 
29 
33 
40 
45 
40 
54 
38 
54 
67 
36 
22 
12 
7 
1 

683 

100.0% 

7:00AM 
75 

6:00PM 
. 67 

Page 1 of 1 

QC JOB#: 10387701 
DIRECTION: WB 

DATE: Oct 07 2008 • Oct 07 2008 
Sat Sun Average Week Average Week Profile 

Hour.!l_ Traffic 
1 ~ 
2 il 
1 ~ 
9 I::J 
4 iJ 
9 r::J 

25 ,<;;," ~. 

75 c::::::s:- ··"·~-, 

46 .-·· 

33 ,.--- - I 

29 r---- .. I 

33 [• •,•' i A,• ' <', ' 

40 ,,_,,..., .t,. 'C•-.:'.•.J 

45 •,,,, 

40 I'--~,.,_, .• "=,·.-.· "- -~·~· ·-. 

54 I _,, . ' ' ,_ ) 

38 f--· . I 

54 .. .. , 
67 ..... -· 
36 G·· . A·-'-' • I 

22 I - ·I 

12 c::::l 
7 r:J 

-1 Ll 
683 

. 

I 
. 

7:00AM 
75 

6:00PM 
67 

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/twww.qualitycounts.net) 
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Type of report: Tube Count- Speed Data 

LOCATION: NW Dogwood St btwn NW 230th and NW 229th 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 200 ft from NW 230th Ave 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time 
1 16 21 26 31 36 41 
15 20 25 30 36 40 46 

12:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
1:00AM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
2:00AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
3:00AM 4 2 2 1 0 0 0 
4:00AM 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 
5:00AM 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 
6:00AM 0 5 11 8 1 0 0 
7:00AM 2 24 33 14 2 0 0 
8:00AM 1 10 21 13 1 0 0 
9:00AM 2 7 12 10 1 1 0 

10:00 AM 2 4 11 10 2 0 0 
11:00 AM 2 9 16 3 3 0 0 
12:00 PM 3 6 14 15 1 1 0 
1:00PM 4 6 18 15 1 1 0 
2:00PM 0 5 17 15 3 0 0 
3:00PM 0 5 27 21 1 0 0 
4:00PM 2 8 20 6 1 0 0 
5:00PM 4 7 29 10 3 1 0 
6:00PM 1 15 30 17 4 0 0 
7:00PM 0 9 16 10 1 0 0 
8:00PM 1 1 11 9 0 0 0 
9:00PM 0 2 8 2 0 0 0 

10:00 PM 1 1 3 2 0 0 0 
11:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Day Total 29 127 310 186 26 4 0 
Percent 4.2% 18.6% 45.4% 27.2% 3.8% 0.6% 0.0% 

I ~[3 ~~--
AM Peak 3:00AM 7:00AM 7:00AM 7:00AM 11:00AM 9:00AM 

Volume 4 24 33 14 3 1 
PM Peak 1:00PM 6:00PM 6;00 PM 3:00PM 6:00PM 12:00 PM 
Volume 4 15 30 21 4 1 

Comments: 

Report generated on 10/9/2008 8:10AM 

Page 1 of2 

QC JOB#: 10387701 
DIRECTION: WB 
DATE: Oct 07 2008 

46 51 56 61 66 71 76 
Total 

Pace Number 
50 55 60 66 70 76 999 Speed in Pace 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 21-30 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 16-25 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 21-30 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 16-25 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 21-30 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 16-25 8 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 21-30 19 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75 16-25 56 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 21-30 34 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 21-30 22 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 21-30 21 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 16-25 25 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 21-30 29 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 21-30 33 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 21-30 32 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 21-30 48 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 38 16-25 28 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 21-30 39 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 21-30 47 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 21-30 26 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 21-30 19 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 16-25 10 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 21-30 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 21-30 1 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 683 21-30 496 

0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

---- ---
7:00AM 

75 
4:00PM 6:00PM 

1 67 

SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (hHpJ/www.qualitycounts.net) 
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CL = Classification: 
A= Arterial 
C =Collector 
NR = Neighborhood Route 
L =Local 

As of 05/19/2008 

2008 ANNUAL TRAFFIC COUNTS 
CITY OF HILLSBORO, ENGINEERING DIVISION 
PHONE: 503-681-6146 
FAX: 503-681-6245 

SL = Speed limit 
85th % =85th Percentile Speed In MPH 

2008 Traffic Counts 

N/E = Northbound and Eastbound Direction of travel 
SIW = Southbound and Westbound Direction of travel 

ADT =Average Daily Traffic 
AM Peak = Morning Peak Hour Volume 
PM Peak= Evening Peak Hour Volume 
SZ = School Zone 

Page#4 of5 
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CL = Classification: 
A= Arterial 
C • Collector 
NR ;:; Neighborhood Route 
L =Local 

As of 05/19/2008 

2008 ANNUAL TRAFFIC COUNTS 
CITY OF HILLSBORO, ENGINEERING DIVISION 
PHONE: 503-681-6146 
FAX: 503-681-6245 

SL : Speed Limit 
85th % : 85th Percentile Speed in MPH 

2008 Traffic Counts 

N/E : Northbound and Eastbound Direction of travel 
Sf\N = Southbound and Westbound Direction of travel 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic 
AM Peak = Morning Peak Hour Volume 
PM Peak = Evening Peak Hour Volume 
SZ = School Zone 

Page#3 of5 



Crash Data 
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376 

\BASIC ACCIDENT DATA 
228TH/BIRCH Between 1/1/05 and 10/1/08 

2 
POLICE INCIDENT 108805600 7 

DATE 06/04/20081 

ROAD ON WHICH ACCIDENT OCCURED INW 228TH AVENUE 

~==~==~~==~~====~ DISTANCE FRoM INTERsEcTION (FEET) 1 301 DIRECTION FRoM INTERSECTION ILso_u_T_H ___ __j 

I 

Wednesday, October OJ, 2008 Page 1 ofl 



NUMBER (VJN} COlOR 

~~~~~==~~~~~~~~~~~====4~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~---=~--~~~~~----~~ 

~ 
a: 
LL 

SSENGER TAKEN: y " 

SSENGER TAKEN: y N 

MARK All 1HAT APPLY: 
DAMAGE ESTIMATE 0 ROU.OVER 
0 NONE D UNDERCAR 
0 UNOEA S1500 0 JEl'lALED 
D OYER $1500 r;r UNKNOWN 

- 0 UNKNOWN 

T<>. 

- ..... 

tJ UNKNOWN 

T<>. 

0 FATAL 



;;;I 
· Check ONE box in all 
RST HARMFUL EVENT 

•cOWSJON 
QI~"'"'>TtJRN 

( XPlOSJON 
!k. _,5JON 
GAS INHALATION 
OTHER NON COWSION 
MEDICAL (E>cpain) 

.USIONwmt 
PEDESTRIAN 
PARKED MOTOR VEHictE 
RAILWAY TRAIN 
BICYCUST 
\SHiYPE 
HEAD ON 
REAAENO 
ANGlE 
SIDESWIPE 
MANNER UNKNOWN 
DOBJECT 
BARRICADE 
BOUlDER I ROCK 
3RIDGE 0/PASS or RAILING 
3Uil.DING 
::ut.VERTHEADWALL 
:;t;RBING 
JITCH 
)IVJOER · C~RT or STEEl 
'ENCE ·NOT MEDIAN 
~AEHYORANT 
11GHWAY GUARDRAIL 
11GHWAY SKlN 
~PACT ABSORBER 
JGHT STANDARD 
.Wl1lOX 
lVERHEAO SIGN POST 
)VERHEAO STRUCI\JRE 
,lEA or COlUMN 
lET AINING WAll 
~· 1PEEARTH 
•1 .>PE ROCK or STONE 
llAFFIC SIGNAl POST 
BEE 
INOERPASS TUNNEL 
murvPOLE 
>THER F1XEO (Expla~) 

oR OBJECT (NOT AXED) 
NIMAL 
HROWN I FAWNG OBJECT 
I'IKNOWN 
•THEA OBJECT (Explam) 

SURFACE TYPE 

BLACKTOP I ASPHALT 
GRAVEl 
DIRT 
OTHtA 

~IGHT 

~DAVI..IGHT 
DAWN 

0 DUSK 
0 DARK ·LIGHTED WAY 
0 DARK· NOT liGfiTED 
0UNKNOWN 

TRAFFIC CONTROl. TYPE 

NONE 
SCHOOl BUS UGHTS 
OFACER I CROSSING 
GUARD or Fl.AGGER 

0 0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL wl 
PEDESTRIAN CONTROL 

0 0 TRAFFIC SIGNAl 
D D FlASHING BEACON 
0 0 STOP SIGN 

'-ti:miml!fi!iil!lial•\ 0 0 YIElD SIGN 
"' 0 0 RR CROSSING GATES OADWAY 
ON-INTERSECT10N 
ITERSECTION 
ITEASECTlON RElATED 
RIVEWAY ACCESS 
ITERCHANGE AREA 
AllROAD CROSSING 
RIDGE 
JNNB. 
THEA ON-ROAD AREA 
IOADWAY 
-IOUlllER 
JRNOUT 
JADSIOE 

0 0 RR CROSSING BUCKS 
0 0 RR FLASHING SIGNAL 
0 0 RR CROSSING w/ 

PAVEMENT MARKINGS 
D D lANE CONTRLS I UNES 

I STRIPES I DEVICES 
0 0 SCHOOl SIGNAl 
0 0 OTHER REG SIGN 
0 0 TURN lANES 
0 0 UNKNOWN 

;'IQIIOAIGHTOfWAY NOMAI.FUNCTICN 
EOIAN DOWN/MISSING 
':I,JVEWAY 1UF1NED FROM 
WATE DRIVE PROPER POSITlON 
\II.ROAD CROSSING 0 0 OBSCURED BY 
rHEA OFF ROAD OTHER SIGNS 
IRKING LOT 0 0 OBSCURED BY 
.,. ··.\IN PARKEDVEHIClE 

N.i1E!lm••l 0 0 OBSCURED BY 
INt 
lNSTRliCTION 
\INTENANCE 
lOTY 
'IYN 
0001. 
IKNOWNWOAK 

VEGETATION 
UGHTS MALfUNCT10N 
UGHTSSlUCK 
GATES INOPERATIVE 
GATE ARM MISSING 
OTHERRR 
OTHER IMPAIRMENT 

t -NUMBER OF 

I 2 -NuMBER OF LANES 

ROAD FLOW 

r2 
0 (2I"ONE WAY TRAFFIC 
10'0 NOT PHYSLY OMOED 

UNPAVED 
BARRJER 
PAVED 
CONT LEFT 1'\J.-;N 

* DRIVER FACTORS 

12 
0 NONE 
0 BRAKES 
0 STEERING 
D POWER PlANT 
0 SUSPENSION 
OTIAES 

D ~-·~·/ 

0BACKING 
OSTOPPED 
OSTRAIGHTAHEAD 
D liJANING RIGHT 
0 liJRNING LEFT 
0 MAKING U-lURN 
D ENTER TRAFfiC lANE 
0 lEAVE TRAFFIC lANE 
D OVERTAKING 
0 CHANGING LANES 
0 AVOIDING MANEliVEA 
OMERGING 
D PARKING 
0 NEGOTIATING A CURVE 
OOTHEA 

TRAILER TYPE 

* PASSENGER FACTORS 
UNIT #1 

NONE 
INTERFERED wiORlVEA 

lJ'JNUtH 1NFL ·DRUGS 
UNDER INFL- ALCOHOL 
UNKNOWN 
OTHER (E>piain) 

UNIT #2 

PEDESTRIAN LOCATION 
INROAD 
0 IN X-WALK 
0 NOT IN X·WALK 
0 NO X-WAL.K AVAILABLE 

*PEDESTRIAN ACTION 

PEO I BIKE VJSIBJLITV 

* PEP I BIKE FACTORS 

ONONE 
0 FAlEO TO YIB.D ROW 
ODISREGARO 
0 IllEGALLY IN R0A 
0 EQUli'MEHr :OON 
0 ClOTHING VISIBLE 
0 UNDER IN ·DRUGS 
0 UNO -ALCOHOL 

TOOFASTFORCOIIO 0 

MADEIMPAOPERruRN I ~~~~~;~~~~~~~~-;;;;;-J=o;· __ :__~--~ 
IMPROPER PASSING 
IMPROPER SIGNAl 
IMPROPER PARKING 

OTHER(~) 

* IMPAIRMENT 

2 
0 0NONE 
0 0 llNDER INFL- DAliGS 
0 0 UNDER INFL- ALCOHOL 
O.E)UNOERINFL • MEOS 
iW 0 UNKNOWN 

DETERMINED BY: 

0 0 INTOXJL YlER TEST 
0 0 BLOOD OR URINE TEST 
0 0 REID SOB. TEST 
0 0 OBSERVED (SPEECH, 

ODOR. ETC.) 
0 0 ORE EVALUATION 
0 0 STATEMENTS 
0 OUNKNOWN 
0 0 OTHER (E>cpam) 

RESULTS OF TEST: 

01 __ % 02 __ % 
0 0 NO TEST GIVEN 
0 0 TEST REFUSED 
0 0 TESTED FOR DRliGS 

I uNrr 2 

(FEET) _______ _ 

(NOT TO SCALE) DISTANCE AFTER (FEET) 

0 D RESLTS NOT AVA,IWII.t I 

'' 



08805600 

9 Narrative 

CONTINUATION REPORT 
HILLSBORO POUCE DEPARTMENT 

On Wednesday, 06-04-08 at approximately 1049 hours I responded to a hit and run call 
invoving an unknown dark truck versus a lamp post, just west of 22550 NW Birch Street, 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124. 

Upon my arrival I was directed to __ . employed at Orenco Elementary School, 
and mother of a student at the same school. 

Interview with • 
I spoke to · first and she told me that around 0915 hours in the morning she was 
outside of the school near the western parking lot walking towards the green area. The 
green area or grassy area was between the school building and NW 228th Avenue. . 
was helping set up activities, when she heard a loud noise, she looked up and saw a black 
truck with a black canopy that looked like it had backed into the mentioned lamp post. At 
the same time she saw the lamp assembly falling off the top of the light pole. The lamp 
assembly then landed on the ground and rolled down into the green area. The suspect 
vehicle slowly drove north for a few feet then sped north on NW 228th Avenue and then 

lost sight of the vehicle. 

added that she went to the broken light assembly and moved it closer to the base of 
the lamp post because she didn't want the children to cut themselves on the broken pieces. 

had nothing more to add to this report. 

Interview with 
I then spoke to · · who told me that she heard a loud noise, like someone clapping 
next to her ear. ' looked up to see what caused the noise and saw a dark colored 
truck or pick up with a black top facing northbound on NW 228'h Avenue just north of the 
listed lamp post. noticed the light assembly of the lamp post lying on the ground. 

then observed the dark pick up quickly drive north on NW 228th Avenue and she 
lost sight of the dark pick up moments later. ' told me that she did not see the pick 
up strike the lamp post but it was obvious to her that the pick up backed into the lamp 
post. 

then added that she also walked up to the broken lamp assembly and helped 
move the broken pieces to the base of the lamp post. had nothing more to add to 
this report. 

OFCID NO. WATOi ENTERED SY/DATE I REPORTING OFFICER 

JESUS RIOS-CALDERON 49568 D I AS$~~~8 I APPROVED ar, I PROCESSED BY 

379 



CASE NUMBER 

08805600 

RfPORllNG OFFlCER 

CONTINUATION REPORT 
HILLSBORO POUCE DEPARTMENT 

PAGE/OF 

4 I s 
were at about 100 yards east of the lamp post when it was struck and 

were unable to get the license plate of the suspect pick up. 

CRIME SCENE 
I walked towards the pole located on the west side of the school ground on the street, and 
examined the damages. The light assembly was lying on the floor next to the pole. The pole 
showed evidence of been displaced about half an inch, and scuffs at about 2 feet high. I 
took pictures of the pole, light assembly, street and surrounding area. 

NEIGHBOR 
I later talked to a subject that lives across the street were the lamp post was hit. Subject 
was identified as · •. He stated been home all morning 
and do not recall hearing noises. ·: . · also told me that he does not owned a black truck 
or knew of any friends or family with a similar vehicle that could have come to see him this 
morning. , . .. ; explained that a lot of people often use his drive way as a turn around. 

EVIDENCE 
I removed the light fixture after taking pictures due to the possible hazard to children from 
the school. The light fixture was taken to HPD and placed in the dumpster. The compact 
disc was later logged into HPD evidence locker #7, property receipt number 65251. 

OFC ID NO. WATDl ASSN/DIST. APPROVED BY: PROCESSED BY: ENTERED BY/DATE 

JESUS RIGS-CALDERON 49568 D 1148 -
380 



!BASIC ACCIDENT DATA 
231ST/DOGWOOD Between 1/1/05 and 10/1/08 

POLICE INCIDENT 107809825 ../ 

DATE 10/10/20071 

ROAD ON WHICH ACCIDENT OCCURED INW 231 ST AVENUE 

~==~==~~==~======~ DISTANcE FRoM INTERsEcTION (FEETI 1 ol DIREcnoN FRoM INTERsECTioN 

I 

Wednesday, October 01, 2008 Page 1 of I 

381 



•• 

H 

IV: 

'IEHIClE DAMAGE DAMAGE ESllMATE 0 ROll.OVER 

~~~~~;,:~~!=(::::)~:IJ~===j :::: §::: 

DAMAGE ESTIMATED ROllOVER OSERKlUS 
0 NONE 0 IJNOEfiCAR 

!Z 0 UNDER$1500 0 TOTAlED 

~ fi>'OVERS1500 0 UN1<NOWN 

~u.~~ 
•ASSENGER TAKEN: Y tf 

AGENCY COPY 

382 



lAST HARMFUl EVENT 

JNCOLUSION 
J Q),0:0::"'1'\JRN 

I' YPLOSION 
J ~- ,ION 
] GA::> INHAL\TION 
I DTllER NON COWSION 
] MEDICAL(Explan) 

)WSJONWITH 
] PEDESTRIAN 
] PARKED MOTOR VEHICLE 
] RAILWAY1RAIN 
]BICYCUST 
lASH TYPE 
)HEAD ON 

¥=NO 

)SIDESWIPE 
) MANNER UNKNOWN 
XED OBJECT 
] BARRICADE 
) BOULDER/ ROCK 
] BRIDGE OJPASS or RAIUNG 
)BUilDING 
) CUI. VERT HEADWALL 
) CURBING 
) DITCH 
] DMDER • CNCAT or STEEl 
] FENCE- NOT MEDIAN 
] RAE HYDRANT 
] HIGHWAY GUARDRAIL 
] HIGHWAY SIGN 
] IMPACT ABSORBER 
] UGHT STANDARD 
] MAil)lOX , 
] OVERHEAD SIGN POST 
] OVERHEAD STRUCTURE 
] PIER or COlUMN 
] RETAINING WALL 
] ~~SLOPE EARTH 
...., \OPt: ROCK or STONE 
_ 1C SIGNAl POST 
:J 1 ..... c 
:J UNDERPASS TUNNEL 
:::J unLITYPOLE 
:J OTHER AXED (Explain) 

>THER OBJECT (NOT AXED) 
:::J ANIMAL 
:J ntAOWN I FAWNG OBJECT 
:::JUNKNOWN 
:::J OTHER OBJECT (Explam) 

EVENT LOCATION 

>NROADWAY 
:::J NON-INrnlSECTION 
:::J INrnlSECTION 
~INTERSECTION RElATED 
:::J DRI'/EWAY ACCESS 
0 INTERCHANGE AREA 
:::J RAILROAD COOSSING 
:::J BRIDGE 
:::J 1\JIINEL 
:::J OIHER ON-ROAD AREA 
>FFROADWAY 
:::J SHOULDER 
0TURNOUf 
0ROADSIDE 

OCLEAR 
D ClOUDY (OVERCAST] 
Ja"RAIN 
OSNOW 
0 SLEET/ HAV ETC 
OFOG/SMOG 
OSMOKE 
0 BlOWING SAND I DIRT 
0 SEVERE CROSSWIND 
0 OTHER/UNKNOWN 

SURFACE CONDITION 
12 
0DAY 
ffWET 
0 SNOW I SLUSH 
OICY 
0MUOOY 
0 DEBRIS 
0 RUTS/HOLES/BUMPS 
0 WORN I POLISHED 
0 LOW I SOFT SHOUlDER 
0 OTHER/ UNKNOWN 

SURFACE TYPE 
12 
OcoNCRm 
ff" BlACKTOP I ASPHALT 
0 GRAVEL 
0 DIRT 
0 OTHER 

LIGHT 

DAYliGHT 
DAWN 
DUSK 
DARK- LIGHTED WAY 
DARK- NOT LIGHTED 
UNKNOWN 

TRAFFIC CONTROL TYPE 
12 

0 ffNDNE 
0 0 SCHOOL BUS LIGHTS 
0 0 OFFICER /CROSSING 

GUARD or FLAGGER 
0 0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL w/ 

PEDESTRIAN CONTROL 
0 0 TRAFRC SIGNAL 
0 0 FLASHING BEACON 
12!'0 STOP SIGN 
0 0 YIELD SIGN 
0 0 AR CROSSING GATES 
0 0 RR CROSSING BUCKS 
0 0 AR FlASHJN(l SIGNAL 
0 0 RR CROSSING wl 

PAVEMENT MARKINGS 
0 0 LANE CONTRLS /LINES 

I STRIPES I DEVICES 
0 0 SCHOO.. SIGNAL 
0 0 OTHER REG SIGN 
0 0 TURN LANES 
0 0 UNKNOWN 

TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICE CONDITION 

0 BEYOND RIGHT OF WAY NO MALFUNCTION 
0 MEDIAN DOWN I MISSlNG 
0 DRIVEWAY TURNED FROM 
0 PRIVATE DRIVE PROPER POsmoN 
0 RAILROAD CROSSING 0 0 OBSCURED BY 
0 OTHER OFF ROAD OTHER SIGNS 

i~PiARKlliNG;L60!1T~iml··l 0 0 OBSCURED BY P ARKEO VEHICLE 
0 0 OBSCURED BY 

VEGETATION 
UGHTS MAlFUNCTION 
UGHTSSTUCK 
GATES INOPERATIVE 
GATE ARM MISSlNG 
OTHER RR MALFUNCTN 
OTHER IMPAIRMENT 

t 2 _!_ NUMBER OF . 

;l.TOTAL HIJI!!lEADf LANES 

12 
0 ONEWAYTRAFRC 
(d'NOT PHYSI.. Y DIVIDED 

TYPE 
UNPAVED 
BARRIER 
PAVED 
CONT lEFT TURN 

DRIVER LICENSE 
VIOLATION 

NONE 
INSTRUCllON PERMIT 
UCENSE RESTRICTION 
EXPIRED UCENSE 
OUT OF CLASS 
SUSPNDEO/REVOKED 
UNLICENSED 

* DRIVER FACTORS 

'*IMPAIRMENT 

UNDER !NFL- DRUGS 
UNDER !NFL- ALCOHOL 
UNDER !NFL- MEDS 
UNKNOWN 

DETERMINED BY: 

0 0 INTOXIl VZER TEST 
0 0 BlOOO OR URINE TEST 
0 0 FIELD SOB. TEST 
i:J-l3'0BSERVED (SPEECH, 

OOOA.ETC,) 
0 0 ORE EVALUATION 
0 0 STATEMENTS 
0 OUNKNOWN 
0 OOTHER 

RESULTS OF TEST: 

01 ·% 02 __ % 
~TEST GIVEN 
0 0 TEST REFUSED 
0 0TESTEDFOROAUGS 
0 0 RESLTSNDTAV,,lAillEI 

NONE 
BRAKES 
STEERING 
POWER PlANT 
SUSPENSION 
11AES 
EXHAUST 
UGHTS 
SIGNALS 
WINOOWS/WINDSHLD 
RESTRAINT SYSTEM I 'C~~:I] 
WHEELS I' 
COUPliNG 
CARGO 
OTHER 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 
12 
0 BACKJNG 
0 STOI'PED 
0' STRAIGHT AHEAD 
0 T1JRNING RIGHT 
0 TURNING LEFT 
0 MAKJNG U-TUAN 
0 ENTER TRAFFIC LANE 
0 LEAVE TRAFFIC LANE 
0 OVERTAKING 
0 CHANGING LANES 
0 AVOIDING ~UVER 
0MEAGING 
0 PARKING 
0 NEGOTIATING A CURVE 
00THER 

TRAILER TYPE 

(NOllO SCAlE} 

NONE 

~~ :I~NTE~~RF~E1~R?ED:: 

OISlANCE AFTER 

DRUGS 
AlCOHOL 

(FEET) 

PEDESTRIAN TYPE 

NONE 
PEDESTRIAN 
BICYCLIST 
CONVEYANCE 
WHEELCHAIR 
ANIMAl. RIDER 
RIDER d AMM DFV!WN VEH 
uNKNoWN 
OTHER (Explam) 

*PEDESTRIAN ACllON 

ENTER I CROSS ROAD 
WALK I AIDE w!TRAFF 
WALK/RIDE AGAINST 
STEP ON I OFF VEHIClE 
STEP ON I OFF SCH BUS 
APPRCH I LEAVE SC BUS 
APPROACH /LEAVE VEH 
WORK /PUSHING VEHICLE 
OTHER WORKING 
PLAYING 
STANDING 
LYING DOWN 
UNKNOWN 

w/BKGRND 

SOURCE 

UNDER INA..· 
UNDERINFL· 
UNKNOWN 
OTHER (Explan) 

2 

383 



OSEN'JMBER 

07-8-09825 
, SUBJECT'S NAME 

9 

'>EPORTlNG OFFICER 

. :3r.~en Kanqas 

384 

(1) Camera Disc 

CONTINUATION REPORT 
HILLSBORO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Rcpt: 55983 

On 10-10-07 at about 1137 hour-s, I responded to the above mentioned location 
regarding a two vehicle crash. 

DOB 

07-03-88 

Unit 2 driver, . ---- __ . , told me that she had been traveling southbound on 
NW 23151 Avenue approaching NE Dogwood. She said she saw unit 1 was stopped on 
Dogwood on the west side of 231 st Avenue. '· said when she got close to Dogwood; 
unit 1 began to drive out in front of her. She said she had no time to steer away from 
being hit by unit 1. said she was hit hard enough that the left side of her head hit 
the driver's window. She was advising of neck and head pain. vould later be 
transported privately to St. Vincent's Hospital for evaluation. 

Unit 1 driver, _ told me that it was her fault. She said she had been traveling 
eastbound on Dogwood and came to a stop at 23151

• She said she first looked to her left 
(northbound) and then to her right (southbound) checking for vehicles. She said she 
then began driving forward to make a left turn onto northbound 23151 when she hit unit 
2. told me she did not look back to her left before making the turn and after 
looking to her right. She denied even seeing unit 2 when she initially looked 
northbound. 

Witness, · told me that she was approaching the intersection traveling 
eastbound on Dogwood behind unit 1. She said unit 1 had been stopped and then 
attempted making a left turn onto 23151

• She said unit 1 turned in front of unit 2 causing 
the crash. 

The damage to the vehicles and evidence at the scene was consistent with the 
explanations provided. 

I believe that unit 1 had stopped at the clearly marked stop location, but then 
proceeded onto 231 st Avenue without assuring it was safe to do so, which resulted in 
the crash occurring. Because of this, I issued . ' a citation for Fail to Obey a Traffic 
Control Device. 

Both vehicles were towed by Hillsboro towing. Photos of the crash scene and vehicles 
were taken. I later placed the camera disc into HPD evidence. 

Recommended action: 
Case cleared. 
Forward to DMV. 

OFC ID NO . 

31460 

WATCH 

Day 

ASSN{DIST. 

1712 

APPROVED BY: PROCESSED BY· ENTERED BY/DATE 



[iASIC ACCIDENT DATA 
227TH/DOGWOOD Between 1/1/05 and 10/1/08 

POLICE INCIDENT )07808799 / 

DATE 09/10/2007) 

ROAD ON WHICH ACCIDENT OCCURED )NW 227TH AVENUE 

~==~==~~==~======~ DISTANcE FRoM INTERsECTION (FEET) 1 ol DIREcnoN FRoM INTERsEcTioN 

POLICE INCIDENT )08806573 ·./ 

DATE 07/02/2008) 

ROAD ON WHICH ACCIDENT OCCURED jNW DOGWOOD 

~==~==~~==~======~ msTANCE FROM INTERSECTION (FEET) 1 oj DIRECTION FRoM INTERsECTION 

I 

Wednesday, October OJ, 2008 Page I ofl 

385 



0 UNKN...PwN 
TO:. ___ ..c..:.:....,, 

'EHICLE DAMAGE ., l 

~ -:7tJ~( ~JTI ONONE 
2f UNDER $1500 
0 OVER$1500 

ROllOVER 
UNOERCAA 
TOTALED 
UNKNOWN 

. ' 
a.SSENGEATAKEN: 

DAMAGE ESlJMATE 0 ROLLOVER 
0 NONE 0 UNOERCAR 
0 UNDER $1500 0 TOTALED 
0 OVER $1500 0 UNKNOWN 

, 

.. --

COlOR 

0 FATAL 



>N COlllSION 
] Qll·"'·'"'~lJRN 
] I (P. OSION 
l I' 
] GAS I TION 
] OT R NON COWSION 
] M ICAL(Explai>) 

)LLISION WITH 
] PEDES1RIAN 
] PARKED MOTOR VEHICLE 
] RAILWAY 1RAIN 
]BICYCLIST 
USHTYPE 
] HEAD ON 
] REAR END 
it ANGLE 
) SIDESWJPE 
) MANNER UNKNOWN 
XED OBJECT 
) BARRICADE 
) 80\JtDEA I ROCK 
) BRIDGE 0/PASS or RAILING 
) BUILDING 
) CULVERT HEADWALL 
]CURBING 
!!'DITCH 
] DIVIDER- CNCRT or STEa 
) FENCE- NOT MEDIAN 
] ARE HYDRANT 
) HIGHWAY GUARDRAIL 
) HIGHWAY SIGN 
) IMPACT ABSORBER 
) LIGHT STANDARD 
]MAILBOX 
] OVERHEAD SIGN POST 
] OVERHEAD STRUCTURE 
J PiER of cOLuMN 
] RETAINING WALL 
] ''.OPE EARTH 
] .OPE ROCK or STONE 
] 1.- ~ rlC SIGNAl POST 
]TREE 
] UNDERPASS TUNNEL· 
] UTILITY POLE 
] OTHER AXED {E>plam) 

·THEA OBJECT (NOt AXED) . 
]ANIMAL 
] THROWN I FAUING OBJECT 
] UNKNOWN 
] OTHER OBJECT {E>plam) 

EVENT LOCATION 
,N.ROADWAY 
it NON-INTERSECTION 
] INTERSECTION 
] INTERSECTION RELATED 
] DRIVEWAY ACCESS 
] INTERCHANGE AREA 
] RAILROAD CROSSING 
] BRIDGE 
]TUNNEL 
] OTHER ON-ROAD AREA 
IFf ROADWAY 
J SHOUlbeR 
]TURNOUT 
] ROADSIDE • 
] BEYONI) RIGHTllfWAY 
]MEDIAN 
]DRIVEWAY 
] PRIVATE DRIVE 
] RAILROAD CROSSING 
] OTHER OFF ROAD 

PARKING LOT 

:!{ =y (OVERCAST) 
0AAJN 
0SNOW 
0 SLEET /HAll/ ETC 
DFOG/SMOG 
0SMOKE 
0 BLOWING SAND/DIRT 
0 SEVERE CROSSWIND 
0 OTHER I UNKNOWN 

SURFACE CotlDITION 
12 
0DRY 
Owtr 
0 SNOW I SLUSH 
OICY 
OMUODY 
00EBRIS 
0 RUTS I HOLES I BUMPS 
0 WORN I POUSHED 
0 LOW I SOFT SHOULDER 
0 OTHER I UNKNOWN 

SURFACE TYPE 
12 
0 CONCRETE 
0 BLACKTOP I ASPHALT 
D GRAVEL 
0 DIRT 
0 OTHER 

I.IGHT 

IIi FUll DAYLIGHT 
0DAWN 
ODUSK 
0 DARK -liGHTED WAY 
0 DARK- NOT LIGHTED 
0UNKNDWN-

TRAFFIC CONTROL TYPE 
12 
0 NONE 
0 SCHOOL BUS LIGHTS 
0 OFACER I CROSSING 

GUARD ot FlAGGEA 
0 0 SIGNALw/ 

0 0 TRAFAC SIGNAL 
0 0 FLASHING BEACON 
0 0 STOP SIGN 
0 0 YIELD SIGN 
0 0 RR CROSSING GATES 
0 0 RR CROSSING BUCKS 
0 0 RR AASHING SIGNAL' 
0 0 RR CROSSING w/ 

PAVEMENT MARKINGS 
0 0 LANE CONIRLS I UNES 

I smiPES I DEVICES 
0 0 SCHOOL SIGNAL 
0 0 OTHER REG SIGN 
0 0 TURN LANES 
DO UNKNOWN 

GATE ARM MISSING 
OTHER RR MALFUNCIN 
OTHER IMPAIRMENT 

12 
0 STRAIGHT ond LEVEL 
0 STRAIGHT wl GRADE 
0 CURVED am! LEVEL 
0 CURV£Dw/GAAOE 

I 1 __L NUMBER OF LANES 

- NUMBER Of LANES 

l TOTAL NUMBER oF LANEs 
- ROADFLOW 

1 12 
0 0 ONE WAY 1RAFFIC 
Jlt D NOT PHYSlYDMDED 

DRIVER LICENSE 
~ --VIOLATJON---

*DRIVER FACTORS 

*IMPAIRMENT 

1 12 
Jill 0 NONE 
0 0 BRAKES 
0 0 STEERING 
0 0 POWER PLANT 
0 0 SUSPENSION 
0 0 TIRES 
0 0 EXHAUST 
0 0 liGHTS 
D D SIGNALS 
D D WlNDOWS I WlNDSHlD 
0 0 RES1RAINT SYSTEM 
0 0 WHEELS 
D 0 COUPliNG 
0 0 CARGO 
0 0 OTHER 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

BACKING 
STOPPED 
STRAIGHT AHEAD 
TURNING RIGHT 
TURNINGLffi 
MAKING U-TUAN 
ENTER TRAFFIC LANE 
LEAVE TRAFAC LANE 
OVERTAKING 
CHANGING LANES 

TRAILER TYPE 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

0NONE 
0 UNI)ER INFL- DRuGS +-c------,--~~; 
0 UNDER \NFL- ALCOHOL 
0 UNDER INFL- MEDS 
OUNKNOWN 

0 0 INTOXIL VZER TEST 
0 0 BLOOD OR URINE TEST 
0 0 AELD SOB. TEST 
ill 0 OBSERVED (SPEeCH, 

ODOR. ETC.f - -
0 0 ORE EVAlUATION 
0 0 STATIEMENTS 
0 OUNKNOWN 
0 00THER 

RESULTS OF TEST' 

D1 __ % 02 __ % 
lJ 0 NO TEST GIVEN 
0 0 TEST REFUSED 
0 0 TESTED FOR DRUGS 
0 D RESlTSNOTAVI\IlAIUI 

1 12 
0 0mUCK(2013 
D D mucK /TRAC 
0 OmUCKand 
0 ODDUBLE -
D om ILERS 
0 0 DR EDARY and SEMI 
0 0 H VY HAUl CONFIG 
0 us 
0 OTHER 

* PASSENGER FACTORS 
UNIH1 

NONE 
INTERFERED wiDRIVER 
UNDER \NFL- DRUGS 
iJNOER INFl- ALCOHOL 

PEDESTRIAN TYPE 

0 NONE 
0 PEDESTRIAN 
0 BICYCLIST 
0 CONVEYANCE 
0 WHERCHAJ 
0 ANIMALRI 
D RIDER 
Du 
0 OTH ([>plain) 

* PEDESTRIAN ACTION 

0 ENTER I CROSS ROAD 
0 WAlK I RIDE w/TIIAFF 
0 WAlK/fiDEA 
0 STIEP ON I ~VBii:i£ 
0 STIEP ON SCH BUS 
0 APP /LEAVESCBUS 
0 APP ACH/LEAVEVEH 
0 W RK/ PUSHING VEHICLE 
0 WORKING 
0 YING 
0 STANDING 
0 LVINGDOWN 
0 UNKNOWN 

PED I BIKE VISIBILITY 

(FEET) ___ ~-~~-

DISTANCE•AFTER "(FEET) 
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CASE NUMBER CONTINUATION REPORT 
07-808799 HILLSBORO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

I SUBJECT s NAME 

NW 2271h Ave. I NW Dogwood St. Hillsboro, Or 97124 

ITEM CODE 

7. Of c. Lisa Erickson I HPD I Assisted at scene 
Ofc. J.D. Leininger I HPD I Assisted at scene. 

8. I investigated a single car injury crash. 

PAGE I OF 

[513 

9. On 9-10-07 at about 0716hrs. I was dispatched to the area ofNW 2271h Ave. and NW Dogwood St. on the 
report of a single car vehicle crash. 

Upon arrival the driver of the vehicle, 
Hospital. 

was being transported via ambulance to Tuality 

I then talked with both witnesses, . Both · . told me they were 
driving Southbound on NW 227'h Ave. just South ofNW Dogwood St. when they saw vehicle number one 

riving Northbound on NW 227'h Ave .. They said vehicle number one veered slightly off to the right side of 
the roadway to when it went into the ditch. said they saw that the driver wasn't getting out 
of her vehicle so they went over to the vehicle and asked the driver what had happened. The driver told them 
she had looked over to get a cigarette when she crashed. They then said the driver grabbed the back of her 
neck and said it hurt then passed out. 

I then went to Tuality Hospital and contacted the staff. I was told had a possible aneurism prior to 
the crash. was unable to speak to me at the hospital. 

Action recommended: No further action recommended at this time. 

REPORTING OFFICER OFC 10 NO. WATCH ASSN/DlST. APPROVED BY: PROCESSED BY: ENTERED BY/DATE 

Clint Chrz 29548 Traffic 1715 
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1i 4 FEETNS 

) NEAR --- MilES E W 

~A.$l).;.,~'GER TAKEN: Y N 
3Y: 

MARK~ l)(A.T APPLY: 
DAMAGE ESTIMATE 0 ROI.lOVER 

0 NONE 0 UNDERCAA 
0 UHDER $1500 0 TOTALED p OVER $1500 0 UNKNOWN 

UCENSE PLATE NUMBER 

MARK ALL THAT APPLY: 

OAMA.GE ESTIMATE 0 ROU.OVER 
0 NONE 0 UNOERCAA 
0 ~DER $1500 0 TOTALED 
0 OVER$1500 )ij UNKNOWN 

OWOfU< Ocm 

6o 

INSURANCE POliCY NUMBER 

AG;s=Nr.v r.opv 



lAST HARfJlFU.L EVENT 

~NCOWSION 
)OVERTURN 
) ARE I EXI'I.OSJON 
) INMERSION 
) GAS INHAIATlON 
) OTHER NON COWSION 
) MEDICAL (Explain) 

JUISION Wlllt 
) PEDESTRIAN 
) PARKED UOlOR VEHIClE 
)RAJLWAYTRAIN 
)BICYCliST 
lASH TYPE 
)HEAOON 
) REAR END 
!ANGLE 
) SIDESWIPE 
) MANNER UNKNOWN 
(ED OBJECT 
] BARRICADE 
] BOUlOER I ROCK 
] BRIDGE 0/PASS or RAJUNG 
] BUILDING 
] CULVERTHEAOWALL 
]CURBING 
] DITCH 
] DIVIDER -CNCRT or STEEL 
] FENCE - NOT MEOIAN 
] ARE HYDRANT 
] HIGHWAY GUAADFW!. 
I HIGHWAY SIGN 
I IMPACT ABSORBER 
I LIGHT STANDARD 
)MAILBOX 
J OVERHEAD SIGN POST 
I OVERHEAD STRUCTURE 
I PIER or COLUMN 
I RETAINING WALL 
I SIDESLOPE EARTH 
I SIDESLOPE ROCK()( STONE 
I TRAFFIC SIGNAL POST 
I TREE 
I UNDERPASS lUNNEL 
I UTIUTY POLE 
I OTHER FIXED (Explain) 

HER OBJECT (NOT AXED) 
I ANIMAL 
' THROWN I FAUJNG OBJECT 
i UNKNOWN 
OTHER OBJECT (EJ<pl~n) 

EVENT LOCATION 
ROADWAY 
NON~NTERSECTJON 
INTERSECOON 
INTERSECTION RELATED 
DRIVEWAY ACCESS 
INTERCHANGE AREA 
RAILRO~ CROSSING 
BRIDGE 
ruNNEL 
OTHER ON-RO~ AREA 
;ROADWAY 
SHOl.lDER 
TURNOUT 
ROADSIDE 
BEYOND RIGHT OF WAY 
MEDIAN 
DRIVEWAY 
PRIVATE DRIVE 
RAILROAD CROSSING 
OTHER OFF ROAD 
PARKING LOT 
UNKNOWN 

SPECIAL ZONE 
NONE 
CONSTRUCTION 
MAINTENANCE 
l/TIUlY 
SNOW . -. '~ 

SCHOOl 
UNKNOWN WORK 

;.";! 
Check ONE box in all ' 
11JCLEAR 
D CLOUDY (OVERCASl] 
DRAIN 
Dw:m 
0 SLEET /HAIL/ ETC 
OroGISMOG 
OSMOKE 
0 BLOWING SAND I DIRT 
0 SEVERE CROSSWIND 
0 OTHER /UNKNOWN 

SURFACE CONDITION 

n 
li!IDRY 
OWET 
0 SNOW I SLUSH 
OICY 
0MUOOY 
0 DEBRIS 
0 RUTS /HOLES I BUMPS 
0 WORN I POUSHED 
0 LOW I SOFT SHOUlDER 
0 OTHER (ExpJa;n) 

SURFACE TYPE 

n 
0 CONCRETE 
KJ BLACKTOP I ASPHALT 
D GRAVEL 
0 DIRT 
0 OTHER 

· , LIGHT 

RJU. OAYUGHT 
DAI'm 
DIJSI( 

DARK- LIGHTED WAY 
DARK- NOT LIGHTED 
UNXNOI'm 

TRAFFIC CONTROL TVPE 
12 
0 NONE 
0 SCHOOL BUS LIGHTS 
0 OFACER I CROSSING 

GUARD or FlAGGER 
0 0 TRAF;IC SIGNAL wl 

PEDESTRIAN CONTROL 
0 0 TRAF;IC SIGI'W. 
0 a FLASHING BEACON 
)jjj 6iJ STOP SIGN a a YIELD SIGN a 0 RR CROSSING GATES 
0 0 RR CROSSING BUCKS 
0 0 RR FLASHING SIGNAL 
0 0 RR CROSSING wl 

PAVEMENT MARKINGS 
0 0 LANE CONTRLS /LINES 

I STRIPES I DEVICES 
0 SCHOOL SIGNAL 
0 OTHER REG SIGN a TURN.LANES 
a UNKNOWN 

12 
1!!1 STRAJGHT and LEVEL 
0 STRAJGHT wl GRADE 
0 CURVED and LEVEL 
0 CURVED w/GRAOE 

II L NUMBER OF LANES 

12 ..!_NUMBER OF LANES 

j,_ TOTAL NUMBER OF LANES 
ROAD FLOW 

1 12 
0 0 ONE WAY TRAF;IC 
i;iJ I&J NOT PHYSL Y DIVIDED 

TYPE 
UNPAVED 
BARRIER 
PAVED 
CONT LEFT TURN 

DRIVER LICENSE 
VIOLATION 

NONE 
INSffiUCilON PERMIT 
LICENSE RESTRICTION 
EXPIRED LICENSE 
OUT OF CLASS 
SUSPNOED/REVOKED 
UNLICENSED 

*DRIVER FACTORS. 

NONE 
CELL PHONE USE 
OBSffiUCTEO VIEW 
FAILED TO YIELD ROW 

12 
I!JNONE 
0 BRAKES 
0 STEERING 

0 0 POWER PLANT 
0 0 SUSPENSION 
0 0 TIRES 
0 0 EXHAUST 
0 0 LIGHTS a 0 SIGNALS 
0 0 WINDOWS I WJNDSHLO 

0 0 RESTRAJNT SYSTEM I~~~~ 0 0 WHEELS I' 
OOcoUPUNG 
0 0 CARGO 
0 0 OTHER 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

12 
00BACKID 
0 OSTOPPEO 
0 0 STRAIGHT AHEAD 
0 13 TURNING RIGHT 
8J 0 TURNING LEFT 
0 0 UAKlNG U-TURN 
0 0 ENTER TRAF;IC LANE a 0 LEAVE TRAFAC LANE 
0 0 OVERTAKING 
0 0 CHANGING LANES 
0 0 AVOIDING MANEUVER 
0 OMERGJNG 
0 OPARKJNG 
0 0 NEGOTIATING A CURVE 
0 OOTHER 

TRAILER TYPE 

UNIT12 

NONE 
INTERFERED w/DRIVER 
UNDER INA...- DRUGS 
UNDER INFL- ALCOHOL 
UNKNOWN 
OTHER (E><plain) 

PEDESTRIAN LOCA1"10N 

DISRGRO TRAF SIGN UNDER INFL -
TOO FAST FOR CONO UNKNOWN 

VEH 

MADE IMPROPER TURN OTHER (E><plain) 

WRONG SIDE/WAY ~~~~~~;~~~~~~~~"G;;;;i~-_:~-;:--~~ FOLLOW TOO CLOSELY 
IMPROPER LANE CHNG 2 
IMPROPER BACKING 
IMPROPER PASSING 
IMPROPER SIGNAL 
IMPROPER PARKING 
FATIGUE/ DROWSY 
Ill I BlACKOUT 
UNKNOWN 
OTHER (Explain) 

* IMPAIRMENT 

t2 
[it!SJ NONE 
0 t'J UNDER 1NFt- DRUGS 
0 0 UNDER INFL- ALCOHOL 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

0 0 UNDER INFL- MEOS 1--- -+-·--·-~-- --)-
0 0UNKNOWN 

DISTANCEAFTER (FEET) 

TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICE CONDITION 

IDETE'RMINEOBY: 

NO MALFUNCTION 
DOWN/ MISSING 
TURNED FROM 
PROPER POSITION 

0 0 OBSCURED BY 
OTHER SIGNS 

0 0 OBSCURED BY 
PARKED VEHICLE 

0 0 OBSCURED BY 
VEGETATION 
UGHTS MALFUNCTION 
LIGHTS STUCK 
GATES INOPERATIVE 
GATE ARM MISSING 
OTHER RR MAI.FUNCTN 
OTHER IMPAIRMENT 

0 0 INTOXR.VZER TEST 
0 0 BLOOD OR URINE TEST 
a 0 AELD SOB. TEST 
iB riJ OBSERVED (SPEECH, 

ODOR, ETC~ 
0 0 ORE EVALUATION 
0 0 STATEMENTS 
0 0UNKNOWN 
0 0 OTHER (Explain) 



!BASIC ACCIDENT DATA 
227TH/QVATAMA Between 1/1/05 and 9/18/08 

POLICE INCIDENT 107812561 

DATE 12122120071 

ROAD ON WHICH ACCIDENT OCCURED IQUATAMA ROAD 
~==~~~~~~~====~ 

DISTANcE FROM INTERsEcTioN (FEET) 1 sool DIRECTION FRoM INTERsEcTioN Lls~ou~T~H ___ _j 

I 

Thursday, September I 8, 2008 Page I of/ 
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JY; 
__. - -· ---· VEI11\.4..1:; ........ k.-E 

- ... J • ' 

N 

L]~,~uWN: 
TO 

DAMAGE ES 11.:...tTt .J ROllOVER 
0 NONE 0 UNOERCAR 
D UNDER $1500 D TOTALED 

0 OVER $1500 ~UNKNOWN 
USE ARROW TO SHOW FIR$T lliPACT 

DAMAGE ESTIMATED ROU.OVER 
D NONE 0 UNDEfiCAR 
0 UNOER$1500 0 TOTAlED 
0 OVER $1500 0 UNKNOWN 

USE ARROW TO SHOW FIRST IMPACT 

., 

0 NONE 0 POSSIBLE 0 MINOR 0 SERIO\JS D FATAl 



RST HARMFUL EVENT 

NCOUJSION 
OVl;lll\JAN 
Fl' . . 'PLOSION 
~ JN 
GA-. R .. 1AI..A TlON 
folliER NON COUJSION 
MEDICAL (Explain) 

LLISION WITH 
PEDESTRIAN 
PARKED MOTOR VEHICLE 
RAILWAY TAAIN 
BICYCliST 
~SHTYPE 
HEAD ON 
REAR END 
ANGLE 
SIDESWIPE 
MANNER UNKNOWN 

ED OBJECT 
BARRICADE 
BOULDER I ROCK 
BRIDGE OIPASS or RAIUNG 
BUILDIN(l 
CUlVERT HEADWALL 
CURBING 
DITCH 
DIVIDER ~ CNCRT or STEEL 
FENCE- NOT MEDIAN 
RAE HYDRANT 
HIGHWAY GUARDRAIL 
HIGHWAY SIGN 
IMPACT ABSORBER 
UGHT STANDARD 
MAILBOX 
OVERHEAD SIGN POST 
OVERHEAD STRUCTURE 
PIER or COLUMN 
RETAINING WALL 
SJT' . --lPE EARTH 
S ::>fROCK or STONE 
n. .- SIGNAl POST 
TREE 
UNDERPASS TUNNEl 
UTIUTY POLE 
OlliER FIXED {&j>lail) 

lEA OBJECT (NOT FIXED) 
ANIMAL 
THROWN I FAWNG OBJECT 
UNKNOWN 
OTHER OBJECT {Explain) 

EVENT LOCATION 

ROADWAY 
NON-INTERSECTION 
INTERSECTION 
INTERSECTION RELATED 
DRIVEWAY ACCESS 
iNTERCHANGE AREA 
AAIL.AOAO CROSSING 
3RIDGE 
ruNNEl 
)THEA ON-ROAD AREA 
ROADWAY 

)HOI.JLDER 
fURNOUT 
10ADSIDE 
3EYOND RIGKT OF WAY 
o-1EDIAN 
lAIVEWAY 
'AIV ATE DRIVE 
lAILROAD CROSSING 
)THER OFF ROAD 
>ARKING LOT 
/NKNOWN 

r-- ':'"4•m 
10. 
:QN;:, ,nifCTION 
tAINTENANCE 
mLITY 
:NOW 
CHOCL 
INKNOWN WORK 

ETC 

SMOKE 
BLOWING SAND I DIRT 
SEVERE CROSSWIND 
OTHER/ UNKNOWN 

SURFACE CONDITION 
12 
0DRY 
OWET 
.0 SNOW I SLUSH 
OICY 
0 MUDDY 
0 DEBRIS 
0 RLITS I HOLES I BUMPS 
0 WORN I POUSHED 
0 LOW I SOFT SHOULDER 
0 OTHER I UNKNOWN 

SURFACE TYPE 

12 
0 CDNCRm 
0 BLACKTOP I ASPHALT 
0 GRAVEL 
0 DIRT 
0 OTHER 

LIGHT 

FUll DAYLIGHT 
DAWN 
DUSK 
DARK- LIGHTED WAY 
DARK~ NOT UGHTED 
UNKNOWN 

TRAFFIC CONTROL TYPE 

NONE 
SCHOOl BUS LIGHTS 
OFRCER I CROSSING 
GUARD or FlAGGER 

0 0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL w/ 
PEDESTRIAN CONtROL 

0 0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
0 0 FLASHING BEACON 
0 0 STOP SIGN 
0 0 YlaOSIGN 
0 0 RR CROSSING GATES 
0 0 RR CROSSING BUCKS 
0 0 RR FLASHING SIGNAL 
0 0 RR CROSSING w/ 

PAVEMENT MARKINGS. 
0 0 LANE CONTRLS I LINES 

I STRIPES I DEVICES 
0 0 SCHOOL SIGNAL 
0 0 OTHER REG SIGN 
0 0 TURN LANES 
00UNKNOWN 

12 
0 00NEWAYTRAFAC 
~ 0 NOT PHYSLY DMDED 

MEDIAN TYPE 
0 0 UNPAVED 
0 0BARRIER 
0 0 PAVED 
0 0 CONT LEFT TURN 

DRIVER LICENSE 
___ ...l/JOJ.ATJON-~-

0 0NONE 
0 0 INSTRUCTION PERMIT 
0 0 UCENSE RESTRICTION 
0 0 EXPIRED UCENSE 
0 0 OUT OF CLASS 
0 0 SUSPNDED I REVOKED 
0 0 UNIJCENSED 

Ul\.btewl-\ 
* DRIVER FACTORS 

12 
0 
0 
0 STEERING 
0 POWER PLAIIT. 
0 SUs$SIDN ·. 
0 TIRES 
0 EXHAUST 
0 LIGHTS 
0 SIGNALS 
0 WINDOWS /WINDSHLD 
0 RESJiwNT SYSTEM 
0 WHmS 
0 COUPliNG 
0 CARGO 
0 OTHER. 

VEHICLE r.JIOVEMENT 

12 . 
0BACKING 
OSTOPPED . 
0 STRAIGHT AHEAD 
0 TURNING RIGHT . 
0 TIJRNING LEA' 
0 MAKING U:TUAN 
0 ENTER TRAFFIC LANE 
0 LEAVE TllAFRC LANE 
0 OVERTAKING 
0 CHAHGING LANES 

AVOIDJNG"MANEUVER 
MERGING 
PARKlNG . 

NEGOTIATING A CURVE hlillJmWiJlil~t!IiJrai~J~ 
OTHER 

TRAILER TYPE IN OAD 
1 2 01 X-WALK 

0 LOG BUNK 0 N IN X-WALK 
0 SEMITRAILER 0 NO WALK AVAILABLE 
0 0 LE TRAILER INTEASE ON 
0 0 TRAILER 0 IN X·W K 

NONE 0 0 MO E HOME 0 NOTIN ALK 
CELLPHONEUSE 0 0 UTI TRAILER 0NOX-W AVAILABLE 
OBSTRUCTED VIEW 0 0 TRAVEr ILEA OTHER 
FAILED TO YIELD ROW 0 0 BOATT LEA 0 NOTIN ROA 
OISRGRDTRAFSIGN 0 0 FARME MENT 0SHOULDER 
TOO FAST FOR COND 0 0 HORSE TRA ER 0 MEDIAN 
MADE IMPROPER TURN 0 0 VEHIClE IN W 0 BIKE LANE 

,· 
I 

I J.YVHVl<o SIDf!WAY 0 0 OTHER/UNKNOWN 0 UNKNOWN 
FOllOW TOO CLOSELY r=;;;~::.:,~~~~~~~~~~;:,---;;:::;:--'-:;------:----j 
:~~=~~~~~~~ I SKETCH & NARRATIVE I UNIT 

2 

IMPROPER PASSING SKID MARKS TO (FEET) ____ ----
IMPROPER SIGNAL 
IMPROPER PARKING 
FA TIGUE I DROWSY 
Ill/ BLACKOUT 
UNKNOWN 
OTHER 

' *IMPAIRMENT 

0 0 INTOXIL VZER TEST 
0 0 BLOOD OR URINE TEST 
0 0 AELD SOB. TEST 
0 0 OBSERVED {SPEECH. 

ODOR, ETC.) 
0 0 ORE EVALUATION 
0 0 STATEMENTS 
0 0UNKNOWN 
0 OOlliER 

RESULTS OFTEST' 

Dl __ % 02 __ % 
0 0 NO TEST GIVEN 
0 0 TEST REFUSED 
0 0 TESTED FOR DRUGS 
0 0 RESLTS NOT AVAH.ABLE 

(NOT TO SCALE) DISTANCE AFTER (FEEl) 



V/IHL:>bl HILLSBORO POUCE DEP ... RTI'IENT 

UNKNOWN 

On Saturday, December 22nd, 2007, at approximately 2115 hours, I was dispatched to the area of 
Quatama Road near SE 227th Avenue for a report of a vehicle in the ditch. When I arrived I saw a 
1993 Chevy K3500 Pick Up on the east side of Quatama Road approximately five feet over an 
embankment. There is a sharp corner just before this straight stretch of road which leads to a 
bridge. It is unknown what caused the crash. When we arrived there was nobody around the 
vehicle and the doors were locked. The hood was cold and the radiator was slightly warm. There 
was a 25 mile per hour sign destroyed in the crash. There was no other property damage. 

arrived and seized the vehicle. The vehicle apparently belongs to in · 
There was no registered owner available. 

REPORTING OffiCER OFC IDNO. WATCH ll:;IST I APPROVED BY' PROCESSED BY: EN'Tl:RED BY/DATE 

J<.J. VAN METER 38807 N 
JJ~ 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
October 16, 2008 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Department 

RE: Divergences Between Adopted Resolutions For Orenco Woods Crossing 

The following is a summary of the divergences between the adopted Planning Commission 
resolution and the adopted City Council resolution for the originally approved Oren co Woods 
Crossing (OWC) concept development plan. The Planning Commission resolution granted 
approval to the following applications: concept development plan, detailed development plan, 
subdivision, significant natural resource permit, and floodplain alteration permit. Subsequent to 
Planning Commission approval the concept development plan alone was appealed to the City 
Council. The City Council upheld the Planning Commission's approval of the concept 
development plan during appeal. 

Despite the differences between the resolutions, which originated due to scrivener's error, the City 
Attorney explained to the Planning Commission at the September 10, 2008 meeting that the 
detailed development plan, subdivision, significant natural resource permit, and floodplain 
alteration permit remain enforceable via the Planning Commission resolution. The reason that 
both remain enforceable is because the Planning Commission resolution still binds four of the five 
approved applications and the City Council resolution binds the concept development plan 
application. Therefore, both resolutions remain enforceable. 

Planning Commission Resolution 
Condition No. 6 

6. The developer shall construct a half street improvement on NW 225th Avenue to the Street 
Standard Type "A" which is identified in HZO Section 140(III)(N)(3)(a) and Section 
140(Figure 5.4). Street improvements shall include paving, Option B acorn street lights, 
sidewalk, and landscape strip. All improvements shall be subject to approval by the City 
Engineer. 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681·6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Memo: PC versus CC Resolutions 

City Council Resolution 
Condition No. 6 

2 

6. The developer shall construct a half street improvement on NW 225th Avenue to the Street 
Standard Type "A" which is identified in HZO Section 140(II)(N)(3)(a) and Section 
!40(Figure 5.4). Street improvements shall include paving, Option B acorn street lights, 
sidewalk, and landscape strip. All improvements shall be subject to approval by the City 
Engineer. 

Divergence 

The Planning Commission resolution reads "Section 140(1Il)(N)(3)(a)" the City Council resolution 
reads "Section 140(II)(N)(3)(a)". The correct subsection is Roman numeral "III". 

Planning Commission Resolution 
Condition No. 20 

20. The final plats shall provide for public and private utility, emergency vehicle access, private 
storm drainage, private access, and public pedestrian and bicycle easements on private street 
tracts, as applicable. All easements shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer 
and Planning Director prior to approval of the applicable final plat. Storm sewers located in 
the private streets and alleys shall be a private system owned and maintained by the Home 
Owners' Association. All private utilities shall be owned and maintained by the Home 
Owners' Association. 

City Council Resolution 
Condition No. 20 

20. The final plats shall provide for public and private utility, emergency vehicle access, private 
storm drainage, private access, and public pedestrian and bicycle easements on private street 
tracts, as applicable. The applicable final plat shall provide for a public pedestrian access 
easement over the entirety of Tract HH. All easements shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City Engineer and Planning Director prior to approval of the applicable final plat. 
Storm sewers located in the private streets and alleys shall be a private system owned and 
maintained by the Home Owners' Association. All private utilities shall be owned and 
maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

Divergence 

The City Council resolution has an additional sentence which reads "The applicable final plat shall 
provide for a public pedestrian access easement over the entirety of Tract HH". 



Orenco Woods Crossing Memo: PC versus CC Resolutions 

Planning Commission Resolution 
Condition No. 57 

3 

57. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscape plans for the front and street side yards of the attached single family dwelling 
units and a typical front and street yard landscape plan for the detached single family 
dwelling units. The landscape plans shall be substantially similar to the approved Detailed 
Development Plan landscaped plans and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Director prior to fmal plat approval of the applicable phase. Front and street side yard 
landscaping for the detached single family dwelling units shall be installed prior approval of 
the final inspections for the applicable dwelling unit. The common landscape areas around 
the attached single family dwelling units shall be installed prior to issuance of occupancy 
permits and shall be maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

City Council Resolution 
Condition No. 57 

57. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscape plans for the front and street side yards of the attached single family dwelling 
units and a typical front and street yard landscape plan for the detached single family 
dwelling units. The landscape plans shall be substantially similar to the approved Detailed 
Development Plan landscaped plans and shall be review and approved by the Plarming 
Director prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase. Front and street side yard 
landscaping for the detached single family dwelling units shall be installed prior approval of 
the fmal inspections for the applicable dwelling unit. The common landscape areas around 
the attached single family dwelling units shall be installed prior to issuance of occupancy 
permits and shall be maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

Divergence 

The City Council resolution reads "review" and the Plarming Commission resolution reads 
"reviewed" in the following sentence. "The landscape plans shall be substantially similar to the 
approved Detailed Development Plan landscaped plans and shall be review and approved by the 
Plarming Director prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase." 

Plarming Commission Resolution 
Condition No. 64 

64. Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith an 
application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director, including written 
acknowledgement of receipt of the application by the appropriate agency. This application 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Memo: PC versus CC Resolutions 4 

shall not be withdrawn prior to completion of Orenco Woods. Should the Elks wish to 
dispose of the McDonald House and the associated tract on which it is located, the City of 
Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal for 120 days to acquire the property. 
Additionally, should the City acquire the McDonald House and its associated tract the 
Home Owners Assocation shall grant the City of Hillsboro the ability to purchase Tract HH. 
Provisions for this mechanism shall be incorporated into the CC&Rs for the applicable 
phase and shall not be modified without consent of the City of Hillsboro. 

City Council Resolution 
Condition No. 64 

64. Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith an 
application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director. 

Divergence 

The Planning Commission resolution reads "This application shall not be withdrawn prior to 
completion of Orenco Woods. Should the Elks wish to dispose of the McDonald House and the 
associated tract on which it is located, the City of Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal for 
120 days to acquire the property. Additionally, should the City acquire the McDonald House and 
its associated tract the Home Owners Assocation shall grant the City of Hillsboro the ability to 
purchase Tract HH." The City Council resolution does not contain this language. 

Planning Commission Resolution 
Condition No. 65 

65. No later than 180 days before construction activity on phase 4, including the installation of 
infrastructure, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks and 
Recreation Director, and the Orenco Neighborhood Organization Chair at an address to be 
provided by the Planning Director. 

City Council Resolution 
Condition No. 65 

65. Not later than 120 days before residential construction begins on the northwestern quarter of 
the subject site, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks and 
Recreation Director, and the Orenco Neighborhood Association Chair at an address to be 
provided by the Planning Director. 
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Divergence 

The Planning Commission resolution reads "No later than 180 days before construction activity on 
phase 4, including the installation of infrastructure, ... " the City Council resolution reads "Not later 
than 120 days before residential construction begins on the northwestern quarter of the subject 
site, ... ". 

Planning Commission Resolution 
Condition No. 72 

72. Prior to approval of the fmal plat for the applicable phase, the acquisition of the property for 
the Sequoia Park shall be finalized. 

City Council Resolution 
Condition No. 72 

Not within the resolution. 

Divergence 

The Planning Commission resolution contains a Condition No. 72. The City Council resolution 
does not contain this condition. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 
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October 16th, 2008 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
Re: Orenco Woods Crossing 

OCT 1 6 2008 

In response to the applicant's lawyer's information regarding the 
Comprehensive Plan, I would only like to say that Article VI, Section 1. 
Conformance of Ordinance No. 2808 says that "The design of and 
improvements in subdivisions or partitions shall conform with the 
elements of the Comprehensive Plan for the City and with other 
applicable standards established by the Planning commission or City 
Council." 

I believe this is important as the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Section 
VII A 1 says that "Provisions of Ordinance No. 2808, Subdivisions, 
applies to all project proposals involving the subdivision or partitioning 
of existing properties." 

I believe therefore that this development must follow the 
Comprehensive Plan which shows only residential for this property. 

401 



10-15-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

From: Jim Lubischer 

Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
Improper "Modification" procedure. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

"MODIFICATION PROCESS" 

OCT 16 2008 

-:!T't OF H\LLSBORO 
?lf'<i·-JN!;-.;o_ or::·r:;.:s..nrr· .. 'tf:N'T 

The applicant proposes to change part of their previously approved Concept Development Plan, 
CDP 1-06, via a "modification". I respectfully submit that the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance does not 
contain specific process for "modification" of a previously approved Concept Development Plan. 
That the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance contains no specific process for "modification" of a 
previously approved Concept Development Plan has been established by planning staff and by our 
City attorney. The City attorney stated, 

"An excellent question and certainly one that staff and I have thought a lot 
about in the context of this and other applications. It is correct that there's 
not a specific process for a modification of a Concept Development Plan 
in the code." (Counselor Pam Beery) (9-8-08 Planning Commission 
hearing.) 

Planning staff has stated, 

"There is no process in the Zoning Ordinance for modification ofthe CDP." (See 
page 2 of the attached E-mail reply) (Underline added) 

Since there is no codified process for "modification" of a CDP in our zoning ordinance, how can 
a developer change a component of their CDP? I believe there are two issues relevant to this 
question. One of these relates to a peculiarity in our zoning ordinance with respect to CDP 
applications. This peculiarity is that a CDP applicant, who wants an exception to a development 
standard, may request an "alternative design element". This is peculiar because an "alternative 
design element" does not have to comply with all of the Variance criteria (see HZO Section 136 
VII.B.2.g)1

, as does an exception to a development standard re~uested "subsequent to Concept 
Development Plan approval" (see HZO Section 136 VII.B.2.h) . By allowing an applicant to 
"modify" a previously approved CDP, even if they follow the rules of a new application, they are 
exempt from Hillsboro's Variance criteria #4 and #5. This is contrary to HZO 136 VII.B.2.h2 

which stipulates specific procedure for Variances requested "subsequent" to CDP approval. 
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The second issue relates to common law. The City attorney stated that, 

" ... consistent with well established common law is that a change to an 
approved application, regardless of what a local code might say, needs to go 
through the exact same level of process that was conducted in the initial 
review." (Counselor Pam Beery) (9-8-08 Planning Commission hearing.) 

In addition, planning staff stated, 

"Staff discussed this with our legal counsel and reached the conclusion an applicant 
requesting a modification to a CDP application should file the modification request 
just as they would file a new CDP application but addressing the changes in the 
approved CDP. The modification application must include all the elements otherwise 
required for a CDP submittal and would be processed in the same manner as the 
original CDP. There is precedent for this approach to modifications of approved 
CDP's in the City." (See page 2 of the attached E-mail reply) (Underline added) 

It does make sense to allow a request for a change to a Concept Development Plan if the 
applicant files a request just as they would file a new CDP application that includes all the 
elements required for a new application and that development review goes through the exact same 
level of process that was conducted in the initial review. (In Hillsboro's case, however, a request 
for a change to a CDP should not allow the applicant to game the code by requesting an exception 
via an "alternative design element". Any "modification" which requests an exception should be 
made to comply with HZO Section 136 VII.B.2.h2

.) 

In the "modification" application at i~e, the central question is whether the application and 
review may be limited to just the requested changes. Common sense tells us that when dealing with 
a request to change a previously approved conceptual plan, such a request should be considered 
within the context of the whole conceptual plan, that the whole plan be available for review. To 
approve a concept as a whole, and then modify one part without giving consideration to the whole, 
defeats the purpose of the conceptual plan approval process. 

HZO Section 136 VII.B.2.a.3.iii is helpful in answering this question. In a CDP application, 

" ... the applicant shall file an application for Concept Development Plan approval 
for the entire area identified for development. The Plan shall encompass the 
entire parcel or contiguous parcel(s) proposed or available for current or ultimate 
development by the applicant or any entities that are controlled, in whole or part, 
by the applicant ... " (HZO Section 136 VII.B.2.a.3.iii) (Underline added) 

It is important to recognize that a Concept Development Plan application "shall encompass the 
entire parcel or contiguous parcel(s) proposed or available for current or ultimate development". 
In order to go through the exact same level of process that was conducted in the initial review, a 
CDP "modification" application should do so also. 

Only by addressing all of the development, of which the "modification" is but a part will this 
review "go through the exact same level of process that was conducted in the initial review". Since 
there is no process for "modification" of an already approved CDP the only option is for the 



applicant to submit a "modified" CDP application that includes all the requirements of a new 
application, including those stipulated by HZO Section 136 VII.B.2.a.3.iii.1 The fact that the City 
has allowed other "modifications" to be reviewed and approved in a different manner does not 
legitimize that non-codified process. 

The initial development review for this 55-acre parcel considered multiple aspects, including 
type and intensity of development, relationship to the historic McDonald House, park size, park 
location, and relationship with the Orenco Townsite Conservation District. In the initial CDP 1-06 
application and development review, all of these aspects, as well as perhaps other aspects, were 
included. The public was allowed to provide input. This was done in order to determine an 
appropriate conceptual development plan for this 55 acres. Limiting the discussion to a piece of that 
CDP and not allowing discussion regarding the many other aspects of this 55-acre development 
does not provide the public with the "exact same level of process." 

Since there is no codified process for a "modification" of a previously approved CDP, I submit that 
the applicant is required, pursuant to HZO Section 136 VII.B.2.a.3.iii?, to submit a "modified" 
application which encompasses all 55 acres of the subject property. Development review, including 
opposition testimony, should be allowed to address not just the "modified" aspects, but also allowed to 
address all parts of the project. Furthermore, I submit that the Commission is allowed to consider the 
development as a whole and is authorized in making adjustments to any or all aspects of the involved 
property, not just to the area requested to be modified. Only in this way will this request go through 
the exact same level of process that was condu<;ted in the initial review. 

To summarize, there is no process in the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance that allows for a 
"modification" of a previously approved CDP, but common law allows changes to an approved 
CDP be made if the "modification" application goes through the exact same level of process that 
was conducted in the initial review. To achieve the exact same level of process that was conducted 
in the initial review requires that the "modified" application and its subsequent review encompass 
the entire parcel or contiguous parcel(s) proposed or available for current or ultimate development. 
In this case, this means that the "modified" application and subsequent review address the whole 55 
acres addressed in the original CDP application. 

Finally, at the 10-8-08 hearing, staff implied that statutory law allows development review of a 
"modified" CDP to be limited to the specifics of the modified components. If indeed there is such 
statutory law I would certainly defer to it and withdraw my objections. Staff also stated that the 
applicant has an entitlement to the CDP once approved and that the CDP in toto cannot be included 
in subsequent review when the applicant has, on their own accord, requested a change to that 
approved CDP. I do not agree and submit that full review of the whole CDP is appropriate as 
discussed above and does not constitute impermissible collateral attack as claimed. 

T~ank u, 
~_ :M J ubischer\ 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

(Footnotes on next page.) 

405 



406 

1 'The Planning Commission may authorize a proposed alternative development or design provision only if 
it finds that the proposed standard meets the criteria set forth in Section 136.X.B.3., Variances and the intent 
ofthedistrict." ( WZ-0 .SE"CT">o . .v 13{, :iZI( i? ;;l ~) 

2 "Subsequent to Concept Development Plan approval, an applicant may request additional Variances under 
the provisions of Section 136.X., Variances, except that the provisions of subparagraph (f) of this section 
shall apply; and no Variance to any condition of approval imposed by the Planning Commission shall be 
allowed except by action of the Planning Commission." ( If zo <;f: en o fV I 3 4 v 1 \ t! i2 J.. ) 

3 
" ••. the applicant shall file an application for Concept Development Plan approval for the entire area 

identified for development. The Plan shall encompass the entire parcel or contiguous parcel(s) proposed or 
available for current or ultimate development by the applicant or any entities that are controlled, in whole or 
part, by the applicant ... " (It z..o 5> E' c:vo ,-v 1 s 0 Sir 13 rJ. o.. "3 ..i.L.: ) 
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Good morning, 

The responses are inserted below. 

Thanks, 
Ruth 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 
{503) 681·6465- Phone 
(503) 681-6245- Fax 

Fro~;-~~-b;;~h~riiiillijiliiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiJ-------------
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 7:39AM 
To: Vickie Ward 
cc: Ruth Klein 
Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing development 

··~-' , ___ . _/ 

8-25-08 (Faxed at 07:40 PST) 

Hillsboro Planning Department and Ruth Klein, 

I) Crossin elopni t (Resolution No. 
that a request modificaf of 

;wtuo\!-but I am interested in 

e final plat has not been s 
ill bundle the letter and t 

2) e to requ a complete co 
application modification, recently 
hopefully can this up today. Please call 

6 or a 03-640- I 804. 

uest? 

e any questions a ut 

3) The recent application by Venture is for a "modification" to their previously 
approved CDP. I have been unable to find any specific provision(s) in the Zoning 
Ordinance that allows for a "modification", "revision", or "amendment" to a 
previously approved CDP. HZO Section 136 VII.B.7.f and HZO Section 136 
VII.B.4.f make reference to amendments but do not appear applicable and 
certainly do not provide any guidelines for a "modification" or "amendment" 
process other than "may apply for an amendment to the CDP under the applicable 
provisions of Section 136 Vll.BJ-6" or "approval of an amended CDP under 
then current regulations" --- [what would those applicable provisions or current 
regulations be in this case?] ---
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HZO Section 136 VII.A.l contains the word amendment but I don't see how 
proper interpretation of this provision could be basis for allowing a 
"modification" of a previously approved CDP. 

There is no process in the Zoning Ordinance for modification of the CDP. Staff discussed !II!E 
this with our legal counsel and reached the conclusion an applicant requesting a modification to a 
COP application should file the modification request just as they would file a new CDP application 
but addres.sing the changes in the approved CDP. The modification application must include all 
the elements otherwise required for a COP submittal and would be processed in the same 
manner as the original COP. There is precedent for this approach to modifications of approved 
COP's in the City. 

I would very much appreciate if you could provide me the basis per our Zoning 
Ordinance upon which a "modification" to a previously approved CDP can be 
made. 

Thank you, Jim Lubischer 



., . ' 
~J ~ ' ' 

"LOS = E AT DOGWOOD I 231 sT INTERSECTION" 

10-15-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), Does the LOS= Eat the Dogwood I 231'' 
intersection meet the standard found in Table 137.4? 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

The year 20 II weekday p.m. peak hour level of service (LOS) at the Dogwood /231 51 

intersection is "E". (See figure# 16 of the applicant's 8/08 traffic study, which is attached.) It 
is not clear if this LOS ofE is "for 20 minutes" or if it is for greater than 20 minutes. If the 
latter, then this LOS does not meet the standard found in HZO Table 137.4. 

Table 137 4· Level of Service Standards Within Station Communities 

II Level of Service Thresholds 

I 
Measurement 

II 
Preferred 

II 
Acceptable II Not to 

. Equal/Exceed (1) 

3. OTHER FACILITIES: Intersections between: Arterial and Collector; Collector and Collector; Local 
Streets and Arterial or Collector; Local and Local; Intersections between State facilities and collector or 
local streets and roads. Roadway segments other than listed in 1 or 2 above. 

I Mid-Day One Hour Standard II c II D II 0(7) 

I One Hour Peak Use Standard (3) 

II 
c II D for one-hour or II E (7) 

E for 20 m1nutes 

(1) Trigger point for capital improvement requirements. 
(3) The one-hour peak period is measured at either the morning or evening peak period, whichever is 

greater at the location of interest. 
(7) It is not the intent to degrade the LOS of category 1 or 2 facilities as a result of improvements on 

category 3 facilities. Installation of traffic signals at category 1 or 2 intersections to achieve the LOS 
standard on category 3 facilities shall only be allowed with the approval of the City /County/ State 
Engineer, or designee, of the appropriate category 2/3 road authority. 

!-;£~~ 
s#m1tted by Jim Lub1scher 
22720 NW Quatarna 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Attachment: Figure# 16 of the applicant's 8/08 traffic study. 

I 

I 
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\ 10-15-08 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
Facts in the record. 

Traffic Estimates 

"FACTS LETTER" 

Pi 

Original CDP traffic1 Additional "modification" traffic Total traffic2 

Average daily trips 2000 2672 4672 

Total weekday a.m. 
peak hour trips 162 182 344 

Total weekday p.m. 
peak hour trips. 207 230 437 

Additional roadway I intersection improvements provided by the "modification." 

The only additional improvement is a SBRT lane (Southbound right-tum lane) at the Quatama I 
Cornelius Pass Road intersection.3 

Quatama Road 
(West ofNE 76'h) 

Dogwood Street 

Percent Traffic Impacts 

Original CDP 1-06 traffic4 CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) traffic5 

28.30% 113% 

27.78% 61% 

Quotes from 2005 and 2008 "Access 
Modification Request" to Washington County. 

2005: "It is the purpose of this letter to demonstrate that over the next 20 years, 
Collector access to NW Quatama Road will become impracticable6 

••• the proposed 
street access to NW Quatama Road will experience blockage during both the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour periods, regardless of whether or not the proposed 
access to NW Cornelius Pass Road is permitted."7 
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2008: "It is the purpose of this letter to demonstrate that over the next 20 years, 
Collector access to NW Quatama Road will become impracticable, both from an 
operational and vehicle queuing standpoint."8 "The vehicle queue for the weekday 
p.m. peak hour is projected to be 300 feet, which would prevent drivers from making 
left-turns out of the proposed street access onto NW Quatama Road."9 

Quotes concerning highest density and intensity of use for Orenco Woods Crossing. 

City Attorney Timothy Sercomb -" ... The recommendation or the scenario I'm sketching out here would be that we 
would re-notice to allow for some expanded consideration of other Plan designations and that in that new hearing 
that in addition to the SCPA Plan designation that the commission could consider a recommendation on a 
combination of low density, medium density Plan designation for this property. That would fix the density. It 
would allow for some certainty, that certain densities could not be exceeded because of the densities that are 
allowed in those Plan designations ... It would provide some assurances that the property could not be developed in 
a higher residential density that was of concern to at least the Orenco Neighbor Organization and others ... The only 
thing that you would settle down is the density issues, and the residential nature of the development ... " 
(2-9-05 Planning Commission hearing10

) 

Applicant's Attorney Edward Sullivan- " ... Tonight you have a different application before you than the one that 
you've spent so many months on previously. It is the same project, it is the same proposal but it has a different 
plan designation [Residential Medium Density rather than Station Community Planning Area] to make both you, us 
and the public more comfortable with the outer parameters of the intensity of the use. Yon now have instead of 
a possibility on paper of doing 834 units you have a maximum of298 proposed. [Later reduced to 252 by the City 
Council] You no longer have to deal with the possibility of future zoning and worrying that, a, if the Plan 
designation goes through short of a condition that the zoning might go to the full limit notwithstanding the 
representations we've made to you." (3-30-05 Planning Commission hearing10

) 

(Comment: The requested "modification" adds additional traffic to this development 
equivalent to another 3 34 residential units.] 

()?ifd?9~ 
Su~itted by Jim Lubischer 
22120 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

1 See pages I and 21 of the applicant's 2005 traffic analysis by Dunn Traffic Engineering. (attached) 
2 See pages I and 24 of the applicant's 2008 traffic analysis by Dunn Traffic Engineering. (attached) 
3 See figure 9 of the 12/2005 Dunn traffic study and figure!O of the 8/2008 Dunn traffic study. (attached) 
4 See page 3 of the applicant's 2005 traffic analysis by Dunn Traffic Engineering. (attached) 
5 See page 4 of the applicant's 2008 traffic analysis by Dunn Traffic Engineering. (attached) 
6 See December 29, 2005 "Access Modification Request", page 2, last paragraph.(attached) 
7 See December 29, 2005 "Access Modification Request", page I 0. (attached) 
8 See September 4, 2008 "Access Modification Request", page I. (attached) 
9 See September 4, 2008 "Access Modification Request", page 12. (attached) 

10 See submitted transcripts in the record. 



Project #: 0012 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study evaluates the transportation impacts associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
develop a residential subdivision on the site of the previous Orenco Woods Golf Course. The site was 
previously located in unincorporated Washington County but was recently annexed into the city limits of 
Hillsboro. The underlying Comprehensive Plan designation of the site has also been recently changed 
from Open Space to a mixture of Open Space, Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and 
Floodplain, to allow the proposed residential development to occur. 

The proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development will consist of a mixture of single-family homes and 
town homes totaling no more than 252 residential units. Construction of the proposed residential 
subdivision is expected to begin in 2006 with full build-<~ut and occupancy of all development phases 
occurring by the year 2007. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• All of the study intersections within the defined "impact area· of the proposed development 

currently operate at levels which meet the transportation standards supported by Washington 
County and the City of Hillsboro with respect to intersection levels of seiVice and volume-to­
capacity ratios during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

• No existing safety concerns were identified at any of the study intersections, as they were all 
found to have low vehicle crash frequencies and adequate sight distance for drivers. 

YEAR 2007 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

• Year 2007 background traffic conditions (without the proposed development) were evaluated 
based on an accounting of residual trips associated with all identified "in-process· and "in-review" 
developments in the site vicinity, in addition to a 2% annual increase in existing traffic levels over 
a two-year period (4% total growth) to account for regional growth patterns. 

• The traffic operations analysis results revealed that all study intersections will continue operating 
at levels which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation standards during 
both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
• The proposed development will be constructed in four phases beginning in 2006, with full build­

out and occupancy of all phases expected to occur by 2007. 

• This transportation impact study accounts for a maximum build-<~ut of 252 resid nits. 
Assuming a housing distribution of 141 single family homes and 111 town h es, the site 
generation is estimated to be as follows: -, · 

o 2,000 average daily trips; 
o 162 total weekday a.m. peak hour trips; and 
o 207 total weekday p.m. peak hour trips. 

·A-L 
() ,£ .. \ 6-1 tv {p . IJ 

C {) f I -v 

• Public streets providing access to the site are proposed at two locat1 ns: 

o Full access to NW Quatama Road directly across from NE 76 , 
o Limited access to NW Cornelius Pass Road at approximately 715 feet north of NW 

Quatama Road (measured centerline-to-centerline), with tum movements limited to nght­
in/right-<~ut/left-in only through the construction of raised medians and appropriate signing 
and striping. 

• Proposed site frontage improvements along NW Quatama Road will consist of widening the 
roadway to three travel lanes and establishing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street and a new 
planting strip and sidewalk on the north side of the street. . ·~ 

r1lu1~1. 1 d oo ~ r1 A J \'~ t) 
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OtmaJ Wood> Dnssing Development- Hillsboro Project#: (J(}12 

At the adjacent NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, the street widening 
improvements on the west leg of the intersection will trigger additional street widening requirements on 
the east leg to establish proper lane transitions through the intersection along NW Quatama Road. With 
proposed improvements in place, an exclusive left-tum lane will be established on both the eastbound 
and westbound approaches of the intersection. For this study, it was assumed that the existing permitted 
left-turn signal phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches of this signalized intersection will be 
maintained, with protected left-turn signal phasing maintained on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

With all proposed off-s~e transportation improvements in place, Figure 9 illustrates the assumed lane 
configurations and traffic control devices at the study area intersections. 

SITE TRIP GENERATION 
Estimates for the average daily, weekday a.m., and weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trip ends for the 
proposed site development were derived from empirical observations at other similar developments. 
These observations are summarized in the standard reference manual, Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (Reference 3). 

Table 3 summarizes the estimated site trip generation during a typical weekday as well as during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the proposed development. 

TABLE4 
Trip Generation Estimate 

Average Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak ~~i~' 
ITE Dally 

Hour Trips Hour Trips -· 
.land Use Code Size Trips Total In Out Total In Out of 
Single Family Homes 210 141 units 1,350 106 27 79 142 89 53 

Townhomes 230 111 units 650 56 10 46 65 44 21 

Total 252 units 1""2,000 .J '(!&V 37 125 .(i"ot) 133 74 

As shown in Table 3, the proposed site development will generate approximately 2,000 daily trips, with 
162 trips occurring during the weekday a.m. peak hour, and 207 trips occurring during the weekday p.m. 
peak hour. 

SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
The distribution of site-generated trips onto the study area roadways was previously determined in the 
transportation impact analyses prepared for the Comprehensive Plan change for the Orenco Woods 
Crossing site. Based on all previous analyses, and assuming the proposed site development has a single 
full access to NW Quatama Road and a single limited right-in/right-out/left-in access to NW Quatama 
Road, the estimated distribution patterns reflect a 47.5% distribution to/from the north along NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, a 10% distribution to/from the east along NW Quatama Road, a 12% distribution 
to/from the south along NW Cornelius Pass Road, a 10% distribution to/from the southwest along NW 
231" Avenue, and a 12.5% distribution to/from the northwest along NW 231., Avenue. Figure 10 
illustrates the estimated site trip distribution patterns for the development with Figures 11 and 12 
illustrating the assignment of site-generated traffic for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively. 

t-0 {p I 



Orenco Woods Crossing Development- .. tJ!sboro Project#: 0092 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study evaluates the transportation impacts associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan for the approved Orenco Woods Crossing development. The modified site plac 
includes a new mixture of housing types as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
employment area building space. The addition of commercial and employment area building space 
conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village) zoning that now applies to 
the subject site. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• All but one of the study intersections within the defined 'impact area' of the proposed 

development currently operate at levels which meet the transportation standards supported by 
Washington County and the City of Hillsboro with respect to intersection levels of service and 
volume-to-capacity ratios during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection currently operates at LOS E during the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours, which does not satisfy the City of Hillsboro's 'preferred" standard of LOS D. 

• The NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection is a Washington County High 
Accident SPIS location. 

YEAR 2011 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

• 

• 

A traffic signal installation is planned for construction prior to the year 2011 at the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection. This signal installation is part of a conditional 
improvement for an on-going development adjacent to this intersection. 

Year 2011 background traffic conditions (without the proposed development) were evaluated 

• 

based on an accounting of residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" developments . 
in the site vicinity, in addition to a 2% annual increase in existing traffic levels over a three-year@.. . 
period (6% total growth) to account for regional growth patterns. .· 0 'iS 
The year 2011 background traffic operations analysis results revealed that all study intersections 'b) 
will operate at levels which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation 
standards during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

• 

• 

This transportation impact study accounts for the development of 120 single family detached 
homes, 129 townhome/condominium units, with the addition of up to 35,777 squ o 
neighborhood commercial building space and up to 17,650 square feet of oyment area 
building space. . . ) 

The estimated site trip generation is as follows: /!.. C""t-( ( M 0 0 / I 
0 4,672 total primary trips for an average weekday; C G~l/-V· 

9 
I /b Lf ~. 

o 344 total primary trips for the weekday a.m. peak hour; and 1 
o 437 total primary trips for the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

~ 
~:·August 2008 \ \ 
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SITE TRIP GENERATION 
Estimates were prepared of average daily and weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour vehicle trip ends for the 
subject site, based on the modified site plan. These estimates were prepared using the standard 
reference Trip Generation, 7"' Edition (Reference 3) and the ITE Trip Generation Handbook {Reference 
4). Both publications are published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers {ITE). 

Because the modified site plan now includes a mixture of residential, neighborhood commercial, and 
employment area uses, there is the potential for three different trip types. These include internal, pass-by 
trips, and primary trips. ITE defines each type of trip as the following: 

• Internal Trips: These are trips made between adjacent land uses on the development site. 
These trips do not impact the surrounding roadway network, but are completely internal to the 
development. Internalization reduces the number of trips generated by the proposed project. 

• Pass-By Trips: These trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a 
primary destination without a route diversion. Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the 
site on an adjacent street that offers direct access to the generator. With the addition of the 
proposed development, these trips would stop at the site before continuing. As such, these trips 
do not represent new trips to the adjacent roadway beyond the site access points. 

• Primary Trips: These trips made for the specific purpose of visiting the generator. The stop at 
the generator is the primary reason for the trip. The trip typically goes from origin to generator 
then returns to the origin. 

Table 4 summarizes the estimated site trip generation during a typical weekday as well as during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the proposed development based on the modified site plan. 

TABLE 4 
E . dS' T' st1mate 1te rip Generation 

ITE A'!'erage Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Land Uses Code Size Daily Total In Out Total In Out 

Single Family Homes 210 120 units 1,230 93 23 70 126 79 47 

Townhomes/Condos 230 129 units 797 63 11 52 74 50 24 

lntemar (203) (11) (6) (5) (37) (22) (15) 

Phannacy w/Drive Thru 881 10,000 sq. ft. 882 27 15 12 86 42 44 

Internal* (88) (4) (2) (2) (11) (5) (6) 

49% Pass-By** {389) (36) (18) (18) 

Shopping Center 820 25.777 sq. ft. 2,813 69 42 27 256 123 133 

Internal* (281) (8) (4) (4) (33) (13) (20) 

34% Pass-By** (861) (76) (38) (38) 

Daycare 565 8,050 sq. ft. 638 103 55 48 83 39 44 

General Office 710 9,600 sq. ft. 220 15 13 2 14 2 12 

Internal* (86) (3) (1) (2) (9) (5) (4) 

Total Trips 6,580 370 159 211 639 335 304 

Internal Trips (658) {26) (13) (13) (90) (45) (45) 

Total External Trips 5,922 344 146 198 549 290 259 

Total Pass-By Trips {1,250) (11~ (56) (56) 

Total Primary Trips ~ 4,672 ~344 146 198 ~ 437 234 203 . - Internal tnps are estJmated to travelmternally between the restdentJal, commercial, and employment areas of the s1te 
without accessing the external streets of Quatama Road and Cornelius Pass Road. 
**- Pass-by rates contained in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition, .were a~~k hour as 

~ell as the average daily period. . . . _ _ _____ "'(. (' iP ...-\) \ 

/c. -u Q_,C. ~-£.~ lp ~,o , 
~pf 1-0 //~ 
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INTRODUCTION 

Venture Properties, Inc. is proposing to purchase the Orenco Woods Golf Course from the Hillsboro Elks 
and develop a residential subdivision in its place. The development site is located along the west side of -'1 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road in Hillsboro, Oregon. The proposed 
Orenco Woods Crossing Development will consist of a mixture of single-family homes and town homes 
totaling no more than 252 residential units. A site vicinity map is illustrated in Rgure 1 with the proposed 
site plan shown in Figure 2. 

The proposed development site was recently annexed into the city limits of Hillsboro and the underlying 
Comprehensive Plan designation has been changed from Open Space to a mixture of Open Space, 
Medium- and Low-density Residential, as well as Floodplain. Construction of the proposed residential 
subdivision is expected to begin in 2006 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases 
occurring by the year 2007. 

STUDY SCOPE 

The Orenco Woods Crossing development involves applications for a Conceptual Development Plan, a 
Detailed Development Plan, and a subdivision plat. Under the CDP/DDP process, Hilfsboro Zoning 
Ordinance No. 1945 - Section 137-XVI applies, which establishes the guidelines for preparing a 
transportation impact study. Based on this city ordinance and the transportation impact study 
requirements of Washington County R&O 86-95, the limits of this study extend to those transportation 
facilities that are contained within the "impact area" of the project and within a one-mile radius of the site. 
The "impact area· is defined by Washington County R&O 86-95 to include those roadway sections and 
intersections that will experience a ten percent or higher increase in average daily trips as a result of tt. ... 
site traffic assignment. Table 1 defines those roadway sections lying within the "impact area" of the_ rte. _ ) 

TABLE 1 (>? l/ 
Detennination Of Impact Area Roadways 

Existing Site Percent Impact 

ADT ADT Impact Area 
Roadway Section Location Road? 

N'N Quatama Road to the north 18,625 
1 950 5.10% No 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
18,625 1 NW Quatama Road to the south 400 2.15% No 

NWQuatama Road ~ 
NW Cornelius Pass Road east to NW 205th Avenue 5,565 2 200 3.58% No 

NE 76" Avenue weot to WI'/ 227"' Avenue 1,590 3 450 28.30% Yes 

~ tffl Dogwood Street WI'/ 227"' Avenue to W/'/231" Avenue 1,620 
3 450 27.78% Yes 

NW 231 51 Avenue 
WN Dogwood Street lo the north 7,800 

3 250 3.20% No 

tffl Dogwood Street to the south 7,045. 200 2.84% No 

, - '"'""""'""'"'"""'~-~w.._,- ~ A L 2. Based on proportional relationship between the weekday p.m. peak hour tum movement count conducted at WI/ Co 1us 1 
Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection and tho 2003 ADT station count for tiW Cornofius Pass Road. &-\ fJ \_A) {p ' 

3. Based on 2004 ADT traffic counts conducted by City of Hillsboro. 0 f1-\ ~ 
c_.O 

As a requirement of Washington County R&O 86-95, this study also focuses on those roaaways and 
intersections located within the "influence area" of the site. Based on the Minor Arlena/ classification of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, the "influence area" along this roadway extends along the site property 
frontage plus an additional 600 feet north and south of the property boundary. The "influence area• along 
NW Quatama Road, which is a Collector street, extends along the site frontage plus 100 feet to the east 
and west of the property boundary. Figure 3 illustrates the "influence area map• for this study. .·· . . . . ~ 

dY.I.!!:t ;)Oo<; Ill'\- ~ 
419 



420 

Orenco Woods Oossing Development- . .. tlsboro Project#: 0092 

INTRODUCTION 

This study represents a revision to the original December 2005 transportation impact analysis prepared 
for the Orenco Woods Crossing Development, located on the site of the former Orenco Woods Golf 
Course, which fronts the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road 
in Hillsboro, Oregon. The purpose of preparing this study is to assess Venture Property Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan originally approved for the Orenco Woods Crossing Development to include a new 
mix of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and employment area building space 
in a manner that conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village) zoning. 
A site vicinity map is illustrated in Figure 1 with the modified site plan shown in Figure 2. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

STUDY SCOPE 

The Orenco Woods Crossing development was previously approved for development by the City of 
Hillsboro through a detailed process that involved a Conceptual Development Plan, a Detailed 
Development Plan, and a Subdivision Plat. Under the CDP/DDP process, Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
No. 1945 - Section 137-XV/ applies, which establishes the guidelines for preparing a transportation 
impact study and traffic operations standards. Based on this city ordinance and the transportation impact 
study requirements of Washington County R&O 86-95, the limits of this study extend to those 
transportation facilities that are contained within the "impact area" of the project and within a one-mile 
radius of the site. The "impact area" is defined by Washington County R&O 86-95 to include those 
roadway sections and intersections that will experience a ten percent or higher increase in average daily 
trips as a result of the site traffic generation and assignment Table 1 defines all roadway sections~ 

~EV 
lie within the "impact area" of the site. 

TABLE 1 ( Determination Of Impact Area Roadways 

Existing Site Percent Impact 
Area 

Roadway Section Location ADT ADT Impact Road? 

NW Quatama Road to the north 19,792 1 1,578 8.0% No 
NW Cornelius Pass Road 

21,168 1 NW Ouatama. Road to the south 792 3.7% No 

NW Wilkins Street NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east 2,593 2 285 11.0% Yes 

NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east 4,765 2 894 18.6% Yes 
NW Quatama Road 

NE 76lh Avenue to the. west 1,244 
3 ,1,406 113.0% Yes 

NW Dogwood Street NW 231 51 Avenue to the east 1,138 
3 I'-- 694 61.0% Yes 

I NW 231" Avenue 
NW Dogwood Street to the noi!h 7,563 

3 370 4.9% No 

NW Dogwood Street to the south 7,741 
3 J 324 4.2% No 

' ~~" ,00, '~""" ___ ~-~-"7 
2 Based on proportional relationship between the weekday p.m. peak hour turn mov ent count conducted at the adjacent study 
intersection and the 2007 ADT station count for NW Cornelius Pass Road 
3. Based on 2008 ADT traffic counts conducted by City of Hillsboro. 

. /"' 
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December 29, 2005 

Greg Miller 
Washington County DLUT 
1400 SWWalnut Street, MS 178 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

RE: Access Modification Request for Orenco Woods Crossing -Hillsboro, Oregon 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This letter constitutes an Access Modification Request associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
develop the Orenco WoOds Crossing, located on the former Orenco Woods Golf Course s~e that fronts the 
west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road in Hillsboro, Oregon. As 
part of the development plan, two external street accesses to the site are proposetl, with a full-access 
proposed along the north side of NW Quatama Road directly across from NE 76"' Avenue, and a second 
access proposed along the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road, north of NW Quatama Road, with tum 
movements restricted to right-in/right-out/left-in only. It is the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road that is the subject of this Access Modification Request letter. 

BACKGROUND 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC, has prepared a comprehensive transportation impact analysis (TIA) for the 
proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development A copy of this TIA has been attached to this letter to 
provide you with all the detailed information necessary to understand the current transportation conditions in 
the site vicinity, what the expected short-term traffic impacts of the proposed development will be, and 
recommended measures designed to mitigate any off-site traffic impacts. 

As demonstrated in Influence Area Map presented in Figure 3 of the TIA and as described within the body of 
that report, the proposed Local street ascess to NW ~lius Pass Road ~~:> not satisfY th~.1Q.<!~ay 
access standards ?f Washin_g__ton ~ounty Com~n_i_tY._ Devt;!?.PJ!lenL Code J?~!i.9.n_~Qj:{l)1 .. B( 4) for Arterial 
~s. fh1s section of the CDC statestnar"dii'ec£ access to Arterial roads shall be from Collector or other 
Arterial streets." It is also stated in the following subsection of the CDC that the access spacing along an 
Arterial street shall be 600 feet. Although the proposed street access is located approximately 715 feet north 
of the nearest public intersection at NW Quatama Road (measured centerline-to-centerline), it would still be 
located approximately 450 feet north of the PGE substation driveway on the east side of the street and 140 
feet south of another driveway to a single family residence on the east side of the street (measured 
centerline-to-centerline). 

Although Section 501-8.56(4) of the CDC may not be satisfied, it states in the §Rme sEl{:tjgn that "exceptions 
for local streets and pnva!e a~:;ses may be allowed .... when CQI/ftctor a~s!. is found to be unavailable • ~ 

.. a.nd if118~icable _py.!fi..§1 D..lr:.ector." With the proposed street access to NW Quatama Road established, JC. 
there will be Collector access. However, ~ is the purpose of this letter to demagslrale thgtg~r \be next 2Q 
years, Collector access to NW Quatama Road will become im racticable, and, therefore a secondary access 
is need . As you may be aware, the City of Hillsboro has restricted ariy public s ee accesses· a ng the 
west side of the Orenco Woods Crossing site to preserve the environment of the adjacent old Orenco 
Neighborhood. This leaves NW Cornelius Pass Road as the only other viable option to gain a secondary 
access to the site. 

'' 7505 SE 32nd Avenue Portland OR 97202 < PHONE 503.774.2669 •' FAX 
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____ TABLE4 
Y_EAR 2024'\IEHIClF QUEUING ANALYSIS RESULTS 
( (WI)fftACCESS_}O NW CORNEUUS PASS ROAD) 

"-= -~ Storage Demand (feet) 
. ··-. 

/ ' 

Weekday W-day AvaUable ( Adequate 
AM Peak PM Peak Storage Storage / 

Intersection Mo"""'ent Hour Hour (feet) Available?. 

"--·-·-··· -IN>/ Cornelius Pass Road Northbound LT 25 25 >25 Yes 
/Proposed Access 

Southbound LT 
Scenario #I 125 225 Yes 
Scenario#2 125 250 >250 Yes 
Scenario#3 125 225 Yes 
Scenario#4 125 250 Yes 

Southbound THIRT 
Scenario#1 250 300 Yes 
Scenario #2. 275 325 650 1 Yes 
Scenario #3 250 325 Yes 

WI Cornelius Pass Road Scenario #4 275 350 Yes 

INW Quatama Road Eastbound L T (ffs Scenario #I 150 No 
Scenario #2 175 300 2 No 
Scenario #3 1 325 175 ; No 
Scenario #4 \350 J/ 200 \ No 

r ,: 

f: 

Eastbound THIRT 
,_ .. ~-· -- .--~, _., 

Scenario #I 150 -~ \ 
No·-· 

Scenario#2 175' i 300' No 
Scenario#3 1-75 325 I No .-
Scenario#4 200 315 I No 

NW Quatama Road Westbound L T 25 25/ >25 -.Yes 
/Proposed AcGess/NE 76th Avenue 

Notes: Cont = Continuous lane with unlimited storage capacity, LT = left-tum, TH = stra~ght through, RT = nght-tum 

J-/ 

€-= 
2. There wiH be 650 feet of stacking distance between MN Quatarna Road and the proposed street access to the north. 
3. There is 300 feet of stacking distance between MN Quatarna Road and the proposad street ac<:ess at NE 7ft" Avenue. 

'--' rAs shown in Tables 3 and 4, the queuing analysis determined. that the forecast 95th-percentile vehicle queues -.\ 
~ I during the year 2024 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions will be excessive for the eastbound 

1
. 

* 
1 left-turn lane and eastbound through-right-turn lane at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road ,.L_ 
1 intersection, ~[.With the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. _These results indicate 7\. 
/ under most or all of the Scenarios #1 through #4, ~ P.roposed ~access !g_ NW Qua oad will ~ 
f expenence blOCkaQe.iJ';lfiA!l botlrthe-weekday a.III:-SIId p,m. pealffiel:J. -:--; regar(!Jess ofwhetherQf'JIOt 
\_ the propoS!i;d access to NW Cornelius Pass Road is---permitted: l,!n(ler these circumstances, it would be 
\_impractical not to proVide the res1den!S·ohne Ore fico WOOd!: er6Ssing subdivision a secondary access. _, 

Tables 3 and 4 indicate vehicle queues will be manageable along NW Cornelius Pass Road between the 
proposed street access and NW Quatama Road. 

Right-Tum Lane Warrants 

The potential need for a right-tum lane at the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road 
(southbound approach) was examined for year 2024 traffic conditions and with the undel'standjog that NW __ 
Cornelius Pass Road will be widened to fiye laoes.. The analysis procedures were based on guidelines 
oescribed in National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 279: Intersection · 
Channelization Design Guide (Reference 3). 

The NCHRP Report 279 describes a total of seven criterion to consider for right-tum lane installations in an C 
urban area such as the one surrounding the site. This criterion includes the following: 

d!!J.lll., 
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September 4, 2008 

Greg Miller 
Washington County DLUT 
1400SWWalnutStreet, MS 178 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

Project#: 0092.0 

RE: Revised Access Modification Request for Orenco Woods Crossing - Hillsboro, Oregon 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This letter constitutes a new Access Modification Request associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s 
proposal to develop the Orenco Woods Crossing site located along the west side of NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road in Hillsboro, Oregon. This new request and the analyses 
contained herein were prepared to address a proposed modification to the site plan, which includes a new 
mixture of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and employment area building 
spaces. The proposed addition of commercial and employment area building spaces conforms with the 
underlying SCR"V {Station Community Residential- Village) zoning that now applies to the subject site. 

Relative to the original site plan, the proposed modified site plan has not changed in tenms of external 
vehicular access. Two public external street connections are proposed, with a full street access proposed on 
the north side of NW Quatama Road, directly across from NE 76th Avenue, and a second and more limited 
right-in/right-ouUieft-in only street access proposed on the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road, north of 
NW Quatama Road. It is the proposed limited street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road that is the subject 
of this new Access Modification Request letter. 

BACKGROUND 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC, has prepared a revised transportation impact analysis {TIA) in August 2008 
for the proposed modification to the Orenco Woods Crossing development site plan. A copy of this August 
2008 TJA has already been submitted to City and County staff for review. The August 2008 TIA provides all 
detailed information necessary to understand the current transportation conditions in the site vicinity, what 
the expected short-term traffic impacts of the proposed site development will be, and recommended 
measures designed to mitigate any off-site traffic impacts. 

As demonstrated by the "Influence Area Map" presented in Figure 3 of the TIA and as described within the 
body of that report, the proposed Local street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road does not satisfy the 
roadway access standards of Washington County Community Development Code Section 501-8.58{4) for 
Arterial streets. This section of the CDC states that 'direct access to Arterial roads shall be from Collector or 
other Arterial streets." It is also stated in the following subsection of the CDC that the access spacing along 
an Arterial street shall be 600 feet. Although the proposed street access is located approximately 715 feet 
north of NW Quatama Road {measured centerline-to-centerline) and 675 feet south of NW Wilkins Street, it 
would still be located approximately 450 feet north of the PGE substation driveway on the east side of the~·,--------.,. 
street and 140 feet south of another driveway to a single family residence on the east side of the street of? 
(measured centerline-to-centerline). q 

Although Section 501-8.58(4) of the CDC may not be satisfied, it states in the same CDC section that 
'exceptions for local streets and private accesses may be allowed .... when Collector access is found to be 
unavailable and impracticable by the Director." With the proposed street access to NW Quatama Road ,_,. 
{across from NE 76th Avenue) established, there will be Collector access. However, IIJ.. 
letter to demonstrate that over 
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As shown in Table 4 below, the 95'"-percentile vehicle queues forecast for the year 2028 weekday a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours will, under all but one circumstance, be adequate and accommodated within available lane 
storage. The one circumstance is, again, for the eastbound shared through-right turn lane at the NW 
Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection under Scenario #4 (140 second cycle length and 
protected left-turn phasing on NW Quatama Road approaches). The vehicle queue for the weekday p.m. 
peak hour is projected to be 300 feet which would prevent drivers from making left-tums out of the proposed ' 
st -reet access onto NW Quatama Road. ~--

~ 

TABLE 4 q~L/~o f \ 
YEAR 2028 VEHICLE QUEUING ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(WITH STREET ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Storage Demand (feet) 

Weekday Weekday Available Adequate 

AM Peak PM Peak Storage Storage 
Intersection Movement Hour Hour (feet) Available? 

NW Cornelius Pass Road Northbound L T 25 25 650 1 Yes 
/Proposed Access 

Southbound L T 
Scenario #1 100 175 Yes 
Scenario #2 100 200 650 1 Yes 
Scenario #3 100 175 Yes 
Scenario #4 100 200 Yes 

Southbound TH/RT 
Scenario #1 175 425 Yes 
Scenario #2 200 475 650 1 Yes 
Scenario #3 200 450 Yes 

NW Cornelius Pass Road Scenario #4 200 500 Yes 

/NW Quatama Road Eastbound L T 
Scenario #1 225 175 Yes 
Scenario #2 250 200 300 2 Yes 
Scenario#3 225 200 Yes 
Scenario #4 250 225 Yes 

Eastbound THIRT 
Scenario #1 175 225 Yes 
Scenario #2 200 250 300 2 Yes 
Scenario#3 200 275 Yes 
Scenario#4 200 300 No (PM) 

NW Quatama Road Westbound L T 25 25 300 2 Yes 
/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue 

Notes: Cont. = Continuous lane w1th unhm1ted storage capacity, L T = left-turn, TH = stra1ght through, RT = nght-turn ~)D"' 
1. There will be 650 feet of stacking distance between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street access to the north. -, "!t 

2. There will be 300 feet of stacking distance in the center lane between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street access 
at NE 761

h Avenue to the west. . 

One notable conclusion when comparing the queuing analysis results shown in Tables 3 and 4, is that 
having the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will, in almost all instances, result in smaller 
vehicle queues for the eastbound through-right turn lane at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass 
Road intersection than if the proposed site access to NW Cornelius Pass Road were not allowed. 

Sight Distance and Safety 

As stated in the TIA, intersection sight distance from the location of the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road was measured to be more than 680 feet in the northbound direction and more than 600 
feet in the southbound direction. These distances are adequate and exceed the minimum standard of 450 
feet as required by Washington County for a roadway with a posted speed of 45 mph. 



10-15-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

"BLOCKAGE AT QUATAMA 
ACCESS AGAIN PREDICTED" 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), 9/4/08 Revised Access Modification 
Reguest predicts tbe access to Ouatama will become impracticable. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

I would like to submit the applicant's 9/4/08 "Revised Access Modification Request for Orenco 
Woods Crossing" tbat was submitted to Washington County. This access modification request was 
required because the Cornelius Pass Road access does not meet the safety spacing standards of 
Washington County. In this request the applicant's traffic engineer states, 

" ... it is the purpose of this letter to demonstrate tbat over the next 20 years, Collector 
access to NW Quatarna Road will become impracticable, both from an operational and 
vehicle queuing standpoint."1 (Underline added) 

"The vehicle queue for the weekday p.m. peak hour is projected to be 300 feet, which 
would prevent drivers from making left-turns out oftbe proposed street access onto 
NW Quatarna Road."2 (Underline added) 

This current Access Modification Request reaffirms the 2005 Access Modification Request which 
predicted blockage at tbe Quatarna access. (Please see my 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER"). At the 
9-1 0-08 Planning Commission hearing the applicant stated, 

"There's concerns about a potential blockage at the access onto Quatarna by 2024, the site 
plan doesn't change anvthing from what was previously approved and it doesn't worsen the 
long term queuing condition." (Mimi Doukas) (Underline added) 

The only new roadway improvement that results from this "modification" proposal is a dedicated 
southbound right-tum lane at tbe Quatama I Cornelius Pass intersection. That improvement will not 
mitigate the expected blockage at the access site to Quatama by tbe year 2024. The fact is that tbis 
"modification" is predicted by the applicant's traffic engineer to add 2,672 daily vehicle trips, 182 
AM peak hour trips, and 230 PM peak hour trips to tbe traffic that was previously approved for CDP 
1-06, which had 252 residential units. To claim tbat tbis increase in traffic will not worsen the long­
term queuing condition and not contribute to blockage at tbe Quatama access is unbelievable. I 
would suspect that blockage will occur well before 2024. In addition, the more blockage at the 
Quatarna access site the more traffic will go west and through Orenco. 

9&~ 
j'fin {ubischer, 22720 NW Quatarna, Hillsboro 97124 

1 See page I of the September 4, 2008 "Access Modification Request", (attached) 
2 See page 12 of the September 4, 2008 "Access Modification Request", (attached) 
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September 4, 2008 

Greg Miller 
Washington County DLUT 
1400 SW Walnut Street, MS 17B 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

Project#: 0092.0 

RE: Revised Access Modification Request for Orenco Woods Crossing- Hillsboro, Oregon 

Dear Mr. Miller. 

This letter constitutes a new Access Modification Request associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s 
proposal to develop the Orenco Woods Crossing site located along the west side of NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road in Hillsboro, Oregon. This new request and the analyses 
contained herein were prepared to address a proposed modification to the site plan, which includes a new 
mixture of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and employment area building 
spaces. The proposed addition of commercial and employment area building spaces conforms with the 
underlying SCR-V {Station Community Residential- Village) zoning that now applies to the subject site. 

Relative to the original site plan, the proposed modified site plan has not changed in terms of external 
vehicular access. Two public external street connections are proposed, with a full street access proposed on 
!tie north side of NW Quatama Road, directly across from NE 76"' Avenue, and a second and more limited 
right-in/right-out/left-in only street access proposed on the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road, north of 
NW Quatama Road. It is the proposed limited street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road that is the subject 
of this new Access Modification Request letter. 

BACKGROUND 
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC, has prepared a revised transportation impact analysis {TIA) in August 2008 
for the proposed modification to the Orenco Woods Crossing development site plan. A copy of this August 
2008 TIA has already been submitted to City and County staff for review. The August 2008 TIA provides all 
detailed information necessary to understand the current transportation conditions in the site vicinity, what 
the expected short-term traffic impacts of the proposed site development will be, and recommended 
measures designed to mitigate any off-site traffic impacts. 

As demonstrated by the "Influence Area Map" presented in Figure 3 of the TIA and as described within the 
body of that report, the proposed Local street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road does not satisfy the 
roadway access standards of Washington County Community Development Code Section 501-8.58{4) for 
Arterial streets. This section of the CDC states that "direct access to Arterial roads shall be from Collector or 
other Arterial streets.· It is also stated in the following subsection of the CDC that the access spacing along 
an Arterial street shall be 600 feet. Although the proposed street access is located approximately 715 feet 
north of NW Quatama Road {measured centerline-to-centerline) and 675 feet south of NW Wilkins Street, it 
would still be located approximately 450 feet north of the PGE substation driveway on the east side of the 

. ·~street and 140 feet south of another driveway to a single family residence on the east side of the street 
1\·J. (} r:p. {measured centerline-to-centerline). 

q Although Section 501-8.58(4) of the CDC may not be satisfied, it states in the same CDC section that 
"exceptions for local streets and private accesses may be allowed .... when Collector access is found to be 
unavailable and impracticable by the Director." With the proposed street access to NW Quatama Road 
{across from NE 76"' Avenue) established, there will be Collector access. However, it is the purpose of this 

Quatama Road will become 
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the limited right-in/right-out/left-in only access proposed to NW Cornelius Pass Road) is needed. As you 
may be aware, the City of Hillsboro has restricted any public street accesses from being located along the 
western boundary of the Orenco Woods Crossing development site to preserve the environment and livability 
of the adjacent old Orenco Neighborhood. With the MAX light rail line located along the entire northern site 
boundary, this leaves NW Cornelius Pass Road as the only other viable option to gain a secondary public 
street access to the site. 

It is the intent of this Access Modification Request to not only demonstrate that an exception to Washington 
County's roadway standards is warranted but that the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, if 
permitted, will function safely and will maintain the classified function and integrity of the adjacent arterial 
roadway. 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS FOR THE ACCESS MODIFICATION REQUEST 

The analysis contained in this letter identifies the long-term {20-year) transportation-related impacts of the 
proposed site development, both without and with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. 
The study limits for this Access Modification Request extend only to the site's 'influence area", which is 
defined by Washington County as the site property frontage along NW Cornelius Pass Road plus an 
additional 600 feet of distance in each direction along this Arterial roadway, in addition to the site property 
frontage along NW Quatama Road plus an additional 100 feet of distance in each direction along this 
Collector roadway. Again, Figure 3 of the TIA illustrates the 'influence area" for this development. 

The analysis conducted for this Access Modification Request addresses the following transportation issues: 

• A review of planned transportation improvements that will affect travel patterns in the site vicinity; 

• A long-range forecast of year 2028 traffic volumes during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• An evaluation of traffic operations, vehicle queues, and safety at all study intersections within the 
"influence area" under year 2028 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions. The 
evaluation considers two access alternatives: one without and one with the proposed limited street 
access to Cornelius Pass Road; and, 

• Conclusions and recommendations. 

The analysis conducted for this Access Modification Request focuses on the traffic conditions of the following 
intersections within the "influence area" of the site: 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW Wilkins Street; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road at Proposed Street Access; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW Quatama Road; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW Kian Lane; and, 

• NW Quatama Road at Proposed Street Access/NE 761
• Avenue. 

PLANNED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

A traffic signal is programmed for installation at the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Streel intersection 
as part of an on-going residential development now under construction along NW Wilkins Street, just east of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road. The traffic signal is expected to be installed prior to the year 2011, based on 
conversations with engineering staff at the City of Hillsboro. 

The Washington County 2020 Transportation System Plan {TSP, Reference 1) indicates NW Cornelius Pass 
Road will be widened to a continuous five-lane section by the year 2020 from NW Baseline Road to NW 
Aloclek Drive, including bicycle lanes, planting strips, and sidewalks. A preliminary design project has 
already been completed by Washington County to lay out the future alignment for a widened roadway. 
Washington County has also added this project to its "Traffic Impact Fee" program. However, project funding 
has not yet been fully secured. Only the funds for improving one or two of the bridge crossings along this 
roadway segment have been secured under Washington County's MSTIP 3 program. 

dYJ.l!l. September 2008 
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The Washington County 2020 TSP also identifies a long-term project to extend a new Collector street from 
NW Baseline Road just east of NW 231" Avenue to a new intersection with NW Quatama Road/NW 227th 
Avenue, west of the site. Because it will create a more direct route between two arterial roadways, this 
planned ex1ension is expected to increase the amount of cut-through traffic traveling along NW Quatama 
Road, as demonstrated in the traffic forecast section of this letter. 

YEAR 2028 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
The year 2028 traffic conditions analysis examines how the study area's transportation system will operate 
over the next 20 years during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the proposed site development 
and planned transportation improvements in place. Again, the peak hour operational analyses documented 
herein account for two site-access scenarios: one without and one with the proposed limited street access to 
Cornelius Pass Road. 

Traffic Forecast 

Weekday p.m. peak hour traffic volumes for the background traffic forecast year 2028 (without the site 
development) were determined from traffic volume projections provided by planning staff from Washington 
County DLUT using the County's regional traffic demand forecast model. Model output for the weekday p.m. 
peak hour was provided for a base year 2005 and for a planning horizon year of 2030 for all the study area 
roadways. This information was used to calculate the traffic volume growth trends at the study intersections 
over the next 20 years, by individual roadway segment and/or intersection approach. The calculated 
increases in traffic volumes over the nex1 20 years were then added to the existing year 2008 weekday p.m. 
peak hour traffic volumes that were observed at each study intersection when traffic counts were collected in 
July 2008 (See Appendix" A" of the TIA for traffic counts.) 

Once background traffic forecast volumes were estimated for the weekday p.m. peak hour. background 
traffic forecast numbers for the weekday a.m. peak hour were then prepared. To do this, existing year 2008 
traffic volumes for the weekday a.m. peak hour, as captured in the July 2008 traffic counts conducted at each 
study intersection, were increased by the 20-year growth rates that were determined for each study 
intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Seeing as Washington County DLUT's traffic model is not 
capable of forecasting traffic conditions for the weekday a.m. peak hour, the traffic growth patterns 
determined for the weekday p.m. peak hour were presumed to apply to the weekday a.m. peak hour as well. 
See Appendix "A· of this letter for all documentation supporting the preparation of the background 2028 
traffic volume forecasts. 

To account for the traffic impacts associated with the Orenco Woods Crossing modified site plan, all site­
generated trips (See Figures 13 and 14 of the August 2008 TIA) were added to the background 2028 traffic 
forecast volumes for each study intersection. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the total traffic forecast for the year 
2028 during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. It is important to emphasize that Figures 1 
and 2 reflect conditions without the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Figures 3 and 4 
illustrate the resulting total traffic forecast for the year 2028 during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively, and reflect conditions that include the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

Traffic Operating Standards 

All intersection operations analyses described in this report were performed in accordance with the 
procedures stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 2). To ensure that this analysis was 
based on reasonable "worst-case" conditions, the peak 15-minute flow rates during the weekday a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours were used in the evaluation of all intersection levels of service. For this reason, the analysis 
reflects conditions that are only likely to occur for fifteen minutes out of each average peak hour. The traffic 
conditions during all other weekday hours will likely operate under better conditions than those described in 
this report. 

rJ~u1n .. September 2008 
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The Washington County 2020 TSP sets the vehicle performance measures that are applicable to long-range 
operations analyses involving intersections under County jurisdiction. Based on the Roadway Element of the 
County's TSP (Roadway Policy 6.0 - Table 5) a v/c ratio of 0.99 or less is acceptable at all intersections 
during the peak hours of a weekday. 

Peak Hour Operations 

Tables 1 and 2 on the next page summarize the operational analysis results for the study intersections along 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road during the year 2028 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
without and with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, respectively. Appendices "B" and 
·c· include the year 2028 traffic conditions level of service worksheets for the scenarios without and with the 
proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, respectively. 

It should be stated here that Tables 1 and 2 reflect multiple traffic signal timing/phasing scenarios that were 
analyzed for the signalized intersections along NW Cornelius Pass Road at NW Wilkins Street and at NW 
Quatama Road. These scenarios were evaluated based on discussions with Washington County staff, and 
the general consensus that longer cycle lengths. in the range of 120 to 140 seconds, will established at these 
intersections in the future, and that a balance must exist between the need to keep the v/c ratios below 1.0 
for individual turn movements and the need to maximize the green time for the through movements on NW 
Cornelius Pass Road to maintain the best possible level of traffic progression. A consensus was also 
reached that protected left-turn signal phasing may be needed to replace the permitted left-turn signal 
phasing that exists today on the eastbound and westbound approaches of NW Quatama Road. 

Based on these factors, Tables 1 and 2 reflect the operations analyses prepared for four different scenarios: 

• Scenario #1: Increase cycle length at signals to 120 seconds, maintain permitted left-turn phasing 
on NW Quatama Road approaches, and keep vic ratios below 1.00 for individual movements, while 
maximizing green time for through movements on Cornelius Pass Road. 

• Scenario #2: Same as Scenario #1, but increase cycle length at signals to 140 seconds. 

• Scenario #3: Same as Scenario #1, but establish protected left-turn phasing on NW Quatama Road 
approaches. 

• Scenario. #4: Same as Scenario #2, but establish protected left-turn phasing on NW Quatama Road 
approaches. 

It should also be emphasized here that no operational analyses were performed for the two driveways 
located within 600 feet of the proposed street access along NW Cornelius Pass Road (PGE substation 
driveway to the south and a single family driveway to the north). This is because traffic demand at both of 
these driveways are extremely low. The driveway to the PGE substation is gated and goes unused most of 
the time. Also, driveways to individual single family homes typically have less than one vehicle entering or 
exiting during the peak travel hour, and would therefore, not have any operational issues. 

September 2~· 
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TABLE 1 
YEAR 2026 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(NO STREET ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio LOS VIC Ratio 

tm Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street 
Scenarios #1 & 3 B 0.69 B 0.65 
Scenarios #2 & 4 B 0.68 8 0.64 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access NA NA NA NA 
All Scenarios 

NW Cornelius Pass Road!NW Ouatama Road 
Scenario #1 c 0.78 D 0.99 
Scenario #2 c 0.77 D 0.98 
Scenario #3 c 0.82 D 1.02 
Scenario#4 D 0.80 D 1.00 

NW Cornelius Pass Road!NW Kian Lane D 0.11 E 0.04 
All Scenarios 

NW Quatama Road/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue c 0.49 F 0.92 
All Scenarios 

Note: At unsignalized intersections, analysis results reflect operations for critical movements on minor street approach. 

TABLE2 
YEAR 2028 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(WITH STREET ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio LOS VIC Ratio 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NVV Wilkins Street 
Scenarios #1 & 3 8 0.69 B 0.65 
Scenarios #2 & 4 B 0.68 B 0.64 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access 
B 0.05 c 0.08 All Scenarios 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road 
Scenario #1 c 0.78 c 0.94 
Scenario #2 c 0.77 D 0.92 
Scenario #3 c 0.82 D 0.96 
Scenario #4 D 0.80 D 0.94 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane 
D 0.11 E 0.04 All Scenarios 

NW Quatama Road/Proposed Access!NE 76th Avenue c 0.39 E 0.77 All Scenarios 

Note: At unsignalized intersections, analysis results reflect operations for critical movements on minor street approach. 

As Table 1 above shows, without the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road in place, the NW 
Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Quatama Road intersection will operate with vic ratios at or over 1.0 during the 
weekday p.m. peak hour under Scenarios #3 and #4, and at or just below the Washington County vic 
standard of 0.99 during the weekday p.m. peak hour under Scenarios #1 and #2. But as shown in Table 2, 
with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road in place, the vic ratios at this intersection 
improve and range between 0.92 and 0.96 during the weekday p.m. peak hour, which meet the Washington 
County standard. 
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It is also worth emphasizing that the without the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, the 
southbound stop-controlled approach of the proposed new street access to NW Quatama Road (across from 
NE 76"' Avenue) is forecast to operate at LOS F and a v/c ratio of 0.92 during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 
indicating excessive delay for drivers leaving the site. But as shown in Table 2, with the proposed street 
access to NW Cornelius Pass Road in place, operations at this intersection improve to a LOS E and a vic 
ratio of 0.69 during the weekday p.m. peak hour, which meets both Washington County (V/C ratio of 0.99 or 
less) as well as City of Hillsboro (LOS "E" or better) operating standards. 

In summary, these operational analysis results indicate that having the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road in place will achieve better overall operating conditions for the transportation system 
than if no access were allowed. 

Vehicle Queuing 

A vehicle queuing analysis was conducted to determine if adequate lane storage will be available for 
selected turn movements at study intersections along NW Quatama Road and NW Cornelius Pass Road, 
under year 2028 traffic conditions for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, and under conditions without 
and with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. The analysis focused only on those 
movements having the potential to spill back into and block an adjacent intersection. These include the 
following: 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Street Access (northbound left-turns); 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road (southbound and eastbound approaches); and 

• NW Ouatama Road/Proposed Street Access/NE 761h Avenue (westbound left-turns). 

Several sources of information were used to determine vehicle queuing needs. For queuing analyses at 
signalized intersections, a Poisson distribution was applied at a 95-percent confidence level to determine 
queue length probabilities. (In essence, random arrivals were assumed and the queue lengths shown will not 
be exceeded during 95-percent of the signal cycles occurring in the weekday peak hour.) The assumed 
length-of-red interval at each signalized intersection was obtained from the signal timing parameters used in 
the forecast year 2028 level-of-service analysis. For the queuing analyses at all stop-controlled intersection 
approaches, a 95'"-percentile vehicle queue length was determined using Equation 17-37 presented in the 
Highway Capacity Manual. All vehicle queuing analyses conducted for this study assume one vehicle will 
occupy 25 feet of storage length. 

Tables 3 and 4 summarize the results of the vehicle queuing analyses under forecast year 2028 traffic 
conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, without and with the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, respectively. The tables also reflect the various signal timing/phasing changes 
previously described for Scenarios #1 through #4 for the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road 
intersection. Appendices "0" and "E" contain the queuing analysis worksheets for the alternatives without 
and with the proposed street access, respectively. 

As shown in Table 3, the 951h-percentile vehicle queues forecast for the year 2028 weekday a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours will, for the most part, be adequate and accommodated within available lane storage. There are, 
however, two circumstances whereby vehicle queues are projected to exceed available storage. 

The first circumstance is for the eastbound shared through-right turn lane at the NW Cornelius Pass 
Road/NW Quatama Road intersection under Scenario #3 ( 120 second cycle length and protected left-turn 
phasing on NW Quatama Road approaches). The vehicle queue for the weekday p.m. peak hour is 
projected to be 300 feet. This is the exact amount of storage distance that will be available between this 
intersection and NE 761h Avenue to the west. Such a vehicle queue length would prevent drivers from 
making lett-turns out of the proposed street access onto NW Quatama Road. 
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The second circumstance is similar to the first whereby the vehicle queue for the eastbound shared through­
right-tum lane at the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Quatama Road intersection is 300 feet during the 
weekday p.m. peak hour under Scenario #4. 

One conclusion can be derived from the results described in Table 3. Establishing protected left-turn signal 
phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches of the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Quatama Road 
intersection may not be appropriate in the future. Maintaining permitted left-turn phasing may be 
appropriate. 

It should also be emphasized here that the queuing analysis results presented in Table 3 for the NW 
Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Ouatama Road intersection should be weighed against the adverse operating 
conditions forecasted to occur at this intersection. As indicated previously in Table 1, the vic ratio at this 
intersection is forecast to be at or exceed 1.0 during the weekday p.m. peak hour of the year 2028 under 
Scenarios #3 and #4, and be at or just under the Washington County vic standard of 0.99 under Scenarios 
#1 and #2. Actual vehicle queues with such high vic ratios may be longer than what are reported in Table 3. 
If traffic demand ultimately exceeds intersection capacity, drivers will have to wait multiple cycles to pass 
through the intersection, resulting in longer vehicle queues and more blockage of the NW 76"' AvenueiNW 
Quatama Road intersection. 

Intersection 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
/Proposed Access 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
/NW Quatama Road 

NW Quatama Road 

TABLE 3 
YEAR 2028 VEHICLE QUEUING ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(NO STREET ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Storage Demand (feet) 

Weekday Weekday 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Movement Hour Hour 

Northbound L T NA NA 

Southbound L T 
Scenario #1 100 175 
Scenario #2 100 200 
Scenario #3 100 175 
Scenario #4 100 200 

Southbound TH/RT 
Scenario #1 175 450 
Scenario #2 200 525 
Scenario #3 200 475 
Scenario #4 225 525 

Eastbound L T 
Scenario #1 225 175 
Scenario #2 250 200 
Scenario #3 225 200 
Scenario #4 250 225 

Eastbound TH/RT 
Scenario #1 200 250 
Scenario #2 225 275 
Scenario #3 225 300 
Scenario#4 250 325 

/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue 
Westbound L T 25 25 

Available Adequate 
Storage Storage 

(feet) Available? 

NA NA 

Yes 
Cont. Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Cont. Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
300 1 Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
300 1 Yes 

No (PM) 
No (PM) 

300 1 Yes 

- -Notes. Cont.- Contmuous lane With unhm1ted storage capac1ty,l T- left-turn, TH = stra1ght through, RT;:;: nght·turn 
1. There will be 300 feet of total stacking distance in the center lane between tm Quatama Road and the proposed access 

at NE 76Ul Avenue to the wesl 

dw.1~1. September 2008 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Acress Modit.. ..:m Request Project #: 0092 

As shown in Table 4 below, the 951"-percentile vehicle queues forecast for the year 2028 weekday a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours will, under all but one circumstance, be adequate and accommodated within available lane 
storage. The one circumstance is, again, for the eastbound shared through-right turn lane at the NW 
Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection under Scenario #4 (140 second cycle length and 
protected left-tum phasing on NW Quatama Road approaches). lhe vehicle queue for the weekday p.m. 
~ak hour is projected to be 300 feet, which would prevent drivers from maKing left-turns out of the proposea 
street access onto NW Ouatama Roiiir"·- · · ··-·· ·-. ., ________ _ 

Intersection 

f'oN\1 Cornelius Pass Road 
/Proposed Access 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
/NW Quatama Road 

r-r-N Quatama Road 

TABLE4 
YEAR 2028 VEHICLE QUEUING ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(WITH STREET ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Storage Demand (feet) 

Weekday Weekday 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Movement Hour Hour 

Northbound L T 25 25 

Southbound L T 
Scenario #1 100 175 
Scenario #2 100 200 
Scenario #3 100 175 
Scenario #4 100 200 

Southbound THIRT 
Scenario #1 175 425 
Scenario #2 200 475 
Scenario #3 200 450 
Scenario #4 200 500 

Eastbound L T 
Scenario #1 225 175 
Scenario #2 250 200 
Scenario #3 225 200 
Scenario #4 250 225 

Eastbound THIRT 
Scenario #1 175 225 
Scenario#2 200 250 
Scenario#3 200 275 
Scenario #4 200 300 

/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue 
Westbound L T 25 25 

Available Adequate 
Storage Storage 

(feet) Available? 

650' Yes 

Yes 
650' Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
650' Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
300' Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
300' Yes 

Yes 
No (PM) 

300' Yes 

Notes: Conl = Continuous lane With unhm1ted storage capacity, LT = left-turn, TH = stratght through, RT = nght~turn 
1. There will be 650 feet of stacking distance between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street access to the north. 
2. There will be 300 feet of stacking distance in the center lane between NW Ouatama Road and the proposed street access 
at NE 76lh Avenue to the west. 

One notable conclusion when comparing the queuing analysis results shown in Tables 3 and 4, is that 
having the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will, in almost all instances, result in smaller 
vehicle queues for the eastbound through-right turn lane at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass 
Road intersection than if the proposed site access to NW Cornelius Pass Road were not allowed. 

Sight Distance and Safety 

As stated in the TIA, intersection sight distance from the location of the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road was measured to be more than 680 feet in the northbound direction and more than 600 
feet in the southbound direction. These distances are adequate and exceed the minimum standard of 450 
feet as required by Washington County for a roadway with a posted speed of 45 mph. 

dYJ.Ul. September 2008 
Page 12 



Orenco Woods Crossing A= Moo,,. -'tion Request Project #: 0092 

To maintain safe driving conditions, turn movements at the proposed street access with NW Cornelius Pass 
Road will be limited to right-in/right-ouVIeft-in only through the construction of a raised median and 
appropriate signing and striping. The raised median will channelize the northbound left-turn movement from 
NW Cornelius Pass Road while effectively preventing drivers from making a left-turn out of the Orenco 
Woods Crossing development. The raised median will also terminate prior to reaching the single family 
driveway approximately 140 feet further to the north so as not to restrict any movements at this driveway. 

It is important to emphasize here that the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will allow site traffic 
to circulate more efficiently between the development and the adjacent street system. It will lessen overall 
trip lengths for drivers related to the subdivision and place less demand on the traffic signal at NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Quatama Street intersection, thus preserving its capacity and minimizing vehicle delays and 
standing vehicle queues during peak travel periods. It is also expected that having the proposed access in 
place will reduce cut-through traffic demand within the old Orenco Neighborhood immediately west of the 
site; a goal established by the City of Hillsboro during the process to change the underlying Comprehensive 
Plan designation for the proposed development site. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the findings documented in this Access Modification Request letter, particularly the intersection 
operations and vehicle queuing analyses results, a secondary ex1ernal street access to the Orenco Woods 
Crossing development is needed in addition to the street access proposed for the NW Quatama Road!NE 
76"' Avenue intersection. Given that no public street accesses are allowed or possible along any other part 
of the Orenco Woods development site, the only alternate point of access is along the NW Cornelius Pass 
Road site frontage. This letter supports our position that the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road will not adversely affect the long-term safety or operations along the adjacent arterial roadway. 
Therefore, Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC on behalf of Venture Properties, Inc., is requesting that 
Washington County approve this Access Modification Request and allow the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road to be established. 

We trust that this letter adequately addresses the requirements for an Access Modification Request for the 
proposed development. If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please contact me at 
(503)-774-2669. 

Sincerely, 

DUNN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, LLC 

~/A~ 
Brian J. Dunn, P.E. 

Principal 

References: 

1. Washington County. Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan. 2002. 

2. Transportation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual. 2000. 

Enclosure: Appendices •A" through ~E·. 

File: 0092_access modification_fina/2.doc 
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Intersection No.: 1 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at Wilkins Street 

Time Period: 2028 Background Traffic Forecast (AM Peak Hour) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Loft Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Rl hi Lon Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Rl ht 

E:~~lslln Year 2008 Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 0 828 30 24 384 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
Pereenta e of A roach Volume 0.0% 96.5% 3.5% 6.2% 93.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.8% 0.0% 69.2% 

Northbound Southbound Entbound Westbound 
Year 2008 PM Peak Hour Volume 724 1012 0 103 
Year 2028 PM Peak Hour Volume 1193 1866 0 137 
20.Year PM Peak Hour Volume Growth b a roach 64.6% 64.4% 0.0% 33.0% 
20-Year PM Peak Hour Volume Growth all a roaches 73.6% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Loft Throu h R h1 Loft Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Ri ht 

Growth in Peak Hour Volume 73.8·~·/i 0 611 22 18 269 0 0 0 0 18 0 40 
Unad us ted Future Peak Hour Volume 0 1439 " 42 833 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 

Ad uslments To Balance 
··. .. ' ' ' ' ' 

t u. 
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Intersection No.: 2 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at Proposed Site Access 

Time Period: 2028 Backaround Traffic Forecast AM Peak Hour) 

Northbound Southbound eastbound Westbound 
Left Throu h R ht Left Throu h R ht Left Throu h R;l ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

I ExlsUn Year 2008 Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 0 645 J~ 0 0 _l 385 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Percenta e of A roach Volume 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Year 2008 PM Peak Hour Volume 729 987 0 0 
Year2028 PM Peak Hour Volume 1193 1764 0 0 
20-YearPMPeakHourVolumeGrowth b a roach 63.6% 80.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
20-Yaar PM Peak Hour Volume Growth all a roaches 73.5% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Left Throu h R ht Left Throu h Ri ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h R ht 

Growth In Peak Hour Vo1ume 73.5% 0 821 0 0 283 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

\Unad usted Future Peak Hour Volume 0 1488 0 0 688 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ad ustments To Balance 25 7 . . ~ • .. • • • • 



Intersection No.: 3 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at Quatama Road 

Time Period: 2028 Backaround Traffic Forecast !AM Peak Hour) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westboun 
Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h 

Exlslln Year 2008 Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 16 739 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 
Percents e of A roach Volume 1.9% 89.6% 8.5% 6.5% 89.1% 4.4% 33.3% 41.9% 24.7% 28.9% 12.5% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westboun 
Year 2008 PM Peak Hour Volume 743 967 62 252 
Year 2028 PM Peak Hour Volume 1210 1794 196 346 
20-Year PM Peak Hour Volume Growth b a roach 62.9% 80.7% 139.0% 37.3% 
20-Year PM Peak Hour Volume Growth alia roaches 71.3% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westboun 
Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Ri ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h 

Growth In Peak Hour Volume 71,3"h 11 527 50 18 245 12 22 28 18 28 11 
Unad usted Future Peak Hour Volume 27 1266 120 43 588 29 53 67 39 83 27 
Ad ustments To Balance 15 « .. . . ;: .. 

t 
--l 
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Intersection No.: 14 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at Klan Lane 

Time Period: 2028 Backaround Traffic Forecast (AM Peak Hour· 



Intersection No.: 5 
Intersection Name: Quatama Road at 76th Avenue 

Time Period: 2028 Back!lround Traffic Forecast (AM Peak Hour) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Lon Throu h Rl ht Lon Throu h RJ ht Loft Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Rl ht 

!Exlstln Year2008 Peak Hour Turn Movement Volume 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 64 0 • ., 0 
Percenta e of A roach Volume 7.1% 0.0% 92.tl% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.3% 63.7% 0.0% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
20-Year AM Peak Hour Volume Growth b a roach • 0 0 110 49 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Lon Throu h Rl ht Lon Throu h Rl ht Lon Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Ri ht 

!Growth In Peak Hour Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 0 0 49 0 
Unad usted Future Peak Hour Volume 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 174 0 8 90 0 
Ad ustments To Balance ... .. 0 I I I I I 

•. Approach volumes determined from forecast volumes at adjacent lnteraectfc:m at Cornelius Pasa/Quatama. 

t 
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Adjustments to Balance 2028 AM Peak Hour Volumes Between Intersections 

ntersecung mersecuon "'" Street Leg Volume Comments/Adjustments to Balance 
North 1533 

Wilkins 
South 1491 
North 1491 Added 25 to NB thru to balance 

Site Access 
South 1491 
North 1491 Added 44 to EB left to balance 

Quatama 
South 1413 
North 1413 Added 83 to NB thru to balance 

Kian 
South 1406 

( ( 

'"' Volume Comments/Adjustments to Balance 
675 

675 
675 Added 7 to SB lhru to balance 

675 
675 Added 15 to SB right to balance 

690 
690 Added 32 to SB thru to balance 

689 
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Intersection No.: 11 
Intersection Name: !Cornelius Pass Road at Wilkins Street 

Time Period: 12028 Backaround Traffic Forecast (PM Peak Hour 
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Intersection No.: 2 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at ProPosed Site Access 

Time Period: 2028 Background Traffic Forecast (PM Peak Hour 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
loH Throu h Rl ht LeH Throu h Rl ht loH Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

Exlstln Year 2008 Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 0 729 0 0 987 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Percent& e of A roach Volume 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Base Year 2005 Peak Hour Model Volume 8 A roach 553 928 0 0 
Futunt Year 2030 Peak Hour Model Volume B A ""''" 1087 1885 0 0 
25-Year Model Growth Volume B A roach 534 959 0 0 
20-Year Model Growth Volume {20125 Y_!tii'S) 427 767 0 0 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Loft Throu h Rl ht LeH Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

Growth In Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 0 427 0 0 767 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unad us ted Future Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 0 1156 0 0 170. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ad ustmenta To Salanee 37 30 .. . 0 .. 0 0 0 0 0 
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Intersection No.: 3 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at Quatama Road 

Time Period: 2028 BackRround Traffic Forecast (PM Peak Hour) 

Ex faUn Year 2008 Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 
Pereent.a e of A roach Volume 

Baae Year 2005 Peak Hour Model Volume B roach 
Future Year2030 Peak Hour Model Volum• B A roach 
25-Year Model Growth Volume B A roech 
20-Year Model Growth Volume 20/25 ears 

Growth In Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 
Unad us ted Future Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 
Ad uatments To Balance ... . . . 

Northbound 
Left Throu h Rl ht Left 
39 645 59 " 5.2% 88.8% 7.9% 7.2% 

Northbound 
495 
1074 
579 
463 

Northbound 
Loft Throu h Rl ht Left 
24 402 37 55 
63 1047 96 126 

4 

' 

Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

661 " 26 31 25 157 37 56 
89.3% 3.5% 31.7% 37.S% 30.5% 62.3% 14.7% 23.0% 

Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
926 62 111 
1665 225 226 
959 1<3 117 
767 114 94 

Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht Len Throu h Rl ht 

685 27 36 43 35 58 14 " 1566 62 62 74 60 215 51 60 
-120 150 
.. . .. " 



-1>­
V\ 
-1>-

( 

Intersection No.: 4 
Intersection Name: Cornelius Pass Road at Klan Lane 

Time Period: 2028 Bac~ground Traffic Forecast (PM Peak Houri 

Exlatln Ye•r 2008 Peak Hour Tum Movement Volume 
Percenta e of A roat:h Volume 

Base Year 2005 Peak Hour Model Volume B A roach 
Future Year 2030 Peak Hour Model Volume B A roach 
25-Yur Model Growth Volume By_~_proach}_ 
20-Year Model Growth Volume 20f25 eans 

Growth In Peak Hour Turn Movement Volume 
Unad us ted Futu ... Peak Hour Turn Movement Volume 
Ad'ushnents To Balance .. 

( 

Lon 
0 

O.QOA, 

Left 
0 
0 

• 

Northbound 
Throu h Rl ht Len 

744 1 6 
99.9% 0.1% 0.13% 

Northbound 
495 
1074 
579 
463 

Northbound 
Through Rigl)t Left 

463 1 4 
1207 2 10 

• • 

( 

Southbound Eastbound Weetbound 
Throu h Rl ht Lon Throu h Rl ht Loft Throu h Ri ht 

1057 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
99.4% 0.0% 0,0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 7 .0% 

Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
746 0 0 
1730 0 0 

982 0 0 
788 0 0 

Southbound Eastbound westbound 
ThtoU h Rl ht Lon Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

781 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1838 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
~127 

• • • 
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Intersection No.: 5 
Intersection Name: Quatama Road at 76th Avenue 

Time Period: 2028 Background Traffic Forecast (PM Peak Hour) 

Northbound 
Left Throu h Rl ht Left 

Ex Is tin Year 2008 Peak Hour Turn Movement Volume 3 0 19 0 
Pereenta e of A roach Volume 13.6% 0.0% 86.4% 0.0% 

Northbound 
20-Year PM Peak Hour Volume Growth b a roach • 0 

Northbound 
Left Throu h Rl ht Left 

Growth In Peak Hour Volume 0 0 0 0 
Unad usted Future Peak Hour Volume 3 0 19 0 
Ad ustment.s To Balance .. . . • • 
•. Approach volumes detennlned from forecut volumes at adjacent Intersection at Comellus Paas/Quatama • 

Southbound 
Throu h 

0 
0.0% 

Southbound 
0 

Southbound 
Throu h 

0 
0 

• 

Eastbound Westbound 
Rl ht Left TflrOU h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

0 0 64 6 23 69 0 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.5% 79.5% 0.0% 

Eastbound Westbound 
114 215 

Eastbound Westbound 
Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht Left Throu h Rl ht 

0 0 114 0 0 215 0 
0 0 176 6 23 304 0 

• • I .. • 
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Adjustments to Balance 2028 PM Peak Hour Volumes Between Intersections 

ntersectmg ntersec~on Nt> "D 
Street Leg Volume Comments/Adjustments to Balance Volume Comments/Adjustments to Balance 

North 1203 1866 
Wilkins 

South 1193 Added 42 to NB Thru to balance 1784 
North 1193 1784 Added 30 to SB Thru to balance 

Site Access 
South 1193 Added 37 to NB Thru to balance 1784 
North 1193 1784 Added 30 to SB Thru to balance 

Quatama • Decreased SB Thru by 150 and added to SB Rig_ht to reflect model assig_nment 
South 1210 Added 4 to NB thru to balance 1721 
North 1210 1721 Decreased SB Thru by_ 127 to balance 

Kian J 
South 1209 1712 J 

-.,J 

-·-· 
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AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:40 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour {NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 2-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection U Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. ( ,SC.eJ,Jti.,(Jo.S 11!. 'SJ 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
60 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0. 688 
11.3 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------) 1---------------) 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------1 1---------~-----1 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1507 60 42 664 0 0 0 0 54 0 94 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1713 68 48 7 55 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
FinalVolwne: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 1.92 0.08 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3285 131 1583 3166 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
------------1---------------1 1---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.03 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.07 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0. 76 0. 76 0.04 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 o. 00 0.10 0.00 0.10 
Volume/Cap: o.oo 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.69 
Delay/Veh: 0.0 8.2 8.2 81.9 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.7 0.0 64.6 
User DelAdj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 8.2 8.2 81.9 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.7 0.0 64.6 
LOS by Move: A A A F A A A A A D A E 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 18 18 3 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:29:19 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour {NO R!ROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

**********************************************************************\********* 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. ( SLIIN/Itl/OS J/.J,. f i/.lfj 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 140 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0. 678 
Loss Time {sec): 12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): 12.1 
Optimal Cycle: 60 Level Of Service: B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
-------~----1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1507 60 42 664 0 0 0 0 54 0 94 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Final Volume: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 1.92 0.08 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3285 131 1583 3166 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.03 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.07 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.04 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0. 68 0.68 0.68 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.68 
Delay/Veh: 0.0 8.5 8.5 89.2 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 59.9 0.0 72.0 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 8.5 8.5 89.2 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 59.9 0.0 72.0 
LOS by Move: A A A F A A A A A E A E 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 20 20 3 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 6 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 

P7, I 



AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:40 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

Page 3-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. (S"c.eNA:Rto#i) 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
76 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.779 
25.9 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------) 1---------------) 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1----~----------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 24 0 0 0 0 43 76 32 35 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 51 1266 120 43 588 87 173 99 74 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 108 80 68 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 108 80 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 108 80 68 64 139 
------------)---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.44 0.93 0.93 0.46 0.86 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.74 0.26 1.00 0.57 0.43 1.00 0.32 0.68 
Final Sat.: 1702 3069 291 1583 2706 400 843 1008 753 872 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vo1/Sat: 0.03 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.70 0.63 
0.04 0.71 
48.6 16.2 
1.00 1. 00 
48.6 16.2 

D B 
1 20 

0.63 
0.71 
16.2 
1.00 
16.2 

B 
20 

**** 
0.63 0.59 
0.04 0.40 
52.9 13.4 
1.00 1.00 
52.9 13.4 

D B 
1 8 

0.59 
0.40 
13.4 
1. 00 
13.4 

B 
8 

**** 
0.23 0.23 
0.97 0.46 

101.6 40.7 
1. 00 1. 00 

101.6 40.7 
F D 
11 6 

0.23 
0.46 
40.7 
1.00 
40.7 

D 
6 

0.23 0.23 
0.34 0.54 
39.6 42.2 
1. 00 1. 00 
39.6 42.2 

D D 
2 7 

0.23 
0.54 
42.2 
1. 00 
42.2 

D 
7 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 1.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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462 

MITIGB - 11M Thu Sep 4, 200B 09:31:57 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative} 

Page 1-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 12 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. (SC~O .;lz_) 
**************************************************************~**************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
76 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.767 
28.2 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Perrnit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 12B 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SiteTrips: 24 0 0 0 0 43 76 32 35 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 51 1266 120 43 58B 87 173 99 74 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 18B lOB 80 6B 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 18B 108 80 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 18B lOB BO 6B 64 139 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 O.BB 0.8B 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.44 0.93 0.93 0.46 0.86 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 l.B3 0.17 1.00 1.74 0.26 1.00 0.57 0.43 1.00 0.32 0.68 
Final Sat.: 1702 3069 291 1583 2706 400 B41 lOOB 753 B66 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.70 0.63 
0.04 0.71 
57.3 18.3 
1.00 1.00 
57.3 18.3 

E B 
1 23 

0.63 
0.71 
18.3 
1.00 
1B.3 

B 
23 

**** 
0.63 0.59 
0.04 0.40 
62.4 15.4 
1.00 1.00 
62.4 15.4 

E B 
1 9 

0.59 
0. 40 
15.4 
1.00 
15.4 

B 
9 

**** 
0.24 0.24 
0.93 0.45 
96.5 46.0 
1.00 1.00 
96.5 46.0 

F D 
11 7 

0.24 
0. 45 
46.0 
1.00 
46.0 

D 
7 

0.24 0.24 
0.33 0.52 
44.8 47.4 
1.00 1.00 
44.B 47.4 

D D 
3 B 

0.24 
0.52 
47.4 
1.00 
47.4 

D 
8 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - 1\M Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:26:32 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour {NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

*************************************************************~***************** 

Intersection i2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. (Sc..e1J/li!../O 111 J 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
16 (Y+R-4.0 sec) 
97 

Critical Vol./Cap. {X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.816 
33.5 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Sse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SiteTrips: 24 0 0 0 0 43 76 32 35 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 51 1266 120 43 588 87 173 99 74 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 108 80 68 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 108 80 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 108 80 68 64 139 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.91 0.86 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.74 0.26 1.00 0.57 0.43 1.00 0.32 0.68 
Final Sat.: 1702 3069 291 1583 2706 400 1787 1008 753 1736 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

****: 
0.66 0.59 
0.05 0.76 
49.2 20.3 
l. 00 l. 00 
49.2 20.3 

D C 
l 23 

0.59 
0. 76 
20.3 
1.00 
20.3 

c 
23 

•••• 
0.59 0.55 
0.05 0.43 
53.3 16.0 
1.00 1.00 
53.3 16.0 

D 8 
1 8 

0.55 
0.43 
16.0 
1.00 
16.0 

8 
8 

**** 
0.11 0.18 
0.96 0.61 

104.7 49.2 
1.00 1.00 

104.7 49.2 
F D 
11 7 

0.18 
0.61 
49.2 
1.00 
49.2 

D 
7 

** ** 
0.13 0.13 
0.30 0.95 
48.0 
l. 00 
48.0 

D 
2 

100 
l. 00 

100 
F 
11 

0.13 
0.95 

100.3 
1.00 

100.3 
F 
11 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:29:42 Page 1-1 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative} 

·····························································u················· 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd. /Quatama Rd. (S~O -/1 't 
************************************************************** ***************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
16 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 
97 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X) : 
Average Delay {sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0. 79S 
36.4 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Pe~it Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 5S8 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 5S8 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 24 0 0 0 0 43 76 32 35 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 51 1266 120 43 5S8 S7 173 99 74 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 188 lOS SO 6S 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 18S lOS SO 6S 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 55 1376 130 47 639 95 lSS 108 80 6S 64 139 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 O.SS O.S8 O.S3 O.S2 O.S2 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.91 O.S6 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 l.S3 0.17 1.00 1.74 0.26 1.00 0.57 0.43 1.00 0.32 0.6S 
Final Sat.: 1702 3069 291 1583 2706 400 1787 1008 753 1736 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.67 0.61 
0,05 0.74 
57.7 21.2 
1.00 1.00 
57.7 21.2 

E C 
1 25 

0.61 
0.74 
21.2 
1.00 
21.2 

c 
25 

**** 
0.61 0.57 
0.05 0.42 
62.6 17.3 
1. 00 1. 00 
62.6 17.3 

E B 
1 9 

0.57 
0.42 
17.3 
1.00 
17.3 

B 
9 

**** 
0.11 0.1S 
0.96 0.61 

113.6 56.8 
1.00 1.00 

113.6 56.S 
F E 
12 s 

O.lS 
0.61 
56.S 
1.00 
56.S 

E 
s 

0.13 
0.30 
55.9 
1.00 
55.9 

E 
3 

**** 
0.13 
0.95 

109 
1.00 

109 
F 
12 

0.13 
0.95 

108.9 
1.00 

10S.9 
F 
12 

** * **. **** * *. * ** * * *** *,* *. ** ** * * * * **. * ** **** * * * * * * * * *. * ** ** * * * * * * * * * * * * ** ** * *** * * 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:40 Page 4-1 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 

Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 
2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour {NO RIROLI) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 35.0] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1404 2 5 685 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Growth Adj: l. 00 1.00 1.00 l. 00 1.00 l. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1404 2 5 685 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 24 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1428 2 5 720 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 
PHF Volume: 0 1552 2 5 783 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1552 2 5 783 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.8 6.5 6.9 
FollowUpTirn:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1554 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1955 2347 777 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 386 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 57 37 344 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 386 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 57 36 344 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.08 0.00 0.03 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxx.x XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 14.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * • • B • • • * • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 134 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX o.o xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX 0.3 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 14.5 xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XX XXX xxxxx 35.0 XXX XX 

Shared LOS: * • • B * • • • • * D • 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 35.0 
ApproachLOS: • • * D 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



466 

AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:40 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI} 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

~age 5-l 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 14 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 6.9 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 18.9] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 174 0 8 90 0 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 114 0 6 90 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 0 0 143 0 55 47 0 0 0 0 99 
Initial Fut: 2 0 26 143 0 55 47 114 0 8 90 99 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
~HF Volume: 2 0 32 174 0 67 57 212 0 10 110 121 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 2 0 32 174 0 67 57 212 0 10 110 121 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.2 xxxx XXX XX 4.2 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4 .o 3.3 2.3 xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx XX XXX 

------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 550 577 212 532 516 170 230 xxxx xxxxx 212 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 449 430 833 461 466 879 1314 xxxx xxxxx 1323 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 399 408 833 426 442 879 1314 xxxx xxxxx 1323 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.41 0.00 0.08 0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
.Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx X XXX X 7.9 xxxx xxxxx 7.7 xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * * * * * * A • • A * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 773 XX XXX xxxx 498 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx xxxxx 2.6 XX XXX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 9.9 XXX XX XX XXX 18.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * A * * c * * * • * * • 
ApproachDel: 9.9 18.9 xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A c * • 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 1.9.0415 (c) 2001 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:48 Page 2-1 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 

Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlillsboro 
2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

*****************************~*****************************************)******** 

Intersection H Cornelius Pass Rd. /Wilkins St. ( $C-I;}J/tte.;oS -II../ {-# .J 
*********************************************************************** ******** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R-4.0 sec) 
55 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.647 
11.3 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o 0 
Site Trips: 0 48 15 o 70 0 o 0 0 13 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1163 93 131 1805 0 0 0 0 62 0 88 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
------------1---------------1 (---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 1.85 0.15 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3240 259 1769 3538 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------11---------------1 (---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.08 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0. 67 
0.55 
10.4 
1. 00 
10.4 

B 
13 

0.67 
0.55 
10.4 
1.00 
10.4 

B 
13 

0.14 
0. 55 
50.8 
1. 00 
50.8 

D 
5 

•••• 
0.81 
0.65 
5.0 

1. 00 
5.0 

A 
15 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.09 
0.41 
53.5 
1. 00 
53.5 

D 
3 

0.00 
0.00 
o.o 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.09 
0.65 
63.1 
1. 00 
63.1 

E 
4 

******************************************•*********************•••••••*•******* 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
*****•·········································································· 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling AsSoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:29:05 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {FUture Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

·····································································a········· 
Intersection U Cornelius Pass Rd. /Wilkins St. ( $<-li:JJM./0$ ;/-;1.. t -/t '/ 
********************************************************************* ********* 
Cycle (sec): 140 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0. 637 
Loss Time (sec): 12 (Y+R=4.0 sec} Average Delay (sec/veh): 12.3 
Optimal Cycle: 55 Level Of Service: B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 )---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------l---------------!l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 48 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1163 93 131 1805 0 0 0 0 62 0 88 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------( 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 1.85 0.15 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3240 259 1769 3538 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------l---------------1(---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.08 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User De1Adj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.68 
0.54 
11.3 
1.00 
11. 3 

B 
14 

0.68 
0.54 
11.3 
1. 00 
11.3 

8 
14 

0.14 
0.54 
58.3 
1.00 
58.3 

E 
6 

**** 
0.83 
0.64 
5.0 

1.00 
5.0 

A 
16 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

o.oo 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.09 
0.40 
61.9 
1. 00 
61. 9 

E 
3 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.09 
0. 64 
70.8 
1.00 
70.8 

E 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:48 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 3-1 

**************************************************************).**************** 
Intersection f2 Cornelius Pass Rd. /Quatama Rd. (Sc.eJ.lARtO :tJ/ 
************************************************************** ***************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 

180 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay {sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.994 
40.4 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include· 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 o 1 0 l 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 63 -23 0 0 -33 116 86 42 66 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 126 1028 96 126 1413 328 148 116 126 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.90 0.90 0.53 0.91 0.91 0.42 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.62 0.38 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3164 295 1769 2791 648 1003 831 903 792 941 810 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.07 0.53 0.53 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.29 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: •••• **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.58 0.50 0.50 0.65 0.54 0.54 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 
Volume/Cap: 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.42 0.99 0.99 0.54 0.51 0.51 0.99 0.36 0. 36 
Delay/Veh: 37.2 23.7 23.7 15.0 47.1 47.1 38.1 36.6 36.6 100.4 34.4 34.4 
User DelAdj: l. 00 l. 00 l. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Del/Veh: 37.2 23.7 23.7 15.0 47.1 47.1 38.1 36.6 36.6 100.4 34.4 34.4 
LOS by Move: D c c B D D D D D F c c 
HCM2kAvgQ: 5 18 18 3 43 43 5 8 8 13 5 5 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the nUmber of cars per lane. 
**********************************•********************************************* 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:32:31 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. l~b If~) 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 

180 

Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh}: 
Level Of Service: 

0.981 
42.9 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 )-~-------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Per.rnitted Penmitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------l---------------)l---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 63 -23 0 0 -33 116 86 42 66 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 126 1028 96 126 1413 328 148 116 126 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fina1Vo1ume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.90 0.90 0.52 0.91 0.91 0.41 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.62 0.38 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3164 295 1769 2791 648 989 831 903 784 941 810 
------------1---------------1 1---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.07 0.53 0.53 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.29 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User De1Adj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.59 0.51 
0.71 0.67 
48.5 26.7 
1.00 1.00 
48.5 26.7 

D C 
6 20 

0.51 
0.67 
26.7 
1.00 
26.7 

c 
20 

**** 
0.65 0.54 
0.41 0.98 
16.9 47.8 
1.00 1.00 
16.9 47.8 

B D 
3 47 

0.54 
0.98 
47.8 
1.00 
47.8 

D 
47 

0.29 0.29 
0.54 0.50 
43.4 41.7 
1.00 1.00 
43.4 41.7 

D D 
6 9 

0.29 
0.50 
41.7 
1.00 
41.7 

D 
9 

**** 
0.29 
0.98 

102.8 
1.00 

102.8 
F 
14 

0.29 
0.35 
39.4 
1.00 
39.4 

D 
6 

0.29 
0.35 
39.4 
1.00 
39.4 

D 
6 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:27:10 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

**************************************************************~**************** 

Intersection i2 Cornelius Pass Rd. /Quatama Rd. (Sc..eJ.A/40 -II~ J 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
16 (Y+R-4.0 sec) 

180 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

1.016 
51.7 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Per.mit Prot+Permit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: .63 -23 0 0 -33 116 86 42 66 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 126 1028 96 126 1413 328 148 116 126 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 

·-- Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
------------1---------------1 )---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.75 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.90 0.90 0.94 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.62 0.38 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1428 3164 295 1769 2791 648 1787 831 903 1787 941 810 
------------1---------------ll---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vo1/Sat: 0.09 0.34 0.34 0.07 0.53 0.53 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Oelay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.56 0.49 
0.69 0.70 
38.4 25.0 
1. 00 1. 00 
38.4 25.0 

D C 
5 18 

0. 4 9 
0.70 
25.0 
1. 00 
25.0 

c 
18 

**** 
0. 63 0. 52 
0.44 1.02 
16.0 54.4 
1. 00 1. 00 
16.0 54.4 

B D 
3 44 

0.52 
1.02 
54.4 
1.00 
54.4 

D 
44 

**** 
0.12 0.14 
0.71 1.02 
61.0 
1.00 
61.0 

113 
1.00 

113 
E F 

7 14 

0.14 
1.02 

112.9 
1.00 

112.9 
F 
14 

**** 
0.12 0.15 
1.02 0.71 

117.6 57.8 
1.00 1.00 

117.6 57.8 
F E 
13 8 

0.15 
0. 71 
57.8 
1.00 
57.8 

E 
8 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:30:03 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use .- Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd. /Quatama Rd. &efvll/?ID -jl: y\ 
**************************************************************1***************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
16 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 

180 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X) : 
Average Delay {sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.996 
52.7 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 l 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 63 -23 0 0 -33 116 86 42 66 0 42 0 
Initial FUt: 126 1028 96 126 1413 328 148 116 126 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 133 1082 101 133 1487 345 156 122 133 226 98 84 
------------l---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.90 0.90 0.94 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.62 0.38 1.00 0.48 0.52 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3164 295 1769 2791 648 1787 831 903 1787 941 810 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.07 0.53 0.53 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.58 0.50 
0. 7l 0. 68 
49.4 27.6 
1. 00 1. 00 
49.4 27.6 

D C 
6 20 

0.50 
0.68 
27.6 
1. 00 
27.6 

c 
20 

**** 
0.64 0.54 
0. 42 1. 00 
17.7 52.4 
1. 00 1. 00 
17.7 52.4 

B D 
3 48 

0.54 
1. 00 
52.4 
1.00 
52.4 

D 
48 

0.13 
0. 70 
67.9 
1.00 
67.9 

E 
8 

**** 
0.15 
1.00 

115 
1. 00 

115 
F 
15 

0.15 
1.00 

114.7 
1.00 

** ** 
0.13 0.15 
1.00 0. 70 

119.6 64.5 
1. 00 1. 00 

114.7 119.6 64.5 
F 
15 

F 
H 

E 
9 

0.15 
0.70 
64.5 
1.00 
64.5 

E 
9 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:48 Page 4-1 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 

Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 
2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLl) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 36.1} 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Volwne Module: PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1207 2 10 1711 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1207 2 10 1711 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 40 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1247 2 10 1744 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0. 97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1286 2 10 1798 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1286 2 10 1798 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.8 6.5 6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------tl---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1288 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2206 3105 644 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 534 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 39 12 420 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 534 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 38 12 420 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.03 0.00 0.01 
------------1---------------ll---------------tt---------------l 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 11.9 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: • • • B • • • • • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 120 XX XXX 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx X XXX X XX XXX 0.1 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 11.9 xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 36.1 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • • • B • • • • • • E • 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 36.1 
ApproachLOS: • • • E 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 09:22:48 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (NO RIROLI) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future VolUme Alternative) 

Page 5-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 14 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 18 . .1 Worst Case Level Of Service: F{ 71.9] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 178 6 23 304 0 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 178 6 23 304 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 0 0 194 0 64 69 0 0 0 0 221 
Initial Fut: 3 0 19 194 0 64 69 178 6 23 304 221 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.93 0.93 0.93 o. 93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
PHF Volume: 3 0 20 209 0 69 74 191 6 25 327 238 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 3 0 20 209 0 69 74 191 6 25 327 238 
------------l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 .4.0 3.3 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1------------~--1 1---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 873 957 195 848 841 446 565 xxxx xxxxx 198 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 269 256 842 283 303 617 1017 xxxx xxxxx 1375 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 222 233 842 258 276 617 1017 xxxx xxxxx 1375 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.81 0.00 0.11 0.07 xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX)t xxxx xxxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 8.8 xxxx xxxxx 7.7 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: • * * * * * A * • A • * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx 610 xxxxx xxxx 301 XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx XX XXX 8.8 XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 

Shrd ConOel:xxxxx 11.1 xxxxx XX XXX 71.9 xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XX XXX X XXX X xxxx XX XXX 

Shared LOS: • B * * F * * * * * * * 
ApproachDel: 11.1 71. 9 xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: B F • • 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:33 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project fi0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 2-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 11 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. ( SCt'lV4RIOS #- / ¢.#g.\ 
***********************************************************************:/ ••••••• 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
60 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.688 
11.3 

B 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1431 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1507 60 42 664 0 0 0 0 54 0 94 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 1.92 0.08 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3285 131 1583 3166 0 0 o 0 1753 0 1568 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.03 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.07 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.76 0. 76 0.04 0.80 0.00 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.30 0.00 
Delay/Veh: o.o 8.2 8.2 81. 9 3.2 0.0 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 
AdjDel!Veh: 0.0 8.2 8.2 81.9 3.2 0.0 
LOS by Move: A A A F A A 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 18 18 3 4 0 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

A A A 
0 0 0 

0.10 0.00 
0.35 0.00 
51.7 0.0 
1. 00 1. 00 
51.7 0.0 

D A 
2 0 

**** 
0.10 
0. 69 
64.6 
1.00 
64.6 

E 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:34:52 Page 1-1 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 

Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 
2029 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. (Sc.eNil:P.IOS 1/-'L 'if'(\ 
**********************************************************************~******** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time {sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
60 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0 0 678 
12.1 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------) 1---------------1 1---------------) 1---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------1 )---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1439 52 42 633 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1507 60 42 664 0 0 0 o 54 0 94 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolurne: 0 1713 68 48 755 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 1.92 0.08 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3285 131 1583 3166 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1)---------------1 )---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vel/Sat: 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.03 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.07 
Crit Moves: 
Green/CyCle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
Adj Del/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.77 
0.68 
8.5 

1. 00 
8.5 

A 
20 

0.77 
0.68 
8.5 

1.00 
8.5 

A 
20 

**** 
0.04 
0 0 68 
89.2 
1. 00 
89.2 

F 
3 

0.81 
0.29 

3.3 
1. 00 
3.3 

A 
4 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

o.oo 
0.00 
o.o 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.10 0.00 
0.35 0.00 
59.9 
1. 00 
59.9 

E 
3 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.10 
0. 68 
72 0 0 
1.00 
72.0 

E 
6 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:33 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 3-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (FUture Volume Alternative) 
*************************************************************~***************** 

Intersection i2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. {S<:a..lAR.l()-:# I} 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
77 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay {sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.784 
25.3 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Penmitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o 
Site Trips: 11 13 0 0 28 18 76 32 7 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 38 1279 120 43 616 62 173 99 46 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 50 68 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 50 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 50 68 64 139 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.44 0.94 0.94 0.51 0.86 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.82 0.18 1.00 0.68 0.32 1.00 0.32 0.68 
Final Sat.: 1702 3072 288 1583 2836 285 843 1223 568 978 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------) 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.70 0.63 
0.03 0. 72 
50.3 16.3 
1. 00 1. 00 
50.3 16.3 

D B 
0 20 

0.63 
0. 72 
16.3 
1.00 
16.3 

B 
20 

**"'* 
0.65 0.61 
0.04 0.39 
53.0 12.2 
1.00 1.00 
53.0 12.2 

D B 
1 7 

0.61 
0.39 
12.2 
1.00 
12.2 

B 
7 

***"' 
0.23 0.23 
0.97 0.38 

101.6 39.6 
1.00 1. 00 

101.6 39.6 
F D 
11 5 

0.23 
0.38 
39.6 
1.00 
39.6 

D 
5 

0.23 0.23 0.23 
0.30 0.54 0.54 
39.0 42.2 42.2 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
39.0 42.2. 42.2 

D 
2 

D 
7 

D 
7 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:40:48 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 1-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
*******************************************************************~*********** 

Intersection 42 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. ( S~to :t/- 2. J 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
12 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 
77 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.772 
27.5 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+PeDmit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 11 13 0 0 28 18 76 32 7 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 38 1279 120 43 616 62 173 99 46 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 50 68 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 50 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 50 68 64 139 
------------)---------------1 1---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.44 0.94 0.94 0.51 0.86 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.82 0.18 1.00 0.68 0.32 1.00 0.32 0.68 
Final Sat.: 1702 3072 288 1583 2836 285 841 1223 568 969 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------1 )---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.70 0.63 
0.03 0.71 
59.2 18.4 
1.00 1.00 
59.2 18.4 

E B 
1 23 

0.63 
0. 71 
18.4 
1.00 
18.4 

B 
23 

**** 
0.65 0.61 
0.04 0.39 
62.4 14.0 
1.00 1.00 
62.4 14.0 

E B 
1 8 

0.61 
0.39 
14.0 
1. 00 
14.0 

B 
8 

**** 
0.24 0.24 
0.93 0.37 
96.5 44.9 
1. 00 1. 00 
96.5 44.9 

F D 
11 6 

0.24 
0.37 
44.9 
1. 00 
44.9 

D 

6 

0.24 0.24 
0.29 0.52 
44.2 47.4 
1. 00 1. 00 
44.2 47.4 

D D 
3 8 

0.24 
0.52 
47.4 
1.00 
47.4 

D 
8 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:37:14 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd ./Quatama Rd. ( !;c.elol!!f;e 10 # 3) 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap. (XI: 0.821 
Loss Time (sec): 16 (Y+R=4.0 sec) Average Delay {sec/veh): 33.1 
Optimal Cycle: 98 Level Of Service: C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------1 )---------------1 1---------------)1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Perrnit Prot+Perrnit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------1 )---------------1 1---------------) 1---------------1 
Volwne Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 11 13 0 0 28 18 76 32 7 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 38 1279 120 43 616 62 173 99 46 63 59 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 
PHF Volume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 so 68 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 so 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 l. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Final Volume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 188 108 so 68 64 139 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.94 0. 94 0.94 0.91 0. 86 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 l. 00 l. 82 0.18 1.00 0.68 0.32 1. 00 0.32 0.68 
Final Sat.: 1702 3072 288 1583 2836 285 1787 1223 568 1736 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 )---------------) 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/ Sat: 0.02 0. 45 0.45 0.03 0. 24 . 0.24 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves~ **** **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.66 0.59 0.59 0.61 0.57 0.57 0.11 0.17 0.17 0. 07 0.13 0.13 
Volume/Cap: 0.04 0.77 0.77 0.05 0.42 0.42 0.96 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.95 0.95 
Delay/Veh: 50.7 20.5 20.5 53.3 14.8 14.8 104.7 47.6 47.6 57.7 100 100.3 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 50.7 20.5 20.5 53.3 14.8 14.8 104.7 47.6 47.6 57.7 100 100.3 
LOS by Move: D c c D 8 B F D D E F F 
HCM2kAvgQ: 1 23 23 1 8 8 11 6 6 3 11 11 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2001 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 OB:36:2B 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

* *** •••• ** ******* * * * ** ** * *** ** ***** ** * * **** **** •••***.** *** * * ** ** !)** * * ** * * ****** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. ( S~,Q\Q .U. <t 
**************************************************************** ************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec}: 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
16 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
9B 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay {sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.803 
35.9 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 12B 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 27 1266 120 43 588 44 97 67 39 63 27 12B 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 11 13 0 0 28 18 76 32 7 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 38 1279 120 43 616 62 173 99 46 63 59 12B 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 1B8 108 50 6B 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 18B lOB 50 68 64 139 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 41 1390 130 47 670 67 18B lOB 50 6B 64 139 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 O.B8 0.88 O.B3 0.82 O.B2 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.91 0.86 O.B6 
Lanes: 1.00 l.B3 0.17 1.00 1.82 O.lB 1.00 0.6B 0.32 1.00 0.32 0.6B 
Final Sat.: 1702 3072 288 1583 2836 285 17B7 1223 56B 1736 517 1122 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.45 0.45 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kl\vgQ: 

**** 
0.67 0.61 
0.03 0.75 
59.6 21.4 
1.00 1.00 
59.6 21.4 

E C 
1 25 

0.61 
0.75 
21.4 
1.00 
21.4 

c 
25 

**** 
0.63 0.59 
0.05 0.40 
62.7 15.9 
1.00 1.00 
62.7 15.9 

E B 
1 9 

0.59 
0.40 
15.9 
1.00 
15.9 

B 
9 

**** 
0.11 0.17 
0.96 0.53 

113.6 55.3 
1.00 1.00 

113.6 55.3 
F E 
12 7 

0.17 
0.53 
55.3 
1.00 
55.3 

E 
7 

0.07 
0.53 
66.6 
1. 00 
66.6 

E 
4 

**** 
0.13 
0.95 

109 
1. 00 

109 
F 
12 

0.13 
0.95 

10B.9 
1.00 

10B.9 
F 
12 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:33 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 35.0) 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1404 2 5 685 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Sse: 0 1404 2 5 685 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 24 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1428 2 5 720 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0 .. 92 
PHF Volume: 0 1552 2 5 783 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1552 2 5 783 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.8 6.5 6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1554 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1955 2347 777 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 386 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 57 37 344 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 386 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 57 36 344 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.08 0.00 0.03 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 14.5 xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 
LOS by Move: * * * B * * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 134 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.0 xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XX XXX 0.3 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 14.5 xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XXX XX 35.0 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * * * B * * * * * • D • 
ApproachDel: XXX XXX xxxxxx xxxxxx 35.0 
ApproachLOS: * * * 0 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:33 Page 5-l 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

*********************************••********************************************* 
Intersection i4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 5.9 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 16.1] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 174 0 8 90 0 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 174 0 8 90 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 0 0 115 0 55 47 0 0 0 0 61 
Initial Fut: 2 0 26 115 0 55 47 174 0 8 90 61 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.82 o. 82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
PHF Volume: 2 0 32 140 0 67 57 212 0 10 110 74 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 2 0 32 140 0 67 57 212 0 10 110 74 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.2 xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx XX XXX 
FollowUpTirn: 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 xxxx XX XXX 2.3 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 527 530 212 509 493 147 184 xxxx xxxxx 212 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 465 457 833 478 480 905 1367 xxxx xxxxx 1323 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 414 435 833 442 456 905 1367 xxxx xxxxx 1323 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.32 0.00 0.07 0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.7 xxxx xxxxx 7.7 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: * * * * * * A * * A * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 777 xxxxx xxxx 530 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx xxxxx 1.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 9.8 xxxxx xxxxx 16.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * A * * C * * * * * * * 
ApproachDel: 9.8 16.1 xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A C * * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



AM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:33 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 6-1 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection i6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/vehl : 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.2} 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1491 0 0 675 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1491 0 0 675 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SiteTrips: 13 76 0 0 18 25 0 0 28 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 13 1567 o 0 693 25 0 0 28 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 14 1703 0 0 753 27 0 0 30 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FinalVolume: 14 1703 0 0 753 27 0 0 30 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTirn: 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 780 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 390 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 813 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 614 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 813 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 614 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.05 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 9.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx 11.2 xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 
LOS by Move: A * * * * * • * B * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XX XXX 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * * * * * * * * * * * * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx 11.2 XX XXX X 
ApproachLOS: * * B * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:44 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 2-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection U Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. (se£N~05 .JI./ ~ #3) 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal cycle: 

120 
12 IY+R=4.0 sec) 
55 

Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.647 
11.3 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 (---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 48 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1163 93 131 1805 0 0 0 0 62 0 88 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
Reduct Vol; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 1.85 0.15 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3240 259 1769 3538 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.08 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh; 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ; 

**** 
o.oo 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0. 67 
0.55 
10.4 
1. 00 
10.4 

B 
13 

0.67 
0.55 
10.4 
1.00 
10.4 

B 
13 

0.14 
0.55 
50.8 
1.00 
50.8 

D 
5 

**** 
0.81 
0.65 
5.0 

1. 00 
5.0 

A 
15 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
o.o 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.09 
0.41 
53.5 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 1.00 
53.5 0.0 

D A 
3 0 

**** 
0.09 
0.65 
63.1 
1.00 
63 .l 

E 
4 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:35:43 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 1-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
************************************************************************0.****** 
Intersection U Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. (Sc.~/b€/os #A 'i. #if 
************************************************************************ ******* 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec} : 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
55 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.637 
12.3 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1115 78 131 1735 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 
Site Trips: 0 48 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1163 93 131 1805 0 0 0 0 62 0 88 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
PCE Adj:. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1199 96 135 1861 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 1.85 0.15 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0·.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3240 259 1769 3538 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.08 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0. 68 
0.54 
ll. 3 
1. 00 
11.3 

B 
14 

0. 68 
0.54 
11.3 
l. 00 
11.3 

B 
14 

0.14 
0.54 
58.3 
l. 00 
58.3 

E 
6 

**** 
0.83 
0.64 

5.0 
l. 00 
5.0 

A 
16 

0.00 
o.oo 

0.0 
l. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
o.o 

l. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

l. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.09 0.00 
0.40 
61. 9 
1.00 
61.9 

E 
3 

0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.09 
0.64 
70.8 
1.00 
70.8 

E 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:44 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level•Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative} 

Page 3-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 12 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. (s~RID ~1) 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 

145 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh} : 
Level Of Service: 

0.936 
33.3 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Perrnit Prot+Perrnit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 97 1057 96 126 1433 264 148 116 106 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

-~- Reduced Vol: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 

488 

PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.91 0.91 0.53 0.92 0.92 0.45 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.69 0.31 1.00 0.52 0.48 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3175 288 1769 2919 538 999 912 833 846 941 810 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.35 0.35 0.07 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.57 0.51 
0.60 0.69 
29.6 23.7 
1.00 1.00 
29.6 23.7 

c c 
4 18 

0.51 
0.69 
23.7 
1.00 
23.7 

c 
18 

**** 
0.65 0.55 
0.43 0.94 
15.4 34.3 
1.00 1.00 
15.4 34.3 

B C 
3 37 

0.55 
0 0 94 
34.3 
l. 00 
34.3 

c 
37 

0.29 0.29 
0.55 0.47 
38.5 36.0 
l. 00 l. 00 
38.5 36.0 

D D 
6 7 

0.29 
0.47 
36.0 
l. 00 
36.0 

D 
7 

**** 
0.29 0.29 
0.94 0.36 
82.4 34.6 
l. 00 l. 00 
82.4 34.6 

F C 
12 5 

0.29 
0.36 
34.6 
1.00 
34.6 

c 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:39:22 Page 1-1 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. {_ SGeJVItf<JO -:11-1-} 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

140 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 

147 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.924 
36.2 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------1 ;---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 97 1057 96 126 1433 264 148 116 106 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.91 0.91 0.52 0.92 0.92 0.44 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.69 0.31 1.00 0.52 0.48 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3175 288 1769 2919 538 988 912 833 839 941 810 
------------)---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.35 0.35 0.07 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.58 0.51 0.51 0.65 0.56 0.56 0.29 0.29 0.29 0. 29 0.29 0.29 
Volume/Cap: 0.63 0.68 o. 68 0.43 0.92 0.92 0.54 0. 46 0.46 0. 92 0. 36 0.36 
Delay/Veh: 35.4 26.7 26.7 17.4 36.2 36.2 43.7 41.2 41.2 85.5 39.6 39.6 
User DelAdj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 l. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 l. 00 l. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: 35.4 26.7 26.7 17.4 36.2 36.2 43.7 41.2 41.2 85.5 39.6 39.6 
LOS by Move: D c c B D D D D D F D D 
HCM2kAvgQ: 4 21 21 3 40 40 6 8 8 13 6 6 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
********************~*********************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:36:07 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

***************************************************************~*************** 

Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. ~0 .;1 3/ 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
16 (Y+R-4.0 sec) 

173 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0. 964 
43.1 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Control: Prot+Per.mit Prot+Per.mit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 97 1057 96 126 1433 264 148 116 106 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.69 0.31 1.00 0.52 0.48 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3175 288 1769 2919 538 1787 912 833 1787 941 810 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.35 0.35 0.07 0.52 0.52 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.55 
0.61 
31.5 
1.00 
31.5 

c 
4 

0.49 
0.71 
25.4 
1.00 
25.4 

c 
19 

0.49 
0. 71 
25.4 
1. 00 
25.4 

c 
19 

0. 63 
0. 46 
16.8 
1. 00 
16.8 

B 
3 

**** 
0.54 
0.96 
40.2 
1.00 
40.2 

D 
39 

0.54 
0.96 
40.2 
1.00 
40.2 

D 
39 

**** 
0.12 0.14 
0.71 0.96 
60.6 99.0 
1.00 1.00 
60.6 99.0 

E F 
7 13 

0.14 
0.96 
99.0 
1.00 
99.0 

F 
13 

**** 
0.13 
0.96 

100.3 
1.00 

100.3 
F 
12 

0.15 
0. 71 
57.5 
1.00 
57.5 

E 
8 

0.15 
0.71 
57.5 
1.00 
57.5 

E 
8 

*****************~************************************************************** 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:53:20 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 1-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative} 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection t2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. (S~IO .Ji.'-1) 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycl.e: 

140 
16 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 

173 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay {sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

o. 943 
44.8 

0 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
MOvement: L T R · L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Protected Protected 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------) 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1051 96 126 1446 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 97 1057 96 126 1433 264 148 116 106 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Fina1Volume: 102 1113 101 133 1508 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.69 0.31 1.00 0.52 0.48 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3175 288 1769 2919 538 1787 912 833 1787 941 810 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.06 0.35 0.35 0.07 0.52 0.52 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Del.ay/Veh: 
User OelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

***" 
0.56 0.50 
0.63 0.70 
36.9 28.0 
1.00 1.00 
36.9 28.0 

D C 
4 21 

0.50 
0.70 
28.0 
1.00 
28.0 

c 
21 

**** 
0.64 0.55 
0.44 0.94 
18.5 39.9 
1. 00 1.. 00 
18.5 39.9 

B D 
3 42 

0.55 
0.94 
39.9 
1.00 
39.9 

0 
42 

**** 
0.13 0.14 
0.69 0.94 
67.5 
1.00 
67.5 

E 
8 

101 
1.00 

101 
F 
14 

0.14 
0.94 

101.3 
1.00 

101.3 
F 
14 

**** 
0.13 0.15 
0.94 0.69 

102.7 64.1 
1.00 1.00 

102.7 64.1 
F E 
13 9 

0.15 
0.69 
64.1 
1.00 
64.1 

E 
9 

*****************"************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:44 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsiqnalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 13 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 36.1] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1207 2 10 1711 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Sse: 0 1207 2 10 1711 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 40 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1247 2 10 1744 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0. 97 0.97 0. 97 o. 97 o. 97 0.97 0. 97 0. 97 0.97 0. 97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1286 2 10 1798 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vdl: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1286 2 10 179B 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.8 6.5 6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1288 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2206 3105 644 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 534 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 39 12 420 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 534 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 38 12 420 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.03 0.00 0.01 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.1 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 11.9 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * * * B * * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 120 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 0.1 xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx XX XXX XXX XX 0.1 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 11.9 xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 36.1 XXX XX 

Shared LOS: * * * B * * * * * * E * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 36.1 
ApproachLOS: * * * E 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:44 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 5-l 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection i4 Quatarna Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 12.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: E( 45.31 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 l! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 l 0 0 l 0 l 0 0 l 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 3 o 19 o o o o 178 6 23 304 o 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 178 6 23 304 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 0 0 175 0 64 69 0 0 0 0 128 
Initial Fut: 3 0 19 175 0 64 69 178 6 23 304 128 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
PHF Volume: 3 0 20 188 0 69 74 191 6 25 327 138 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FinalVolume: 3 0 20 188 0 69 74 191 6 25 327 138 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 823 857 195 798 791 396 465 xxxx xxxxx 198 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 290 293 842 306 324 658 1107 xxxx xxxxx 1375 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 243 268 842 280 297 658 1107 xxxx xxxxx 1375 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.67 0.00 0.10 0.07 xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 8.5 xxxx xxxxx 7.7 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: * * * * * * A * * A * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR- RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 630 xxxxx xxxx 331 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx xxxxx 6.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 10.9 xxxxx xxxxx 45.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * B * * E * * * * * * * 
ApproachDel: 10.9 45.3 xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: B E * * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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PM Thu Sep 4, 2008 08:29:44 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 6-1 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative} 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 0.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 20.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
BaseVo1: 01193 0 01784 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1193 0 0 1784 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 29 63 0 0 19 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 29 1256 0 0 1803 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 31 1322 0 0 1898 67 0 0 21 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FinalVolume: 31 1322 0 0 1898 67 0 0 21 0 0 0 
------------1---------------1 l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1965 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 983 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 288 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 252 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 288 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 252 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.11 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.08 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 
Control Del: 19.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 
LOS by Move: C * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx 
Shared LOS: 
ApproachDel: 
ApproachLOS: 

* * 
xxxxxx 

* 

- RT 
XXX XX 
XXX XX 

xxxxx 
* 

LT - LTR - RT 
xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

XXX XX xxxx XX XXX 
XXX XX xxxx XX XXX 

• * * 
xxxxxx 

* 

LT -
xxxx 

xxxxx 
xxxxx 

* 

LTR 
xxxx 
xxxx 
xxxx 

* 
20.6 

c 

-

0.3 
20.6 

c 
RT 

XX XXX 
XXX XX 

X XXX X 

* 

xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

* * 
LT - LTR 

xxxx xxxx 
xxxxx xxxx 
XXX XX xxxx 

* * 
XXX XXX 

* 

* 
- RT 
XXX XX 
XXX XX 

XX XXX 

* 

***************************************~**************************************** 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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Signalized Vehicle Qut;;t.Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
91412008 
Quatama/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (No RIROLI) 
Scenario#1 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre·PHF) (vph): 51 
G/C for movement 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 111.6 
Average total queue (veh): 1.6 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storagenane (feet): 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre· PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

length of red interval,. {1 - GIC)" Cycle lengln 

Average queudane =VolUme ·Red ln\etVal/3600 

Maximum queue_ Random arrival/Constant service 

Random affivals betleve accordino to a Poiuon distributiOn 

There iS a probability equal to the confidence level desired (e.g 95%) 

!hat the queue formaci during eadl red interval will be less ltlan 

or equal to lhe rnaxirnum queue 

{Pmb. of arrivals"' N) = (R&d lrrlefVal)"N • e)l;p{·N) IN! (the Poi$5011 diSbiblrtloo) 

(Prob. of arrivals >,. N}., 1 • Sum of probabilities fofllehides 0, t, ...• N·t 

Max N: Highest N such that the sum of probabilities> (t. confidence level) 

1386 
0.63 

2 

44.4 
17.1 

24 
600 
300 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
0.04 

1 

115.2 
1.4 

4 
100 
100 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

675 173 173 63 
0.59 0.23 0.23 0.23 

2 1 1 1 

49.2 92.4 92.4 92.4 
9.2 4.4 4.4 1.6 
14 8 8 4 

350 200 200 100 
175 200 200 100 

187 173 
1639 1761 

0.11 0.10 
0.13 0.15 

104.3 102.5 
5.0 1.8 

9 4 
225 100 
225 100 

Queue length"' Maximum queue • Ston~ge length per vahidtt 

Required storage per Jane= Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to !he next highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.23 

1 

92.4 
4.8 

9 
225 
225 

Opposing now ratio Yo" opposing volume vo I opposing sat now rate :s.op 

Unblocked G1C (gu/C) = (g/C· Yo}/(l·YO) 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:IProjlilesiD092.Qrenco Woods Mixad Use\excel\access modifieation\2028 queuing_ no access\quet.le_ signal_ quatama_compass_ artefial_optimi:zed_120sec.xls 
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Signalized Vehicle Qut:..ting Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/412008 
Quatama/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (No RIROLI} 
Scenario #2 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LenglhNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre·PHF} (vph): 51 
GIC for movement 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 130.2 
Average total queue (veh): 1.8 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storage/lane (feet}: 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo}: 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective red interval (sec}: 
Average total queue (veh}: 
Maximum total queue (veh}: 
Total queue length (feet}: 
Required storagenane (feet}: 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval'" (t - GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queueMne "' Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrival/Constant service 

Random arrivals behave according to a Poisson disllibution 

There Is a probablity equal to the conMenee level desired {e.g. 95%) 

lhal the queue formed. during each red interval will be less than 

or equal to 1t1e maximum QU8\18 

(Prob of arrivals"' Nl,. {Red lntervai)"'N • exp(-N) IN! (the Poisson distribution) 

(Prob. of arrivals >• N)"' 1 -Sum of pfObablllties fot vehicles 0. 1, .... N-t 

Max N: tf!Qhest N such that lhe sum ol probabilities> {1 - conMeoee level) 

1386 
0.63 

2 

51.8 
19.9 

28 
700 
350 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
0.04 

1 

134.4 
1.6 

4 
100 
100 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

675 173 173 63 
0.59 0.24 0.24 0.24 

2 1 1 1 

57.4 106.4 106.4 106.4 
10.8 5.1 5.1 1.9 

16 9 9 4 
400 225 225 100 
200 225 225 100 

187 173 
1639 1761 

0.11 0.10 
0.14 0.16 

120.1 118.0 
5.8 2.1 
10 5 

250 125 
250 125 

Queue lenglh:: Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required slor.lge per lane = Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to tM next hlglutst whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.24 

1 

106.4 
5.5 
10 

250 
250 

Opposing now ratio Yo"' opposing voMne vo 1 opposing sat now rale sop 

Unblocked G1C (gu.ICJ ~ (g/C- Vo)/{1-Yo) 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - C:\Profli)es\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\excel\acceu modification\2028 queulnQ..no access"lqueue_signat_ qualama_compass_arterial_optimize4_140sec.xls 



Signalized Vehicle Qr.,_ Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/4/2008 

Ouatama/Cornelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (No RIROLI) 

Scenario #3 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 51 
G/C for movement: 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 111.6 
Average total queue (veh): 1.6 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storage/lane (feet): 100 

PERMITIEO LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

LeniJlh of red iflten~al = (1 • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queuWne =Volume· Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrivai/Coflstanl service 

Random arrivals behave according to a PoiSSOtl distribution. 

~is a probabiflty equallo the confidence level de$itecl (e.g 95%) 

that the queue formed during each ted interval wiH be less than 

or equal to lhe maximum queue 

(Prob of arrivals'" N) = (Red lntetvai)"N • exp(·N) IN! (the Poisson distribution) 

(Prob of aniva!s ""' N) "' 1 • Sum of probabilities fof vehicles 0, 1, . , N·1 

Max N: Highest N such that the sum of probabi6ties > (1 . c:onfidence level) 

1386 
0.59 

2 

49.2 
18.9 

26 
650 
325 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
0.04 

1 

115.2 
1.4 

4 
100 
100 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

675 173 173 63 
0.55 0.11 0.18 0.13 

2 1 1 1 

54.0 106.8 98.4 104.4 
10.1 5.1 4.7 1.8 

16 9 9 4 
400 225 225 100 
200 225 225 100 

Queue length= Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required s~orage per lana = Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.13 

1 

104.4 
5.4 

9 
225 
225 

Opposing now ratio Yo "'opposing volume vo I opposing sat. flow rate sop 

Unblocked G1C (gw'C): (~. Yo}J{1·Yo) 

Durvl Traffic Engineering, LL<C:\Projfiles\0092.Qrenc:o WOOOs Mixed Use\exrel\acceu modificalion\2028 queulnQ_no acceu\qu!lue_ signal_ quatama_compass_arterial_ optimized_120see_proteded.xb 
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Signalized Vehicle Qut:r.Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/412008 
Quat~ma/Cornelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (No RIROU) 
Scenario#4 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LenglhNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) {vph): 51 
G/C for movement 0.06 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
length of red interval (sec): 131.6 
Average total queue (veh): 1.9 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storage/lane (feel): 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval• (1 • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queue/lane~ Volume· Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random anivaK:onstanl service 

Random arrivals behave according kl a Poisson distlibuliofl. 

There is a probability equal to tho confidence level desired (e.g_ 95%) 

lhallhe queue formed during each red Interval will be less !han 

ot equal to the maximum queue 

(Prob. of an1vals = N) "(Red lntervai)"'N • exp(-N) I Nl (the Poisson clistribution) 

(Prob of anivals >= N) "" 1 - Sum ot probabilities tor vehicles o. 1 , . , N-1 

Max N: Hlgheat N IIUCh that the sum or probabilities> (1 • conftdence level) 

1386 
0.61 

2 

54.6 
21.0 

29 
725 
375 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
0.04 

1 

134.4 
1.6 

4 
100 
100 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

675 173 173 63 
0.57 0.11 0.18 0.13 

2 1 1 1 

60.2 124.6 114.8 121.8 
11.3 6.0 5.5 2.1 

17 10 10 5 
425 250 250 125 
225 250 250 125 

Queue length ., Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required storage per lane= Queue length I Number of lanes, 1'0\lflded 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.13 

1 

121.8 
6.3 
11 

275 
275 

Opposing now ratio Yo"' opposing vOOJrne vo I opposing sat flow rate aop 

Unblocked GIC (guiC) = {giC • Yo)/(1-Yo) 

Dum Traffic Ettgineering, UCC:\Projlilas\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\excel\access modlficationl2<l28 queuing_ no access\queue_slgnal_quatama_ compass_artiSrial_ optimi%ed_140sec_protected.xls 
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Signalized Vehicle Qu ...... ing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/412008 

Quatama/Comelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (No RIROLI) 

Scenario #1 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage Length/Vehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume {pre-PH F) (vph): 126 
G/C for movement: 0.08 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 110.4 
Average total queue (veh): 3.9 
Maximum total queue (veh): 7 
Total queue length (feet): 175 
Required storagenane (feet): 175 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sal flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USEO: 

Length at red interval,. (1 • GJC) • Cycle length 

Average queueAane "Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maxii'I'\IJI'Il queue: Random arrivaLConstant service 

Random arrivals behave accon;ling ttl a Poisson distribution. 

TMre is a probability equal to the confidence lever desired {e.g 95%) 

that the queue formed during each rad inlefval will be less ltlan 

or equat to the lnaldmum queue 

(PI'tlb. of arrivals • N}'" (Red Jnlerva1}"'N • exp(-N) IN! (the Poisson distribution) 

(Prob. of aiTivats ,.,. N) ,. 1 • Sum of probabftities for vehldes 0, 1, .. , N--1 

Max N: Highest N such that the sum or probabilities ,. (1 - eonfidenca level) 

1124 
0.50 

2 

60.0 
18.7 

26 
650 
325 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.11 

1 

106.8 
3.7 

7 
175 
175 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

1741 148 242 215 
0.54 0.29 0.29 0.29 

2 1 1 1 

55.2 85.2 85.2 85.2 
26.7 3.5 5.7 5.1 

35 7 10 9 
875 175 250 225 
450 175 250 225 

173 242 
1751 1734 

0.10 0.14 
0.21 0.17 
94.5 99.0 

3.9 5.9 
7 10 

175 250 
175 250 

Queue length = Maximum quaue • Storilge length per vehicle 

Required storage per tall!!= Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to the next highest llr'hole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

173 
0.29 

1 

85.2 
4.1 

8 
200 
200 

Opposing flow rabo Yo,. opposing volume vo f opposing sat ftow rate sop 

Unblocked GJC {gu/C) =(!PC. Yo)/(1-Yo) 

10 
Dunn Traflie Engloeertng, LLC C.\Projfiles'D092-Qrenco WOQds Mixed Use\exce~u modifiea.tiOn\2028 queuing_ no accass\queue_ signal_quatama _compass_ arter1a!_ optimized_121lsee.xls 
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Signalized Vehicle Quelling Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
91412009 

Quatama/Comelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (No RIROLI) 

Scenario #2 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 126 
GIC for movement: 0.08 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 128.8 
Average total queue (veh): 4.5 
Maximum total queue (veh): 8 
Total queue length (feet): 200 
Required storagenane (feet): 200 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

length of red Interval " (1 • GIC) • Cyde length 

Average queuellane 2 Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum QUO\Je: Random anivaliConstanl service 

Random arrivals behave according to a Poisson distribution. 

There is a probability equal to the confid&nce level desired (e.g 95%) 

lhallhe quet.JB lormed during each red interval will be less than 

or equal to the maximum queue 

{Prob of anivals '- N)" (Red l"tervatrN • b:P{-N) 1 N! (the Poisson distribution) 

(Prob of arrivals >: N) :s 1 -Sum of pro!)abililieslor vehicles 0, 1, ,_, N-1 

Max N; Highest N such that the sum of probabilities> (1 -confidence level} 

Dim Traffic EnQineeMg, LLC 

1124 
0.51 

2 

68.6 
21.4 

29 
725 
375 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.11 

1 

124.6 
4.4 

8 
200 
200 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 #8 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT WBTHIRT 

1741 148 242 215 

0.54 0.29 0.29 0.29 

2 1 1 1 

64.4 99.4 99.4 99.4 
31.1 4.1 6.7 5.9 

41 8 11 10 

1025 200 275 250 
525 200 275 250 

173 242 
1751 1734 

0.10 0.14 
0.21 0.17 

110.3 115.5 
4.5 6.9 

8 11 
200 275 
200 275 

Queue lefiOth .. Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required storage per lane " Queue length I Number of lanes. rounded 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

Opposing 11ow ratio Yo • opposing volume vo I opposi"g sat tlow rnte sop 

Unblocked GJC {gufC) • (QIC- Yo)/(1-Yo) 

II 

173 
0.29 

1 

99.4 
4.8 

9 
225 
225 



Signalized Vehicle Qu ....... ing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/4/2008 

Quatama/Comelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (No RIROLI) 

Scenario #3 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25.feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre·PHF) (vph): 126 
G/C for movement: 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 111.6 
Average total queue (veh): 3.9 
Maximum total queue (veh): 7 
Total queue length (feet): 175 
Required storagenane (feet): 175 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feel): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval• (1 - GJC) • Cycle length 

Average queuoAane = Voh.me • Red lntefVal/3600 

Maltimum queue: Random arrivatJConstant service 

RanGom amvats behave accordino to a Poisson disltibution 

There is a probability equal to the confidence level desired (e.g. 95%) 

!hat lhe queue formed during each red interval will be less than 

or equal to the maximum queue 

(Prob. of arrivals .. N) =(Red lnlervai}"N • el(P{·N)/ N! {the POisson distribution) 

(Prob of arrivals,.. N) = 1 ·Sum of probabilities fOf vehicles 0. 1. .• N-1 

Max N. Highest N such that the sum of probabilities> (1 • conndence level) 

1124 
0.49 

2 

61.2 
19.1 

27 
675 
350 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.11 

1 

106.8 
3.7 

7 
175 
175 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

1741 148 242 215 
0.52 0.12 0.14 0.12 

2 1 1 1 

57.6 105.6 103.2 105.6 
27.9 4.3 6.9 6.3 

37 8 12 11 
925 200 300 275 
475 200 300 275 

OuetJe length .. Maximum queue· Slorage length~ vehicle 

Required storage per lane"' Queue length I Number of lanes. rounOed 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

173 
0.15 

1 

102.0 
4.9 

9 
225 
225 

Oppo-sing now raUo Yo"' opposing volume vo I opposing sat ftow rale sop 

Unblocked GIC (guJC) = (IVC. Yo)/(1-Yo) 

Dunn Traftic Engineering, ll<C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Milced Use\excel\access modific:atioo\2028 queuing_ no access \queue_ signal_ quatama_ compass_ arterial_ optimized _120sec_proteded.)(!s 
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Signalized Vehicle Qo .... uing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
914/2008 

QuatamaiComelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (No RIROLI) 

Scenario 114 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 126 
GIC for movement: 0.08 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 128.8 
Average total queue (veh): 4.5 
Maximum total queue (veh): 8 
Total queue length (feet): 200 
Required storagenane (feeQ: 200 

PERMITIED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

length of red interval " {1 • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queueAane"' Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrtvaiiConstant serviea 

Random arrivals behave according to a Poisson distribution 

There b a probability equal to the conliderlce level desired (e.g. 95%) 

that the QUeue fanned during each red int&I'Val will be less than 

()( equallo the maximum queue 

(Prob of anivals = N)"' (Red lntetVai) ... N • exp(-N) IN! (the Pcmson distribution) 

(Prob of arrivals,.,. N)"' 1 • Sum of probabilities for vehiCles 0. 1, ... , N-t 

Max N; Highest N such that tile sum of probabilities ). ( 1 • confidence level) 

1124 
0.50 

2 

70.0 
21.9 

30 
750 
375 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.10 

1 

126.0 
4.4 

8 
200 
200 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #S #7 #8 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT WBTHIRT 

1741 148 242 215 
0.54 0.13 0.15 0.13 

2 1 1 1 

64.4 121.8 119.0 121.8 
31.1 5.0 8.0 7.3 

41 9 13 12 
1025 225 325 300 

525 225 325 300 

Queue length = Maximum queue • Storage length per vehiCle 

Required storage per lane"' Queue length I Number of lanes. rounded 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

Opposing now ratlo Yo= opposing volume vo I opposillg sat !low rate sop 

Unblocked GIC (gu.C) = (gl(:. Yo)/(1-Yo) 

7J 

173 
0.15 

1 

119.0 
5.7 
10 

250 
250 

Dunn Traffic Engineering. Llct;:\Projfiles'0092-Qnlnco WOods Mixed Use\excel\access modiftcation\2028 queuing_ no access~ueue_signal_quatama~compaS$_arterial_ optlmized_140sec;_protected.xls 
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Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: September 4. 2008 

Scenario: 2028 Weekday AM Peak Hour (No Access) 
Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 

Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

( 

Legend 
V = Flow rate for movement 
C = Capacity of movement 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft) 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17·37) presented in Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

Approach/Turn Movement 

Intersection Name NB LT NBTH NBRT SBLT SBTH SB RT EBLT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT 

v 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 

Proposed Site Access Q 
s 
v 10 

Quatama Rd/ c 1323 
Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.0 

s 25 
----

Dunn Trafftc Engineering, LLC C:\Projfiles\0092~0renco Woods Mixed Use\excel\access modification\2028 queuing_ no accesslqueue_unslgna!ited_no access.xls 



::g 
a, 

'-' 
~ 

Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: September 4, 2008 

Scenario: 2028 Weekday PM Peak Hour (No Access) 
Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 

Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

Legend 
V = Flow rate for movement 
C = Capacity of movement 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft' 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17-37) presented in Highway Capacity Manua/2000. 

Approach/Tum Movement 

Intersection Name NB LT NBTH NBRT 58 L'T SBTH SB RT EBLT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT 

v 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 

Proposed Site Access Q 
s 
v 25 

Quatama Rd/ c 1375 
Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.1 

s 25 

Our <r~e Engineering, LLC C:\Projfde.cll'l092·0renco Woods Mixed Use\excei\Sccess modiflcation\2028 queulng_no accesa\queue_unslgnallzed_no access.xls 
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Signalized Vehicle Q1. Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/4/2008 
Ouatama/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (With RIROU) 
Scenario #1 

Cycle Lenglh: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LenglhNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 38 
G/C for movement: O.o? 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Lenglh of red interval (sec): 111.6 
Average total queue (veh): 1.2 
Maximum total queue (veh): 3 
Total queue lenglh (feet): 75 
Required storagenane (feet): 75 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum Ictal queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feel): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red ifltervar ~ (1 • GIC) • Cyde length 

Average queueJiane" Volume· Red Interval /3600 

Maximum queue. Random arrival/Constant Ulrvice 

Raodom arrivals behave aeconiing to a Poisson distribvtion 

There Is a probability equal to lhe confidence level desired {e.g 95%) 

that the queue formed cturing ead'l red interval Mil be tess than 

or oquallo the maximum queue 

(Pmb. of amvals = N)"' (Red Jnlervai)"N • f»Ql(-N) I Nl (the Poisson distribution) 

(Prob of arrivals,.., N) = 1 - Sum of probabilities for vehiCles 0. 1 ... , N-1 

Max N: Highest N such that lhe sum or probabDities > {1 • confid~ level) 

1399 
0.63 

2 

44.4 
17.3 

24 
600 
300 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
0.04 

1 

115.2 
1.4 

4 
100 
100 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 IUl #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

678 173 145 63 
0.61 0.23 0.23 0.23 

2 1 1 1 

46.8 92.4 92.4 92.4 
8.8 4.4 3.7 1.6 
14 8 7 4 

350 200 175 100 
175 200 175 100 

187 145 
1636 1790 

0.11 0.08 
0.13 0.16 

104.3 100.5 
5.0 1.8 

9 4 
225 100 
225 100 

Queue length = Maximum queue • Stor.lge length per vehiCle 

Required storage per lane" Queue length I Number of tane.s, rounded 

up to the next highest whole whicle 

#8 
WBTH/RT 

187 
0.23 

1 

92.4 
4.8 

9 
225 
225 

Opposing ftow ratio Yo"' opPOsing volume vo I opposing sat. llow rate sop 

Unblocked GIC {gurt:)" (gK: • Yoy(1-Yo) 

Dunn Tralfic Engineering, UC C:\Projfiles'0092.Qrenco Woods Mixed U~\exce!\eccess modificalion\2028 queuing_ wilh access\queue_Signal_ quatama_ compass_arterial_ optimiZed'_120see.xls 
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Signalized Vehicle Qu-. ..-ing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/412008 
Quatama/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (With RIROU) 
Scenario#2 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 38 
G/C for movement 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 130.2 
Average total queue (veh): 1.4 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storagenane (feet): 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval: (1 • GIC)" Cycle length 

Average queue/lane: Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maxunutn queue· Random arrtvaiiConstant serviCe 

Random Bnivall behave atCOI'ding lD • Poisson (jisbibullon 

There is a probability equ:~~l to the confidence level desired {a g 95%) 

lhat thfl queue lofmed durino each red interval will be less than 

or equal to lhe maximum queue. 

(Prob. of arrivals "'N) = (Red lnlervai)"N • exp(-N) IN! (the Poisson di$1ribulion) 

(Ptob. of arrivals>"' N),. 1 -Sum of probabilities lor vehicles 0, 1, ... , N-1 

Max N. Highest N sud'llhallhe sum of probabiNiies > (1 -confidenCe level) 

1399 
0.63 

2 

51.8 
20.1 

28 
700 
350 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
0.04 

1 

134.4 
1.6 

4 
100 
100 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

678 173 145 63 
0.61 0.24 0.24 0.24 

2 1 1 1 

54.6 106.4 106.4 106.4 
10.3 5.1 4.3 1.9 

16 9 8 4 
400 225 200 100 
200 225 200 100 

187 145 
1636 1790 

0.11 0.08 
0.14 0.17 

120.1 115.8 
5.8 2.0 
10 5 

250 125 
250 125 

Queue length"' Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required storage per lane = Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to lhe neld highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.24 

1 

106.4 
5.5 
10 

250 
250 

Opposing floW ratio Yo"' opposing volume vo I opposing sat. now rate sop 

Unblodled GJC {goJC),. ((J/C. Yo)/(1-Yo) 

Dunn TraffiC Engineering, LLC G:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Wood$ MIXed Use\excel\access modification\2028 queuing_wilh access\queue _signal_ quatama _compau _arterial_opllmlzed_ 1-4Cnec.xls 



Signalized Vehicle Qu~Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
914/2008 
Quatama/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 AM Peak Hour (With RIROLI) 
Scenario#3 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence level (C.L): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 38 
GJC for movement 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
length of red interval (sec): 111.6 
Average total queue (veh): 1.2 
Maximum total queue (veh): 3 
Total queue length (feet): 75 
Required storage/lane (feet): 75 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIG: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval .. (1 • GJCJ• Cycle length 

Average queueJiane: Volume· Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue. Random arrival/Constant service 

Random arrivals behave eeeording to a Poisson dislribution. 

There is a probability equal to the coofideoce level desired {e g 95%) 

lhatlhe queue fotmad during each red inteNal wiU be less lhan 

or equal to the maximum QUeue. 

(Prob of anivals" N) ~{Red lntervatrN • exp{·N) I N1 (!he Poisson distri:Krtion) 

(Prob. of anivals """' N).,. t • Sum of probabilities tor vehicles 0, 1, ...• N-t 

Max N: Highest N such lhallhe ;um of probabilities > (1 • CO(Ifidence level) 

1399 
0.59 

2 

49.2 
19.1 

27 
675 
350 

#3 
SBLT 

43 
O.Q4 

1 

115.2 
1.4 

4 
100 
100 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

678 173 145 63 
0.57 0.11 0.17 O.D7 

2 1 1 1 

51.6 106.8 99.6 111.6 
9.7 5.1 4.0 2.0 
15 9 8 4 

375 225 200 100 
200 225 200 100 

Queue lengtll " Ma.Kimum queue • Storage length per V1Jhide 

Required storage per lane"' Queue lellgth I NIJI'I'Iber of Janes, rounded 

up to lhe next highest whole vehicle 

Opposing now ratio Yo,. opposing volume vo I oppMing sat now ra1e sop 

Unbloclled GIC (gu/C) "' (g/C- Yo)/(1-Yo) 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.13 

1 

104.4 
5.4 

9 
225 
225 

Dunn Tralfie Engineering. wt:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\exeel\aceess modilication\2028 queuing_ with acces.s\queue_signal_quatama:_compass_ arterial_ opllmized_12Dsee_proteeted.xls 
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Signalized Vehicle Qut.o.Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
914/2008 

Quatama/Comelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028/WI Peak Hour (With RIROU) 

Scenario#4 

Cycle length: 
Confidence level (C.L): 
Storage lengthNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBlT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 38 
GIG for movement 0.06 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 131.6 
Average total queue (veh): 1.4 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storagellane (feet): 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval,. (1 • GIC) ·Cycle length 

AveraQB queuMane = Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrlvai/Constanl service 

Random anivals behave aecorcrng to a Poisson distribution. 

There is a probability equal to the confidence level desired (e.g. 95%) 

lhat the queue fom1ed during each red interval wiQ be less than 

ot equal to the maximum queue. 

(Pl'vb- of arrivals • N) =- {Re<llnterval)"'N • exp(.N) I Nl (the Poisson distribution) 

(Pf'Ob. of arrtvals ,.., N)"" 1 ·Sum of probabilities for vehicles 0, 1, -··· N--t 
Max N. Highest N such that the sum or probabilities ,. (1 • c:onficlenee revet) 

1399 
0.61 

2 

54.6 
21.2 

29 
725 
375 

#3 
SBlT 

43 
0.04 

1 

134.4 
1.6 

4 
100 
100 

Turn Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTHIRT WBlT 

678 173 145 63 
0.59 0.11 0.17 0.07 

2 1 1 1 

57.4 124.6 116.2 130.2 
10.8 6.0 4.7 2.3 

16 10 8 5 
400 250 200 125 
200 250 200 125 

' 

Queue length = Maximum queue • Storage lenglh per vehicle 

Required storage per lane " Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to lhe next highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

187 
0.13 

1 

121.8 
6.3 
11 

275 
275 

Opposing flow ratio Yo= opposing volume vo I opposing sat now rate sop 

Unblocked G1C (I)W'C)'" (giC. Yovt1·Yo) 

Dunn Traffic Engineertng, UC\Projfiles\0092.Qrenco Woods Mixed Use\excol\accest mo<llfication\2026 Queuinll...wilh access\queve_sl;nal_quatama_ eompass_arterial_ optimized_ 140sec_protected.xls 



Signalized Vehicle Qu .. uing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/4/2008 

Quatama!Comelius Pass 
Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (With RIROU) 

Scenario #1 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 97 
G/C for movement: 0.06 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
length of red interval (sec): 112.8 
Average total queue (veh): 3.0 
Maximum total queue (veh): 6 
Total queue length (feet): 150 
Required storagenane (feet): 150 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red lnteiVal: (1 • GICJ • Cycle length 

Average quau&llano = Vollll'le • Red lnti!lfVal/3600 

Maximum queue- Random amvai/Coostant service 

Random arrivals behave according to a Poisson distribution 

~is a pn»abblity equal to the confidence level desired (e.g 95%) 

lhat tho queue fomled during eadl red inlefval Wll be Jess than 

01" equal to tho maximum queue 

{Prob. of arrivals= N}., (Red lnlflrvai)~N • exp(-N) IN! (the PoisSOf'l disllibutioo) 

(Prob. of arrivals>= N) = 1 -Sum of probabaitie5 tor-vehicles Q, t, .. , N-1 

Max N: Highest N such !hat the sum of probabl~lles > (1 - coofidenc& level) 

DuM Traffic Engineering, UC 

1153 
0.51 

2 

58.8 
18.8 

26 
650 
325 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.10 

1 

108.0 
3.8 

7 
175 
175 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH/RT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

1697 148 222 215 
0.55 0.29 0.29 0.29 

2 1 1 1 

54.0 85.2 85.2 85.2 
25.5 3.5 5.3 5.1 

34 7 9 9 

850 175 225 225 
425 175 225 225 

173 222 
1751 1745 

0.10 0.13 
0.21 0.19 
94.5 97.6 

3.9 5.8 
7 10 

175 250 
175 250 

Queue length " Maximum queue • Storage longlh per vehicle 

Required storage per lane "Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

#8 
WBTHIRT 

173 
0.29 

1 

85.2 
4.1 

8 
200 
200 

Opposing now ralio Yo"' opposing volume vt~ I opposing sat llow rate sop 

Unblocked GJC (gu/C)"' (o/C. Yo}l(l·YO) 
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Signalized Vehicle Qu~::cJing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/412008 
Quatama/Cornelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (With RIROLI) 
Scenario #2 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LenglhNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 97 
G/C for movement: 0.07 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 130.2 
Average total queue (veh): 3.5 
Maximum total queue (veh): 7 
Total queue length (feet): 175 
Required storagellane (feet): 175 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sal flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval" (1 - GJC) • Cycle length 

Average queueJiane = Volume • Rltd lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrival/ConStant service 

Random atrivafa behave acc:ording to a Poisson distribution. 

There is a probability equal to the confidence level deSired (e.g_ 95%) 

lhat the queue fom1ed during each red interval wln be less than 

or equal to the maximum queue. 

(Prob. of anivals • N) =(Red lntervai)"N • exp{·N) f N! (the Poisson distribution) 

(Prob. of arrivals ,.., N) " t . Sum of probabilities for vetlides 0, 1, .. , N·1 

Max N; Highest N such ti'IOit lhe sum of probabilities> (1 • c.:onftdence level) 

1153 
0.51 

2 

68.6 
22.0 

30 
750 
375 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.09 

1 

127.4 
4.5 

8 
200 
200 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

1697 148 222 215 
0.56 0.29 0.29 0.29 

2 1 1 1 

61.6 99.4 99.4 99.4 
29.0 4.1 6.1 5.9 

38 8 10 10 
950 200 250 250 
475 200 250 250 

173 222 
1751 1745 

0.10 0.13 
0.21 0.19 

110.3 113.9 
4.5 6.8 

8 11 
200 275 
200 275 

Queue length = Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required~ per lane.,. Queue length I Number of lanes, rounded 

up to !he next highest whole vehide 

#8 
WBTH/RT 

173 
0.29 

1 

99.4 
4.8 

9 
225 
225 

Oppo$ing !low ratio Yo=- opposing volume vo I opposing sal flow rate top 

Unblocked G1C (gu/C)'* {g/C. Yo)/(1-Yo) 

DuM Traffic Engineering. LLC C:\Projllles\0092...Qrenco Woods Mixed Use\excel\aecess modificatlon\2028 queuing_v.flh aa:ess\queue_ sigoal_quatama_compaSs_arteriaL optim1Zed_140sec.x1s 



Signalized Vehicle Qu~::uing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
914/2008 
Quatarna/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (With RIROLI) 
Scenario #3 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

120 sec 
95% 

25 feel 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 97 
GIG for movement 0.06 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 112.8 
Average total queue (veh): 3.0 
Maximum total queue (veh): 6 
Total queue length (feet): 150 
Required storagenane (feet): 150 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIG: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red inleNal : { t • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queuWne " Volume • Red Interval/ 3600 

Maximum queue: Random aiTivai/Constant servK::e 

Random arrival$ behave according to a Poisson distrlbu6on 

Th&re is a probability equal to the confidence level desired (e.g 95%) 

!hat the queuo formed during eadl red intefVal win be leu than 

or equal to ltle maximum queue. 

(Prob. of arrivals= N) =(Red lntecvai)"'N • exp(-N) IN! (the POisson distribution) 

{Prob or arrivals"'" N) • 1 • Sum of probabilities for vehicles 0. 1, .... N-t 

Max N: Highest N sudllhat the sum of probab~ities > (1 • confidence level) 

1153 
0.49 

2 

61.2 
19.6 

27 
675 
350 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.09 

1 

109.2 
3.8 

7 
175 
175 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

1697 148 222 215 
0.54 0.12 0.14 0.13 

2 1 1 1 

55.2 105.6 103.2 104.4 
26.0 4.3 6.4 6.2 

35 8 11 11 
875 200 275 275 
450 200 275 275 

Queue length ,. Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required storage per lane" Queue 1e1'1Qih 1 Number of lanes, rounded 

up to the next highest whole ve!'Mcle 

#8 
WBTH/RT 

173 
0.15 

1 

102.0 
4.9 

9 
225 
225 

Opposing now ral!o Yo= opposing volume vo I opPOSing sat. flow rate sop 

Unblocked GfC (guiC)" {g/C- Yo)/{1-YO) 
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Signalized Vehicle Qu ... Jing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
9/412008 
Quatama/Comelius Pass 

Scenario: 2028 PM Peak Hour (With RIROLI) 
Scenario #4 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

140 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 97 
G/C for movement: 0.06 
Number of lanes: I 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 131.6 
Average total queue (veh): 3.5 
Maximum total queue (veh): 7 
Total queue length (feet): 175 
Required storagenane (feet): 175 

PERMITIED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval"' (1 • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queue.1ane = Volume • Red JntervBI/3600 

Maximum queue; Random arrivalfConstant service 

Random arrivals behave acaxving to a Poisson distribution 

1llele Is a probability eqtJal to lhe confidence lever desired (e.g 95%) 

lhal lhe queue formed during each red interval wfl be less than 

or equal to the maximum queue 

{Prob of arrivals., N} =(Red lnterval)"N • exp{-N) IN! (the Poisson distribution) 

(PIOb. or arrivals ... N}"' 1 • Sum of probabiHiies for vehiCles 0, 1, ... , N-1 

Max N: Highest N such !hat the sum of probabiHiies .. ( 1 • confidenca level) 

1153 
0.50 

2 

70.0 
22.4 

30 
750 
375 

#3 
SBLT 

126 
0.09 

I 

127.4 
4.5 

8 
200 
200 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTHIRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

1697 148 222 215 
0.55 0.13 0.14 0.13 

2 1 1 1 

63.0 121.8 120.4 121.8 
29.7 5.0 7.4 7.3 

39 9 12 12 

975 225 300 300 
500 225 300 300 

Queue length "' Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required stonlge per lane: Queue length I Number of lanes. rounded 

up to the next highest whole Y11hide 

#8 
WBTH/RT 

173 
0.15 

I 

119.0 
5.7 
10 

250 
250 

Opposing now ratio Yo • opposing volume vo I opposing sal flow ralo sop 

Unblocked GIC (guiC) * (0/C- Yo)/(1-Yo) 

Dunn Traffic Englneetlng, Lta:IProjfiles\0092-0renoo Woods Mi.Ked Use\excel\access modification\2028 queuing_ wlltl accen\queue_signal_ qualama_ compass_ artenal_ opllmiZ.ed_140sec_protected.xts 



~ 
U> -...., 

Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: September 4, 2008 

Legend 
V = Flow rate for movement 
C = Capacity of movement 

Scenario: 2028 Weekday AM Peak Hour (With RIROLI) 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft) 

Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 
Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17-37) presented In Highway Capacity Manua/2000. 

ApproachfTurn Movement 

Intersection Name NBLT NBTH NBRT SBLT SBTH SBRT EBLT EBTH EBRT WB L.T WBTH WBRT 
v 14 

Cornelius Pass Rdl c 813 
Proposed Site Access Q 0.1 

s 25 
v 10 

Quatama Rd/ c 1323 
Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.0 

s 25 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\excel\access modificatlon\2028 queuing_wllh access\queue_unsignsllzed_aeceas.xls 
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Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: September 4, 2008 

Scenario: 2028 Weekday PM Peak Hour (With RIROLI) 
Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 

Vehicle Length {ft): 25 

Legend 
V = Flow rate for movement 
C = Capacity of movement 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft) 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17-37) presented In Highway Capacity Manua/2000. 

ApproachfTurn Movement 

Intersection Name NBLT NBTH NBRT SBLT SBTH SBRT EBLT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT • 
v 31 

Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 288 ! 

Proposed Site Access Q 0.4 I 

s 25 ' 

v 25 I 

Quatama Rd/ c 1375 
Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.1 

s 25 

Dun• Engineering, LLC C:\Projfi~-" · "'\92-0reneo Wood$ Mixed Use\excef\access modification \2028 queuing_ with access \queue_ unsignalized_access.xls 
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10-15-08 

Hillsboro Planning Commission, 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

• I would like to point out that the traffic from this "modification" will create more of a negative 
impact at the Kian Lane intersection than the previously approved CDP. 

• As you know, Kian Lane connects with Cornelius Pass from the east, approximately 220 feet 1 

south ofthe Quatama intersection. Kian Lane has 26 housing units. 

• The original CDP that was previously approved for 252 residential units forecasted 152 peak 
p.m. hour trips southbound past Kian Lane. The "modified" CDP now being considered 

forecasts 33
3 

trips. This is an additionall8 peak p.m. hour trips from the "modification", which 
more than doubles the number generated by the original CDP. 

• This increase in southbound trips by the "modification" will increase the difficulty that a driver 
has of turning left out of Kian Lane. This is a greater negative impact from the "modification. 

• The only roadway improvement that is different with the "modification" is a Southbound Right­
Tum lane at the Quatama I Cornelius Pass intersection.

4 

• That improvement will not mitigate the impact of an increase in p.m. peak hour trips caused by 
the "modification". · 

• In fact, because of an added right tum lane at the Quatama intersection the average speed of 
traffic going past Kian Lane will be greater and increase the chance of rear-ending a car stopped 
waiting to tum left onto Kian Lane. 

• The additional traffic from this "modification" will result in a greater negative traffic impact at 
the Kian Lane intersection for left turns out ofKian Lane and a greater chance of rear-end 
collisions. 

• In addition, there will be more p.m. peak hour traffic at the northbound left-tum lane onto 
Quatama. The original CDP forecasted 13 peak p.m. hour trips turning left onto Quatama.Z The 

"modified" CDP forecasts 34 trips.3 This will create longer queues at this left tum lane and 
make it more difficult for Kian drivers to see oncoming traffic as they try to tum left. This is 
another greater negative impact caused by this "modification" compared to the original CDP. 

See attached Figure No.3 from the applicant's August, 2008 traffic report. 
2 See attached Figure No. 12 from the applicant's 2005 traffic report. 
3 See attached Figure No. 14 from the applicant's Au ust, 2008 traffic report. 
4 See attached Fig e No.9 fro ppl" nt's 0 traffic report, and Figure No. I 0 from the applicant's 

A st, 2008 tr f 
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October 14, 2008 

Hillsboro Planning Commission 
c/o Ruth Klein, Urban Planner Ill 
City of Hillsboro 
150 E. Main Street, 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 

RE: Orenco Woods COP Modification (COP 1·06 (MOD)) 
Response to Questions from September 10,2008 Planning Commission Hearing 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Hillsboro Planning Commission posed several questions to Venture Properties and the Orenco 
Woods team regarding the proposed modification to Orenco Woods Crossing at the September 10, 
2008 hearing. Our team has been working diligently to provide additional detail and responses to the 
questions, and appreciate the Commission's continuance of the hearing to October 22, 2008 to allow 
for this additional detail. We have outlined the major questions below with additional information, 
including updated traffic analysis information, an approval letter from Washington County for the 
Access Modification, and a modified land use plan. 

Will the Transportation be 'No Worse'? 

The Planning Commission asked the Orenco Woods team if the traffic would be 'No Worse' with the 
proposed modification. This question is in regard to driver delay. Brian Dunn, Principal for Dunn 
Traffic Engineering has completed an analysis (attached) of the Cornelius Pass corridor with and 
without the Ore nco Woods development which shows the average delay in the AM and PM peak 
hours for the intersections with Quatama Road and Wilkens Street. This study shows an 
improvement (reduction) in the driver delay through these intersections. This improvement is the 
result of two major factors. First, the Orenco Woods project will complete full frontage improvements 
to both Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road, consistent with the original approval. The second 
significant factor is the addition of a Signal Interconnect between the new Wilkens Road signal and 
the Quatama Road signal that has been added with the proposed modification. 

There has been significant testimony about the major delays to navigate through the Quatama and 
Cornelius Pass intersection, but the delays do not appear to be reflected in the Traffic Analyses 
prepared by Kittelson, Dunn Traffic Engineers, or Group MacKenzie. The significant delay 
phenomenon occurs when the 'progression' does not work correctly through the Cornelius Pass 
corridor. Signals work best when traffic through a corridor travels in groups, or platoons. This creates 
gaps in the traffic flow that allow the cross street traffic to travel with minimal delay. Currently, the 
signals along Cornelius Pass operate independently, so there are times when two platoons will be 
stopped at an intersection, and that creates too much volume to travel through a single phase of the 
signal. This results in a perpetuating backup that takes many cycles to clear out The interconnect 
will coordinate the platoons so this backup does not occur, thereby improving (reducing) delay. 
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Why is this modification request better than the existing approval? 

The Planning Commission asked why this mixed-use proposal is better than the approved residential 
community. First and foremost, it will provide an important diversity of land uses that will improve the 
walkability of the greater community. This design provides the vibrant, mixed-use community 
envisioned by the SCR-V zone, incorporating jobs and services into the community Iabrie. The 
condominium units include units that are 11ats', or one story living. This will be attractive to senior 
residents, buyers seeking single level living, and residents desiring universal or accessible design. 
The close proximity to jobs and services will also be attractive to the condominium market. 

The modified design does not remove any of the amenities provided in the original Orenco Woods 
COP, including the natural open space, active parks, regional trail corridor, protection of the McDonald 
House, or other walkable features of the community. The proposed modification provides greater 
diversity in the community. The proposed uses also compliment the exiting Hillsboro Elks Lodge 
facility, and permit future commercial access to the Elks property, should the Elks property ever 
redevelop. 

Aside from the land use benefits of the new proposed design, there are important transportation 
benefits to the modification, made possible through a public/private partnership. Orenco Woods 
Crossing is required to construct frontage improvements and intersection improvements for Cornelius 
Pass Road and Quatama Road. The modification will also add a signal interconnect for improved 
traffic flow. This substantial amount of investment in Cornelius Pass Road has leveraged additional 
public investments in this corridor. 

Due to the substantial infrastructure investment being made by Orenco Woods in the Cornelius Pa~ 
corridor, Washington County has elevated the Major Streets Transportation Improvement Progran. 
(MSTIP) project lor Cornelius Pass Road to replace the Beavercreek Bridge to begin construction in 
2010. In conjunction with the Orenco Woods Crossing improvements and the Washington County 
improvements, the City of Hillsboro has dedicated over lour million dollars of funding to extend the 
Cornelius Pass improvements from Baseline Road to Quatama Road. Together, the City and County 
funding will result in a live lane facility from Baseline Road to Quatama Road. 

In addition, Commercial and office uses generate substantial System Development Charges that will 
provide additional funds for system-wide improvements to the Hillsboro transportation network. 

South Hillsboro Concept Plan Traffic 

The Planning Commission asked if the South Hillsboro Concept Plan had been included in the 
background assumptions lor the Traffic Analysis. This area was not included in the Traffic Analysis 
because it has not been adopted, and it would only be appropriate in a 20 year analysis. Per the 
Commission's request, Dunn Traffic Engineering has completed a 20-year analysis with the South 
Hillsboro Concept Plan areas that lie within the Urban Growth Boundary (attached). This analysis 
shows that the study intersections meet the LOS and VIC standards with the additional South 
Hillsboro areas. 

Mid-Day Analysis 

The Planning Commission requested a more detailed study of the Mid-Day traffic operations lor the 
proposed modification. Dunn Traffic Engineering has completed additional counts that show that this 
is not a peak hour, and an operational analysis that all intersections meet the operational standards ?' 

the Mid-Day period. Please see the attached letter for additional details. 



Access Modification for the Mid-Point Access 

Washington County issued an approval for the Access Modification application to allow the mid-point 
access to Cornelius Pass Road. An Access Modification had been approved for the original Orenco 
Woods project. This approval has been reviewed with the new mixture of uses and traffic projections. 
The approval letter is attached. 

Village Concept 

Several Commissioners expressed concern with the segregation of land use districts shown in the 
Modification application. They felt that this segregation did not reflect a Village, and looked like 
traditional zoning. This site plan was not meant to be reviewed in detail, but just to show how the 
district might function. In response to the concerns from the Commission, Venture Properties has 
proposed to remove the individually mapped land use districts, and instead rename the entire 
modification area 'Village Center', with the actual layout and mixture of uses to be presented in the 
Detailed Development Plan. The same program is proposed for land use and transportation analysis 
assumptions, including acreages and building square footages, but the location and design will be 
deferred to the DDP. 

This modification will seNe as the first step to creating the vibrant village center that the Planning 
Commission has described. The Detailed Development Plan will be the vehicle to view the actual 
design of this district and how it the individual components blend together. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide responses to these issues for the Planning Commission, and 
we will be happy to discuss it in more detail at the October 22, 2008 hearing. Thank you for your 
consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 
WRG Design, I 

Mimi Doukas, AICP, RLA 
Director of Land Use Planning 

cc: Kelly Ritz, Venture Properties 
Ed Sullivan, Garvey Schubert Barer 
Brian Dunn, Dunn Traffic Engineering 
File (VEN3778.02) 

Attachments: 
Letter from Brian Dunn, Dunn Traffic Engineering 
Access Modification Approval, Washington County 
Revised Overall Site Plan 3 C003, WRG Design 
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October 10, 2008 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 
150 East Main Street, 4" Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Project#: 0092.0 

RE: Transportation Impacts of Orenco Woods Crossing Site Plan Modification - Hillsboro 

Dear Ms. Klein: 

This letter was prepared to address specific transportation issues raised by members of the Hillsboro 
Planning Commission at the last hearing on September 10, 2008. Specifically, this letter responds to the 
Planning Commission's request for the Applicant to demonstrate that upon completion of the Orenco Woods 
Crossing site development, the following criteria is me~ 1) traffic operating conditions will be adequate during 
the weekday midday peak hour, 2) traffic delays along the NW Cornelius Pass corridor will be no worse than 
conditions without the site development, and 3) long-range traffic operating conditions in the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road corridor will be adequate with the inclusion of traffic generated by the South Hillsboro Community 
area. The remaining sections of this letter evaluate each of these topics in detail. 

Midday Peak Hour Operations Analysis 

An analysis was performed to determine whether or not the study intersections previously analyzed in the 
original August 2008 transportation impact study will operate in a manner that complies with the midday peak 
hour level-of-seNice standards specified in Table 137.4 of the City's Zoning Ordinance, once the Orenco 
Woods Crossing site development is fully built out and occupied. To conduct such an analysis, a three-step 
process was used. First, new traffic counts were conducted at all the study intersections on a typical mid­
week day in September 2008 for the period that covers the midday peak travel hour. This is defined by 
Table 137.4 of the City's Zoning Ordinance to be between 12:00 p.m. until2:00 p.m. Based on the results of 
the traffic counts, the midday peak hour of traffic on the surrounding street system was determined to occur 
between 12:00 p.m. and 1:00 p.m. Once the existing weekday midday peak hour traffic volumes were 
established for each study intersection, the second step was to increase existing traffic levels to account for 
the following factors: 1) a six percent increase in existing traffic levels to reflect background traffic growth 
expected over the next three years, 2) trips associated with "in-process" developments in the area, and 3) 
site-generated trips related to the Orenco Woods Crossing development. 

Given that there is no suitable mechanism for estimating "in-process' and site-generated vehicle trips for the 
midday peak hour (no ITE trip generation data is available), professional judgment had to employed to come 
up with a reasonable estimate. This led to the use of the weekday p.m. peak hour trip assignments for these 
two entities, as specified in the August 2008 transportation impact study. The expectation here is that traffic 
associated with all "in-process" and site-generated traffic for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be no worse 
than during the midday peak hour. In fact, it is our professional opinion that "in-process" traffic and site­
generated traffic activity during the midday peak hour will be less than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
Nevertheless, use of the critical weekday p.m. peak hour trip characteristics is expected to yield a very 
conseNative, and worst-case estimate of traffic impacts for the weekday midday peak hour. 
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The results of the weekday midday peak hour intersection operations analysis are presented in Table 1. All 
operations analysis worksheets suppotfing the findings in Table 1, including all new midday peak period 
traffic counts are contained in Attachment "A" to this letter. It is important to note here that the resufis shown 
in Table 1 reflect the street and intersection capacity enhancements that will be made in conjunction with the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development 

TABLE1 
YEAR 2011 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(WEEKDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR) 

Intersection LOS VIC RaUo 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NWWilkins Street B 0.73 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access B o.os 
NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road B 0.69 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane c 0.02 

NW Quatama Road/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue c 0.60 

NW Dogwood StreetiNW 231 .. Avenue c 0.19 

Note: Analysis results for unsignalized intersections reflect operations for critical movements on minor approach. 

As demonstrated by the analysis results presented in the table above, the level-of-service descriptions for all 
study intersections meet the City's Level-of-Service standards specified in Table 137.4 of the City's Zoning 
Ordinance for the weekday midday peak hour {LOS 0 or better). Also, the Washington County standard 
requiring a v/c ratio of 0.99 or less at County-controlled intersections will be satisfied. 

Impacts to Driver Delay on NW Comet/us Pass Road 

Members of the Planning Commission made it clear at the last hearing that if the Orenco Woods Crossing 
site development were to be approved and developed, that they would expect traffic conditions (i.e. driver 
delay) along the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor to be •no worse than today". To test this expectation, a 
detailed analysis was prepared to look at the impacts to average driver delays in the NW Cornelius Pass 
Road corridor from just north of NW Wilkins Street to just south of NW Ouatama Road. Specifically, the 
average driver delays on the mainstream, or through lane, approaches to these two intersections were 
evaluated because it is these intersections that create delay in the corridor due to the fact that they are 
signalized now (NW Quatama Road) or programmed to be signalized in the near future (NW Wilkins Street). 
The intent here is to ascertain whether or not driver delay can be reduced on the mainstream approaches at 
these two intersections once the Orenco Woods Crossing site development is fully developed and occupied 
relative to conditions where the proposed site development is not buill 

Before presenting the analysis results, it is important to note a few key aspects of the analysis. First, the 
only appropriate means of comparing traffic conditions without and with the Orenco Woods Crossing site 
development is to look at traffic conditions for a fixed point in time. That is why for this analysis, we selected 
the build-out year 2011 as the fixed analysis period. There are two fundamental reasons why we believe this 
period should be the focus of this analysis. First, traffic volumes in the NW Cornelius Pass Road conridor will 
increase no matter if the Orenco Woods Crossing development is built or no~ so a comparison between an 
existing year 2008 condition without the site development and a future year 2D11 condition with the site 
development in place doesn't make any sense, as it wouldn't reflect an apples-to-apples comparison. 
Second, and more importantly, a traffic signal installation is going to be constructed at the NW Wilkins Street 
intersection in the near future, regardless of the proposed site development. This traffic signal will introduce 
driver delay in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor and, therefore, it must be addressed and considered. 
Hence, evaluation of traffic conditions for the build-out year 2011 both without and with the site development 
is the best practical way of comparing impacts on driver delay. 

dwlrt OCtober 2008 
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It should also be emphasized here that a new transportation solution has been integrated into the analysis 
scenarto that accounts for the development of the Orenco Woods Crossing site. This includes the 
establishment of a new signal interconnect at the NW Wilkins Street and NW Quatama Road traffic signal 
controllers, to establish a continuous interconnect system that involves all traffic signals in the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road corrtdor, from Aloclek Road to the north to Baseline Road to the south. This solution was 
discussed with the City's traffic engineer as a potential remedy to reducing drtver delay in the corrtdor, and 
would be seen as a new improvement that could be conditioned on the Orenco Woods Crossing site 
development The intent of the signal interconnect solution is to allow the traffic signals at NW Wilkins Street 
and NW Quatama Road to speak to each other and be coordinated with other traffic signals in the corrtdor so 
that better, more enhanced traffic signal progression can be established. In other words, the goal of the 
signal interconnect system would be to increase the density of vehicle platoons in the corridor and organize 
these platoons so that they arrtve at signalized intersections durtng the green signal phases, instead of 
arrtving in a random fashion as they do today. 

The comparison between average driver delays in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corrtdor under conditions 
without and with the Orenco Woods Crossing site development are presented in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2 
illustrates average delays durtng the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for drivers heading northbound on 
NW Cornelius Pass Road. Table 3 reflects conditions for drtvers heading in the southbound travel direction. 
All resulls shown in Tables 2 and 3 reflect average drtver delays on the mainstream approaches to the traffic 
signals at NW Wilkins Street and NW Quatama Road. All operations analysis worksheets supporting the 
findings in Tables 2 and 3 are contained in Attachment ·a· to this letter. 

TABLE2 
COMPARISON OF YEAR 2011 DRIVER DELAY ON CORNELIUS PASS ROAD 

·NORTHBOUND DIRECTION 
(WITHOUT AND WITH OREN CO WOODS CROSSING) 

Without Orenco With Orenco Is Driver Delay 

Intersection Woods Crossing Woods Crossing Reduced? 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 13.1 sec 6.3 sec Yes 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10.7 sec 5.2 sec Yes 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 13.0sec 7.4 sec Yes 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 19.6 sec 11.1 sec Yes 

Note: Analysis results reflect average driver delay f'or the approaches to the traffiC signals. 

TABLE3 
COMPARISON OF YEAR 2011 DRIVER DELAY ON CORNELIUS PASS ROAD 

.SOUTHBOUND DIRECTION 
(WITHOUT AND WITH ORENCO WOODS CROSSING) 

Without Orenco With Orenco 

Intersection Woods Crossing Woods Crossing 

NW Come I ius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 3.7 sec 0.2 sec 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 6.9 sec 2.7 sec 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 6.3 sec 2.9 sec 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 32.7 sec 16.6 sec 

Note: Analysis results reflect average driver delay for the approaches to the traffic signals. 

d~Ul!l 

Is Orivar Delay 
Reduced? 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
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As the resutts in Tables 2 and 3 show, driver delays in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor can be 
reduced. The primary reasons for the reduction are because of the substantial traffic capacity 
enhancements that will be made in concert with the Orenco Woods Crossing developmen~ and the added 
benefits of a signal interconnect system that will provide better signal progression in the corridor. 

Inclusion of South Hillsboro Community Plan In Long-Range Analysis 

One member of the PlaMing Commission expressed concern about the combined effects of traffic from the 
proposed site development and traffic related to the South Hillsboro Community Plan area. As described at 
the hearing, Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC did prepare a long-range traffic forecast for the year 2028 as part 
of an access modification request submitted to Washington County to permit the proposed new public street 
access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. As explained at the hearing, this long-range traffic analysis did not 
account for the increased traffic that may eventually come from the South Hillsboro Community Plan area. 
The primary reason is that Washington County traffic engineering staff would not accept a long-range 
analysis Which included trips generated by land uses that are not a part of the County's or City's adopted 
comprehensive plans. Only approved land uses contained in the adopted Washington County regional traffic 
model could be utilized to develop a future traffic forecast 

Nevertheless, in an effort to answer the Planning Commission's request for additional analysis, Dunn Traffic 
Engineering, LLC reanalyzed long-range traffic conditions in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor to 
ascertain the combined impacts of both the site development and the South Hillsboro Community Plan area. 
But the revised analysis only considers the traffic that would be generated by urban reserve areas #69 and 
#71, which lie inside the South Hillsboro Community Plan boundary, are currently inside the urban growth 
boundary and zoned for urban uses. Any development within the rural area of the South Hillsboro 
Community Plan was excluded from the analysis for several reasons. First, the South Hillsboro Community 
Plan has not been adopted by the City of Hillsboro and is, therefore, not a part of the City's Comprehensive 
Plan. Second, there are more complicating impacts of the South Hillsboro Community Plan that need to be 
addressed by the City of Hillsboro prior to its adoption, such as the issues associated with increasing the 
capacity of TV Highway to seven lanes and the potential problems with reconfiguring the intersection 
between TV Highway and NW Cornelius Pass Road to a grade-separated interchange. A full accounting of 
the traffic impacts associated with the South Hillsboro Community Plan should only be made when this plan 
is adopted by the City and when an implementation action plan has been devised. To do so now would be 
premature and may overestimate actual travel demand needs in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor. 
Therefore, in an effort to provide a reasonable response to the Planning Commission's request, our revised 
long-range analysis does account for the increased traffic that would come from urban development activities 
in Reserve Areas #69 and #71. 

To determine the trip-generating potential of urban reserve areas #69 and #71, long-range traffic forecast 
information for the South Hillsboro Community Plan area, as prepared by David Evans & Associates, Inc., 
was provided by City staff (Reference 1 ). Based on this information, it was determined that an additional 90 
trips southbound and 35 trips northbound would be generated by the two urban reserve areas on NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, north of NW Baseline Road. These volumes were presumed to travel past the site 
frontage of the Orenco Woods Crossing development For the weekday a.m. peak hour, an assumption was 
made that the same trips would occur but in the opposite direction to reflect a reverse commuter pattern in 
the morning period. 

The results of the revised long-range 2028 intersection operations analysis are presented in Table 4. All 
operations analysis worksheets supporting the findings in Table 4 are contained in Attachment ·c· to this 
letter. It is important to note here that the results shown in Table 4 reflect the long-range street and 
intersection capacity enhancements that will be made along NW Cornelius Pass Road in the future (i.e. 
continuous five-lane cross-section). 
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TABLE4 
REVISED YEAR 2028 TRAFFIC OPERA TIDNS ON NW CORNEUUS PASS ROAD 

(WITH URBAN RESERVE AREAS #69 AND #71) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Paak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio LOS VIC Ratio 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NVVWilkins Street B 0.72 B 0.66 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access B 0.05 c 0.09 

NW Cornelius Pass RoadiN\IV Quatama Road c 0.82 D 0.97 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NVV Kian Lane E 0.12 E 0.04 

Project#: 0092 

OperaUng 
Standards 

Met? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Note: Analysis results for unsignalized intersections reflect operations for critical movements on minor approach. 

As demonstrated by the analysis results presented in the table above, the level-of-service descriptions for all 
study intersections meet the City's Level-of-service standards specified in Table 137.4 of the City's Zoning 
Ordinance for the weekday peak hour (LOS E or better). Also, the Washington County standard requiring a 
vic ratio of 0.99 or less at County-controlled intersections will be satisfied. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the findings documented in !his letter, the Orenco Woods Crossing site development and all 
associated off-site improvements, including the establishment of a signal interconnect system in the NW 
Cornelius Pass Road corridor, will result in adequate traffic operating conditions during the weekday midday 
peak hour of the build-out year 2011, will result in less driver delay along the NW Cornelius Pass corridor 
than if the proposed site development were not built, and will result in acceptable long-term traffic operating 
conditions in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor, assuming the Urban Reserve Areas #69 and #71, as 
contained within the South Hillsboro Community Plan area, are built. 

We trust that this letter adequately addresses the Planning Commission's request for addition<JI analysis and 
information regarding the Orenco Woods Crossing's transportation-related impacts. If you have any 
questions or comments reg<Jrding this study, please contact me at (503)-774-2669. 

Sincerely, 

DUNN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, LLC 

!.!:L~ 
Principal 

References: 1) David Evans & Associates, Inc. The South Hillsboro Commun;ty Plan and Implementation AcUon Plan 

Draft Preflminary Transportation Evaluation. December 24, 2007. 

Enclosure: Attachments "A" through ·c· 

File: response to Planning Commission comments_draft.doc 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, Midday Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 2-1 

~-··~··************************************************************************* 

Intersection •1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle {sec): 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
61 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X) : 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.125 
13.5 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:Midday Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 606 25 35 581 0 0 0 0 21 0 42 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 142 21 37 616 0 0 0 0 29 0 45 
Added Vol: 0 ~ "l"f 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
In-Process: 0 24 r-1 33 51 36 0 0 0 0 19 0 25 
Initial Fut: 0 _m1 15 94 722 0 0 0 0 61 0 10 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0. 91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0. 91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
PHF Volume: 0 786 82 103 193 0 0 0 0 67 0 16 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 786 82 103 193 0 0 0 0 61 0 16 
PCE Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Final Volume: 0 786 82 103 793 0 0 0 0 61 0 16 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.00 0.75 
Lanes: 0.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1530 159 1688 1117 0 0 0 0 1597 0 1429 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.00 0.51 0.51 0.06 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.05 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: o.oo 0. 71 0. 71 0.08 0. 79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.07 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.13 0. 73 0.73 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.13 
Delay/Veh: 0.0 10.1 10.1 51.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.6 0.0 62.8 
User De lAdj : 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 10.1 10.1 51.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 46.6 0.0 62.8 
LOS by Move: A B B E A A A A A 0 A E 
HCM2k.AvgQ: 0 15 15 4 9 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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PM Tue Oct 7, 2008 12:13:53 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, Midday Peak Hour 

Page 3-1 

----- ------- --.:()- --- ----- -------------------------------------------------------
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
57 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.689 
15.8 

B 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 o 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:Midday Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 25 585 32 38 547 21 17 13 16 46 16 37 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 27 620 34 40 580 22 18 14 17 49 17 39 
Added Vol: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
In-Process: 4 62 9 6 46 11 7 D 3 4 0 3 
Initial Fut: 65 68B 43 46 613 B5 111 56 66 53 59 42 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 70 748 47 50 666 93 121 61 72 57 64 46 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 70 74B 47 50 666 93 121 61 72 57 64 46 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 70 748 47 50 666 93 121 61 72 57 64 46 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.86 0.90 0.90 O.B8 0.93 0.79 0.62 0.90 0.90 0.56 0.93 0.93 
Lanes: 1.00 0.94 0.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.46 0.54 1.00 0.5B 0.42 
Final Sat.: 1641 1611 100 1671 1759 1495 1177 784 927 1063 1027 735 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.04 0.46 0.46 0.03 0.38 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCMZkAvgQ: 

0.76 0.67 
0.15 0.69 

5.0 10.7 
1.00 1.00 
5.0 10.7 
A B 

1 14 

0. 67 
0.69 
10.7 
1.00 
10.7 

B 
14 

**** 
0.69 
0.14 

6.3 
l. 00 

6.3 
A 

1 

0. 64 
0.59 
9.9 

1.00 
9.9 

A 
11 

0. 64 
0.10 

6.1 
l. 00 

6.1 
A 

1 

**** 
0.15 
0.69 
47.3 
1. 00 
47.3 

D 
5 

0.15 
0. 52 
37.2 
1. 00 
37.2 

D 
4 

0.15 
0.52 
37.2 
1.00 
37.2 

D 
4 

0.15 0.15 
0.36 0.42 
35.9 35.9 
1.00 1.00 
35.9 35.9 

D D 
2 3 

0.15 
0.42 
35.9 
l. 00 
35.9 

D 
3 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, Midday Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: C( 21.3] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights~ Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 
Volume Module:Midday Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 639 1 6 603 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 0 677 1 6 639 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Added Vol: 0 40 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 75 0 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 792 1 6 725 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 0 861 1 7 788 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 861 1 7 788 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: XXXX XXXX KXXXX 862 XXXX XXXKX XXXX XXXX XXXXX 1664 1664 862 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 755 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 108 98 358 
Move Cap.: XKKX KXXX XXXXX 755 XXXX XKXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX 107 97 358 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 0.00 0.01 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way9SthQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 9.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: • • • A • • • * * • * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 226 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx 0.1 XX XXX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 9.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX 21.3 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • • * A * * • * * • c * 
ApproachDel: XXX XXX xxxxxx xxxxxx 21.3 
ApproachLOS: • • • c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project t0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, Midday Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 5-l 

****~*************************************************************************** 

Intersection i4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 10.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 20.9] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement; L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:Midday Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 1 0 11 0 0 0 0 36 1 7 50 0 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 1 0 12 0 0 0 0 39 1 7 53 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 175 0 64 69 0 0 0 0 )!(!j 1~5 
In-Process: 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 1 9 7 0 
Initial Fut: 3 0 19 175 0 64 69 42 2 15 60 :;49 I~~ 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.75 0.75 0. 75 0.75 a. 75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0. 75 0.75 0.75 0.75 
PHF Volume: 4 0 24 233 0 85 92 56 3 21 90 172 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 4 0 24 233 0 85 92 56 3 21 80 172 

------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.2 6.6 6.3 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.6 4.1 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 491 535 58 460 450 166 252 xxxx xxxxx 59 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 478 443 992 515 507 884 1325 xxxx xxxxx 1545 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 405 407 992 471 466 884 1325 xxxx xxxxx 1545 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.10 0.07 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.9 xxxx xxxxx 7.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: * " " A * * A * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 817 xxxxx xxxx 538 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx xxxxx 3.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 9.6 xxxxx xxxxx 20.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * A " " C *" * * *" * 
ApproachDel: 9. 6 20. 9 xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A C * * 
******"************************************************************************" 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
********************************************"*********************************** 
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Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Onsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection ~5 23lst Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 2. 9 Worst Case Level Of Service: C( 15.9] 
***************************************************************************+**** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:Midday Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 15 213 15 16 193 19 11 2 21 15 7 20 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 16 226 16 17 205 20 12 2 22 16 7 21 
Added Vol: 0 0 17 20 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 14 
In-Process: 7 51 1 4 101 11 6 0 5 0 0 2 
Initial Fut: 23 277 34 41 306 31 18 2 27 29 7 37 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.94 0. 94 0. 94 0. 94 0.94 0. 94 0. 94 0. 94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
PHF Volume: 24 294 36 44 325 33 19 2 29 31 8 40 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 24 294 36 44 325 33 19 2 29 31 8 40 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------I--------------- I I--------------- I I--------------- I I--,------------ I 
Capacity Module: 
Cnf!ict Vol: 358 xxxx xxxxx 331 xxxx xxxxx 814 808 342 806 807 312 
Potent Cap.: 1200 xxxx xxxxx 1235 xxxx xxxxx 299 317 705 303 318 732 
Move Cap.: 1200 xxxx xxxxx 1235 xxxx xxxxx 266 300 705 277 300 732 
Volume/Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx 0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.11 0.03 0.05 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx XX XXX 0.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 8.1 xxxx XXX XX 8.0 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: A * * A * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT J,T - LTR - RT r.T - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 419 XX XXX xxxx 409 XXX XX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XX XXX 0.4 xxxxx xxxxx 0.7 XXX XX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx 14.7 xxxxx xxxxx 15.9 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * * * * * B c 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx 14.7 15.9 
ApproachLOS: • * 8 c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, Midday Peak Hou~ 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
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2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
~··~**************************************************************************** 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.4 Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 14.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
------------l---------------11------~--------l !---------------!1---------------1 
Volume Module:Midday Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 639 0 0 606 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 0 677 0 0 642 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 29 63 0 0 19 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 72 0 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 29 812 0 0 724 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. DO 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 32 883 0 0 787 70 0 0 22 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 32 883 0 0 787 70 0 0 22 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTirn: 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 857 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 787 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 746 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 395 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 746 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 395 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.04 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.06 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxx XX XXX 
Control Del: 10.0 xxxx xxx:xx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx 14.7 xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 
LOS by Move: B • • • • • • • B • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Gap. : xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX :XXX 
SharedQueue:xx:xxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx XXXK XX XXX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXKXX XX XXX KXXX XX XXX 
Shared LOS: • • • • • • • • • • • • 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx 14.7 xxx:xxx 
ApproachLOS: • • B • 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
****W*************************************************************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 

---------------=~==-~~~~~~~~~~:~~;=~~~:~~~;~:~~;~~~~:~~~~-~~~=--(~~~--!~-~-;) 
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
*****************************~************************************************** 

Intersection il Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St~ 

Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time {sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
82 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.835 
18.1 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lines: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 828 30 24 364 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 ·1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 878 32 25 386 0 0 0 0 25 0 57 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 47 10 11 36 0 0 0 0 38 0 62 
Initial Fut: 0 925 42 36 422 0 o o 0 63 0 119 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1051 48 41 479 0 0 0 0 72 0 136 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 o o 0 o o 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1051 48 41 479 0 0 0 0 72 0 136 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1051 48 41 479 0 o 0 0 72 o 136 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.83 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 0.96 0.04 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1720 78 1583 1666 0 0 0 0 1753 o 1568 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0. 61 0.61 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.09 
Crit Moves: "'*** * ** * **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.73 0.73 0.03 0. 76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.83 
Delay/Veh: 0.0 13.1 13.1 113.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.1 0.0 69.1 
User DelAdj: l. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: o.odiJ) 13. 1 113.0@ 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 39.1 0.0 69.1 
LOS by Move: A B B F A A A A A D A E 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 23 23 3 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
*******************************************"'************************************ 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 
Orenco Woods Mixed use- Hillsboro .7\ 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour {f/IJb. ;;lCOB 511JDY} 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Intersection 12 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
74 

Critical VoL /Cap. (X): 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.797 
16.7 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 16 738 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 75 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 17 782 74 27 364 18 33 41 24 39 17 SO 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 2 44 3 1 66 1 7 0 4 9 0 6 
Initial FUt: 19 826 77 28 430 25 40 41 28 48 17 86 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 21 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 52 18 93 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 21 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 52 18 93 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 \.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 21 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 52 18 93 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.83 0.87 0.87 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.74 0.74 0.74 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 0.94 0.06 0.36 0.38 0.26 0.32 0.11 0.57 
Final Sat.: 1702 1617 151 1583 1562 91 502 520 357 450 158 797 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.01 0.56 0.56 0.02 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
1\djDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.76 0.70 
0.04 0.80 

3.2 13.0 
1.00 1.00 
3.2{fDi) 

A B 
0 20 

0. 70 
0.80 
13.0 
1. 00 
13.0 

B 
20 

0. 72 
0.13 
8.7 

1.00 
8.7 

A 
0 

0.69 0.69 
0.43 0.43 

6. 3 6. 3 
J,.,.Q.Q,__ 1. 0 0 
~ 6.3 

A A 
6 6 

0.15 
0.59 
40.5 
1. 00 
40.5 

D 
4 

0.15 
0.59 
40.5 
1.00 
40.5 

D 
4 

0.15 
0.59 
40.5 
1. 00 
40.5 

D 
4 

0.15 
0.80 
56.3 
1. 00 
56.3 

E 
7 

**** 
0.15 
0.80 
56.3 
1.00 
56.3 

E 
7 

0.15 
0.80 
56.3 
1.00 
56.3 

E 
7 

*******************************************•************************************ 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - H!illsboro ~) 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour (!j(}b. ;}f!d6 swDY 
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection tl Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
62 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0. 731 
14.1 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Centro~: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Hodule:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 675 49 71 941 0 0 0 0 37 0 66 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 716 52 75 997 0 0 0 0 39 0 70 
Added Vol : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 24 33 57 36 0 0 0 0 19 0 25 
Initial Fut: 0 740 85 132 1033 0 0 0 0 58 0 95 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 762 88 136 1065 0 0 0 0 60 0 9B 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 762 88 136 1065 0 0 0 0 60 0 98 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 762 88 136 1065 0 0 0 0 60 0 98 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.93 0.9B 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 0.90 0.10 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1647 189 1769 1862 0 0 0 o 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.08 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 0.67 
0.00 0.69 
0.0 10.7 

1.00 1.00 
o.o@J) 

A B 
0 15 

0.67 
0.69 
10.7 
1.00 
10.7 

B 
15 

0.11 
0.69 
48.4 
1. 00 
48.4 

D 
5 

0. 78 
0. 73 

6.9 
1. 00 

~ 
16 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.08 
0.40 
40.8 
1. 00 
40.8 

D 
2 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 

0.0 
A 

0 

**** 
0.08 
0.73 
58.7 
1.00 
58.7 

E 
4 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - PM Man Oct 6, 2008 16:58:31 Page 1-1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro ~ 

_______________ :~=~-~~:~::=~~~~-==~~=~:-~~~~~~~~~~~-:~-==~~-~~~=-{~~!':_~?-~~Jo·y J 
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle {sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 

131 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.953 
31.9 

c 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+PeDmit Per.mitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 • 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 645 59 71 881 35 26 31 25 157 37 58 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 41 684 63 75 934 37 28 33 27 166 39 61 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 4 62 9 6 46 11 7 0 3 4 0 3 
Initial Fut: 45 746 72 81 980 48 35 33 30 170 39 64 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 48 785 75 86 1031 51 36 35 31 179 41 68 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 48 785 75 86 1031 51 36 35 31 179 41 68 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 48 785 75 86 1031 51 36 35 31 179 41 68 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.97 0.97 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.71 0.71 0.71 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 0.95 0.05 0.36 0.34 0.30 0.62 0.14 0.24 
Final Sat.: 1753 1662 159 1769 1762 87 545 518 465 841 194 318 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.47 0.47 0.05 0.59 0.59 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.21 0.21 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User Oe!Adj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

tell-"* 
0.61 0.58 0.58 
0.36 0.81 0.81 
20.7 19.6 19.6 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
20.7@:]) 19.6 

C B 8 
1 21 21 

0.69 0.61 0.61 
0.33 0.95 0.95 
12.9 32.7 32.7 
1. 0 0 J...ll.Q.. 1. 00 
12.9Ql:.2.) 32.7 

8 c c 
1 34 34 

0.22 0.22 
0.30 0.30 
29.5 29.5 
1. 00 1. 00 
29.5 29.5 

c c 
3 3 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 

0.22 
0.30 
29.5 
1. 00 
29.5 

c 
3 

**** 
0.22 0.22 
0.95 0.95 
73.5 73.5 
1.00 1.00 
73.5 73.5 

E E 
12 12 

0.22 
0.95 
73.5 
1. 00 
73.5 

E 
12 

*****************************~·~········~~-··········••*************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c} 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - AM Mon Oct 6, 2008 17:02:46 Page 1-1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project t0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro ~ 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak {INTERCONNECT) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
*********************************j********************************************~· 

Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 

100 

Critical Vol. /Cap. {X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.890 
15.4 

B 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1--------------- I 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 828 30 24 364 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 878 32 25 386 0 0 0 0 25 0 57 
Added Vol: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
In-Process: 0 47 10 11 36 0 0 0 0 38 0 62 
Initial Fut: 0 993 50 36 453 0 0 0 0 75 0 119 
Oser Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1128 57 41 515 0 0 0 0 86 0 136 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1128 57 41 515 0 0 0 0 86 0 136 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1128 57 41 515 0 0 0 0 86 0 136 
------------1--------------- I I ---------------1 1--------------- I I--------------- I 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.83 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 0.95 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1712 86 1583 1666 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
------------I ---------------1 1--------------- I I--------------- I I ---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.66 0.66 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.09 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0. 74 
0.89 
8.3 

1. 00 

CD> 
A 

9 

0. 74 
0. 89 

8. 3 
1.00 
8.3 

A 
9 

**** 
0.03 
0. 89 

134.5 
1. 00 

134.5 

3 

0.77 
0.40 
0.2 

1. 00 
<D) 

A 
1 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.10 
0.50 
41.0 
1. 00 
41.0 

D 
3 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.10 
0.89 
82.6 
1.00 
82.6 

F 
7 

******************************************************************************~* 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIGS - AM Mon Oct 6, 2008 17:03:05 Page 1-1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro ~ 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak (INTERCONNECT)~ 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

··~***************************************************************************** 

Intersection i2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R~4. 0 sec) 
78 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.818 
14.1 

B 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound west Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Perroit Prot+Permit Per.rnitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 16 738 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 75 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 17 782 74 27 364 18 33 41 24 39 17 80 
AddedVol: 11 13 0 0 28 18 76 32 7 0 32 0 
In-Process: 2 44 3 1 66 1 1 0 4 9 0 6 
Initial Fut: 30 839 11 26 458 43 116 73 35 48 49 86 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 33 912 84 30 497 47 126 SO 38 52 53 93 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 33 912 84 30 497 47 126 80 38 52 53 93 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fina1Volwne: 33 912 84 30 497 47 126 80 38 52 53 93 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.88 0.75 0.52 0.94 0.94 0.59 0.87 0.87 
Lanes: 1.00 0.92 o.oa 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.33 1.00 0.36 0.64 
Final Sat.: 1702 1619 149 1583 1666 1416 997 1207 582 1119 602 1052 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.56 0.56 0.02 0.30 0.03 0.13 0.07 0.01 0.05 0.09 0.09 
Grit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0.76 
0.05 

0.6 
1.00 
0.6 

A 
0 

*"** 
0.69 
0.82 
7.4 

1. 00 
@ 

A 
12 

0.69 
0.82 
7.4 

1.00 
7.4 

A 
12 

**** 
0.69 
0.09 

2.0 
1.00 
2.0 

A 
0 

0. 61 
0.45 

2.9 
1.00 
@ 

A 
3 

0. 67 
0.05 
1.9 

1.00 
1.9 

A 
0 

**** 
0.15 
0.82 
64.5 
1.00 
64.5 

E 
6 

0.15 
0.43 
35.5 
1.00 
35.5 

D 
3 

0.15 
0.43 
35.5 
1.00 
35.5 

D 
3 

0.15 0.15 
0.30 0.57 
34.7 38.4 
1.00 1.00 
34.7 38.4 

C D 
2 5 

0.15 
0.51 
38.4 
1. 00 
38.4 

D 
5 

**********************"********************"************************************ 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************"************************************************************* 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - PM Mon Oct 6, 2008 17:03:32 Page 1-1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlillsboro ~ 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak (INTERCONNECT)~ 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative} 

Intersection 41 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
*****~************************************************************************** 

Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 
70 

Critical Vol./Cap.{X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0. 776 
10.4 

8 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 675 49 71 941 0 0 0 0 37 0 66 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 716 52 75 997 0 0 0 0 39 0 70 
Added Vol: 0 49 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
In-Process: 0 24 33 57 36 0 0 0 0 19 0 25 
Initial Fut: 0 789 100 132 1103 0 0 0 0 71 0 95 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 813 103 136 1138 0 0 0 0 73 0 98 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 813 103 136 1138 0 0 0 0 73 0 98 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 813 103 136 1138 0 0 0 0 73 0 98 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.93 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 0.89 0.11 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final sat.: 0 1628 206 1769 1862 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
vol/Sat: 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.08 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0. 66 
0.73 
5.2 

1. oo 
(£]) 

A 
9 

0.68 
0.73 

5.2 
1.00 
5.2 

A 
9 

0.11 
0.73 
52.9 
1.00 
52.9 

0 
5 

0. 79 
0. 78 
2.7 

1.00 
(£!) 

A 
3 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
o.o 

A 
0 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.0 0.0 

1. 00 1. 00 
0.0 0.0 
A A 

0 0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.08 
0.52 
43.3 
1.00 
43.3 

D 
3 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.08 
0.78 
66.1 
1. 00 
66.1 

E 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - PM Mon Oct 6, 2008 17:03:52 Page 1-1 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro ~ 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak (INTERCONNECT) ~ 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 12 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
99 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X) : 
Average Delay (sec/veh}: 
Level Of Service: 

0.888 
20.0 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------)---------------) 1---------------11---------------1 )---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 645 59 71 881 35 26 31 25 157 37 58 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 41 684 63 75 934 37 28 33 27 166 39 61 
Added Vol: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
In-Process: 4 62 9 6 46 11 7 0 3 4 0 3 
Initial Fut: 79 752 72 81 967 100 121 75 76 170 81 64 
Oser Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 84 791 75 86 1018 105 127 79 79 179 85 68 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 84 791 75 86 1018 105 127 79 79 179 85 68 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 84 791 75 86 1018 105 127 79 79 179 85 68 
------------)---------------1 1---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.98 0.83 0.55 0.92 0.92 0.54 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00 0.56 0.44 
Final Sat.: 1753 1663 158 1769 1862 1583 1042 866 874 1021 979 778 
------------1---------------11---------------1 )---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.48 0.48 0.05 0.55 0.07 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.09 
Crit Moves: **** 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDe1/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0.66 0.61 
0.36 0.78 
7.9 11.1 

1.00 1.00 
7 .9@):> 

A S 
1 15 

o. 61 
0.78 
11.1 
1. 00 
11.1 

B 
15 

* * ** 
a. 11 o.62 
0.24 0.89 

3.5 16.6 
1.00 1.00 
3.5@]) 

!\ B 
0 23 

0.62 
0.11 

3.9 
1.00 
3.9 

A 
1 

0.20 0.20 
0.62 0.46 
38.5 32.8 
1.00 1.00 
38.5 32.8 

D C 
4 4 

0.20 
0.46 
32.8 
1. DO 
32.8 

c 
4 

0.20 0.20 
0.89 0.44 
69.7 32.6 
1.00 1.00 
69.732.6 

E C 
8 4 

0.20 
0.44 
32.6 
1.00 
32.6 

c 
4 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7. 9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - 11M Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:48:02 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Hixed Use - Hillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak (W/ South Hillsboro) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

·~****************************************************************************** 

Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle {sec) : 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
65 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X}: 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.721 
11.5 

B 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1529 52 42 668 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1529 52 42 668 0 0 0 0 42 0 94 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1597 60 42 699 0 0 0 0 54 0 94 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1815 68 48 794 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1815 68 48 794 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1815 68 4B 794 0 0 0 0 61 0 107 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 1.93 0.07 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
~inal Sat.: 0 3296 124 1583 3166 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
~------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 

Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.55 0.55 0.03 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.07 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0. 0 

A 
0 

*"** 
0.76 
0.72 
8.5 

1.00 
8.5 

A 
20 

0.76 
0.72 
8.5 

1. 00 
8.5 

A 
20 

**** 
0.04 
0. 72 
88.7 
1. 00 
88.7 

F 
3 

0.81 
0.31 
3.1 

1. 00 
3.1 

A 
4 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.00 
o.oo 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.09 0.00 
0.37 
52.4 
1.00 
52.4 

0. 00 
0.0 

1. DO 
0.0 

D A 
2 0 

**** 
0.09 
0. 72 
68.7 
1. 00 
68.7 

E 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************~*•i···~·~················· 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:48:40 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak {W/ South Hillsboro) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh}: 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: B( 11.4] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1581 0 0 710 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 1581 0 0 710 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 13 76 0 0 18 25 0 0 28 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 13 1657 0 0 728 25 0 0 28 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volwne: 14 1801 0 0 791 27 0 0 30 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 14 1801 0 0 791 27 0 0 30 0 0 0 

------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
~ollowUpTim: 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 818 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 409 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 787 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 597 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 787 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 597 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.05 xxxx xxxx xxxx 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 9.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 11.4 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: A * * * * * * * B * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.; xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * * * * * * * * * * * * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx 11. 4 xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: * * B * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIGB - AM Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:49:21 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Ose - Hillsboro 

202B Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak (W/ South Hillsboro) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 1-1 

*****~*******~*******~******************************************~*************** 

Intersection i2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle {sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 
86 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X) : 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.815 
25.4 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Nest Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 I ---------------1 
Control: Prot+Pennit Prot+Perrnit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------j 1---------------1 j---------------1 1---------------j 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 27 1356 120 43 623 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Growth Adj: 1.00 !. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 !. 00 1. 00 1. 00 !. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 27 1356 120 43 623 44 97 67 39 63 27 128 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 11 13 0 0 28 lB 76 32 7 0 32 0 
Initial Fut: 3B 1369 120 43 651 62 173 99 46 63 59 128 
User Adj: !. DO 1.00 1. 00 1.00 !. 00 1. 00 1. DO !. DO 1. DO !. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 41 14B8 130 47 708 67 lBB lOB 50 68 64 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 41 1488 130 47 708 67 188 lOB 50 68 64 139 
PC!> Adj: !. DO 1.00 !. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 !. 00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. DO 1. 00 1. 00 !. DO 1. DO 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Final Volume: 41 1488 130 47 708 67 lBB 108 50 68 64 139 
------------j---------------1 1---------------j 1---------------1 j---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.83 O.B2 0.82 0.44 0.94 0.94 0.51 O.B6 0.86 
Lanes: 1.00 1.84 0.16 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 0.68 0.32 1.00 0.32 0.6B 
Final Sat.: 1702 3092 271 1583 2853 272 B43 1223 568 978 517 1122 
------------1---------------j j---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vo1/Sat: 0.02 0.48 0.48 0.03 0.25 0.25 0.22 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.70 0.63 0.63 0. 65 0.61 D. 61 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 
Volume/Cap: 0.03 0.76 0.76 0.04 0.41 0.41 0.97 0.3B 0.38 0.30 0.54 0. 54 
Delay/Veh: 50.6 17.4 17.4 53.3 12.3 12.3 101.6 39.6 39.6 39.0 42.2 42.2 
User De!Adj: !. 00 1. DO !. 00 !. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. DO 1. DO 1. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: 50.6 17.4 17. 4 53.3 12.3 12.3 101.6 39.6 39.6 39.0 42.2 42.2 
LOS by Move: D B B D 8 B F D D D D D 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 23 23 1 B B 11 5 5 2 7 7 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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MITIG8 - AM Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:49:59 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak {W/ South Hillsboro) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: E( 40.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1494 2 5 720 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1494 2 5 720 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 24 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1518 2 5 755 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: o. 92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 0 1650 2 5 821 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1650 2 5 821 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 

------------l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.8 6.5 6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1652 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2072 2483 826 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 352 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 48 30 319 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 352 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 47 30 319 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.09 0.00 0.03 
------------1---------------1 l---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 15.4 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx X XXX X xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * * * c * * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 115 XX XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 0. 4 XX XXX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 15.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx 40.6 XX XXX 

Shared LOS: * * * c • * * • * • E * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx: xxxxxx xxxxxx 40.6 
ApproachLOS: * * * E 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIGS - PM Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:45:48 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak {W/ South Hillsboro 69&71) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle {sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4 .0 sec) 
58 

Critical Vol./Cap. {X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.677 
11.2 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: l. T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 1 l 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1--------------- I 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1150 78 131 1825 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 1150 78 131 1825 0 0 0 0 49 0 88 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 48 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1198 93 131 1895 0 0 0 0 62 0 88 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1235 96 135 1954 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1235 96 135 1954 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 1235 96 135 1954 0 0 0 0 64 0 91 
------------1---------------1 1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 1.86 0.14 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 3247 252 1769 3538 0 o 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.08 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 0.68 
0.00 0.56 
0.0 10.2 

1.00 1.00 
0.0 10.2 

A B 
0 13 

0.68 
0.56 
10.2 
1. 00 
10.2 

B 
13 

0.14 
0.56 
51.4 
1. 00 
51.4 

D 
5 

**** 
0.82 
0.68 
5.2 

1.00 
5.2 

A 
16 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

o.oo 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 

0.0 
II 

0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.08 
0.43 
54.2 
1. 00 
54.2 

D 
3 

0.00 
0.00 
o.o 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

**** 
0.08 
0.68 
66.3 
1.00 
66.3 

E 
s 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 

565 



566 

MITIG8 - PM Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:46:01 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, I..LC - Project #-0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak (W/ South Hillsboro 69&71) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection i6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 21.91 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1228 0 0 1874 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 1228 0 0 1874 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 29 63 0 0 19 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 29 1291 0 0 1893 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 31 1359 0 0 1993 67 0 0 21 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 31 1359 0 0 1993 67 0 0 21 0 0 0 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.2 XXXX XXXXX XXXXK XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX 6.9 XXXXX XXXX XXXXX 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 2060 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1030 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 264 XXXX XXXXX XXXK XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX 234 XXXX XXXX XXXXX 
Move Cap.: 264 XXXX XXXXX XXXK XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX 234 XXXX XXXX XXXXX 
Volume/Cap: 0.12 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.09 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0. 4 xxxx xxxxx XXX X: xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx 0.3 xxxx xxxx XXX XX 
Control Del: 20.4 xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XXKXX xxxx 21.9 Y..XXXX xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: c • * • * * • * c * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared cap. : Y.XXX xxxx XXX XX X XXX: xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx KXXXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx XXX XX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * • * * • * * * * • * * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx XXX XXX 21. 9 xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: * * c * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix ?.9.0415 (c) 200? Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



MITIG8 - PM Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:46:09 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak (W/ South Hillsboro 69&71) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatarna Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

120 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec} 

179 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.969 
36.2 

D 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Perrnit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 63 1086 96 126 1536 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 63 1086 96 126 1536 212 62 74 60 215 51 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
Initial Fut: 97 1092 96 126 1523 264 148 116 106 215 93 80 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 102 1149 101 133 1603 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 102 1149 101 133 1603 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 102 1149 101 133 1603 278 156 122 112 226 98 84 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.91 0.91 0.52 0.92 0.92 0.44 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 1.84 0.16 1.00 1.70 0.30 1.00 0.52 0.48 1.00 0.54 0.46 
Final Sat.: 1753 3183 280 1769 2949 511 991 912 833 837 941 810 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.36 0.36 0.07 0.54 0.54 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.57 0.51 
0.61 0.70 
31.9 23.4 
1.00 1.00 
31.9 23.4 

c c 
4 19 

0.51 
0. 70 
23.4 
1. 00 
23.4 

c 
19 

**** 
0.65 0.56 
0.44 0.97 
15.7 39.2 
1. 00 1. 00 
15.7 39.2 

B D 
3 41 

0.56 
0. 97 
39.2 
1. 00 
39.2 

D 
41 

0.28 0.28 
0.56 0.48 
39.7 36.8 
1.00 1.00 
39.7 36.8 

D D 
6 7 

0.28 
0. 48 
36.8 
1. 00 
36.8 

D 
7 

**** 
0.28 0.28 
0.97 0.37 
92.8 35.3 
1.00 1.00 
92.8 35.3 

F D 
12 5 

0.28 
0.37 
35.3 
1. 00 
35.3 

D 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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MITIGS - PM 

.. 

Fri Oct 10, 2008 10:46:20 

Dunn Traffic Enqineering, LLC - Project 10092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

Page 1-1 

2028 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak (W/ South Hillsboro 69&71) 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative} 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay {sec/veh) : 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 39.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound east Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 1242 2 10 1801 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 1242 2 10 1801 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Trips: 0 40 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 1282 2 10 1834 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Oser Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 1322 2 10 1891 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1322 . 2 10 1891 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.8 6.5 6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3,3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1324 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2289 3234 662 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 518 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 34 10 409 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 518 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 34 9 409 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.03 0.00 0.01 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.1 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 12.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XX XXX x.xxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: * • • B • • • • • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 108 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 12.1 xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX xxxxx 39.8 XX XXX 

Shared LOS: • • • B • • * • • • E • 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 39.8 
ApproachLOS: • * • E 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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WASHINGTON COUNlY 

September 22, 2008 

Brian Dunn, P.E. 
Dunn Traffic Engierring, LLC 
7505 SE 32"d Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

RE: MODIFICATION TO W.C.U.R.I.D.S. 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
CITY OF HILLSBORO 

OREGON 

The following is in response to your September 4, 2008 Request for Modification of the W.C.U.R.I.D.S. 
Section 130.2, Page I I, for the reduced access spacing of the proposed access on NW Cornelius Pass 
Road, for the subject development, located in the northwest quadrant of the NW Quatama Road/NW 
Cornelius Pass Road intersection in the city of Hillsboro. 

XX Your request is approved with the following conditions: 

I. Provide a center left turn Jane on NW Quatama Road between NE 76"' Avenue and NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and a westbound left tum lane with storage of 175 feet on NW Quatama Road at the 
intersection ofNW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. Coordinate with Washington County 
and modify the traffic signal after the completion of the recommended roadway improvements. 

2. Design and construct the proposed access on NW Cornelius Pass Road to safely and effectively 
restrict the site access to right-in/right-out/left-in movements only. 

a. Construct a raised median on NW Cornelius Pass Road and a half pork-chop island at the 
proposed site access. The raised median shall be designed to effectively restrict vehicle 
movements to right-in/right-outlleft-in only. It is the applicant's responsibility to ensure that 
the access restrictions are adequate on NW Cornelius Pass Road to restrict movements to 
right-in/right-out/left-in only. Washington County will monitor the access to assure that it 
operates as a right-in/right-out/left-in intersection. If it is found that there are a significant 
number of violations of the restricted turning movements or safety/operational problems 
arise, the applicant will be responsible for assuring the safe operation of the access. This may 
require that the applicant retrofit additional traffic control devices to limit turning movements 
and/or physical improvements to the roadway. All changes will be subject to Washington 
County approval. If the retrofit(s) is (are) unsuccessful the County reserves the right to close 
the access. 

b. The roadway within the limits of the raised median shall be adequately illuminated satisfying 
the requirements of the Department of Land Use and Transportation Roadway Illumination 
Standards, Latest revision. Direct technical questions concerning this condition or the current 
Roadway Illumination Standards to Traffic Engineering at (503) 846-7950. 

c. It is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure that sufficient roadway width exists for the 
raised median, striping, lane markers, and shy distances. 

Washington County • Department of Land Use &: Trsnsportation 
Engineering, (503) 846-7900. MS 17 • Survey, (503) 846-7925, MS 17 • Traffic Engineering. (503) 846-7950, MS 17 

1400 SW Walnut Street, Hillsboro. OR 97123-5625 
Fax: (503) 846-7910 
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Brian Dunn, P.E. 
September 22, 2008 

3. Provide a northbound left turn lane with storage of ISO feet and a southbound deceleration right 
turn lane at the proposed restricted access on NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

4. Provide adequate illumination at the two proposed site accesses, one on NW Cornelius Pass Road 
and the other on NW Quatama Road. Adequate illumination shall consist of at least one 200 watt high 
pressure sodium cobra head luminaire mounted at a minimum height of20 feet on existing utility poles if 
available. The fiXture shall have a medium full-cutoff type III distribution. The pole shall be within the 
area defined by the radius returns of the intersection. The fixture shall be oriented at 90 degrees to 
centerline of the collector or arterial. For intersections of collectors with arterials, or arterials with 
arterials, the luminaire fixture shall be installed at 90 degrees to the higher classified roadway. If the 
intersecting roadways are of the same functional classification, the fiXture may be oriented at 90 degrees 
to either roadway. If no existing utility poles are available within the intersection area defined by 
the radius returns, the developer shall meet the requirements of the Department of Land Use and 
Transportation Roadway Illumination Standards, latest revision. Illumination provided within the 
proscribed intersection area shall be a minimum of 1.5 times the required illumination level of the 
highest roadway classification at the intersection. Washington County may require illumination in 
addition to the above-stated minimums. Direct technical questions concerning this condition or the 
current Roadway Illumination Standards to Traffic Engineering at (503) 846-7950. 

Please be advised that all modifications granted to the W.C.U.R.LD.S. are considered unique and are not 
uniformly applicable. 

NOTE: See Section 250.2.3 for appeal procedures should you wish to appeal. 

Sincerely, 

~,{{t£:£t 
County Engineer 

Reviewed By: Jinde Zhu ¥ 
JZ:da 

c: Tom Tushner 
JindeZhu 
Naomi Vogel-Beattie 
Tracy Stone 
Plan Review File 
c/File 

Approved By: Tom Tushner 

;) 
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Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting 
October 8, 2008 
6:30PM 

MINUTES 

I. CALL TO ORDER- ROLL CALL 
President Coulter called the meeting to order. 

Hillsboro Civic Center 
Auditorium 

150 E. Main Street 
Hillsboro 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Coulter, Brewer, Callaway, Fleisher, Lankford, 
Mathews, and Roberts. 

STAFF PRESENT: Cooper and Klein. 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND NON-AGENDA ITEMS-
Dan Bloom stated he was glad an accessible record was available to reference as needed 
and added that his comments might go over like a lead balloon, but were not a personal 
attack, though perhaps, a policy attack. 
• He noted that the market was a little soft and there was a lot of talk about Wall Street, 

greed and excessive payments regarding the housing market. The Planning 
Commission had a lot to do with housing and he averred greed was not all happening 
on Wall Street, but part of it happened right here. 

• He believed everything was slanted toward the business side. Face time in Planning 
Commission meetings were much more for the business side, as well as the findings 
written, lawyers, lobbyists, and LLCs involved. LLCs basically allowed a job­
specific company do a project and walk away from the lender, suppliers, and builders 
if problems arose, which he also thought was crooked. 
• He referred to the process as a rigged game and did not believe the general 

population and the greater good get a fair shake. Much of what was happening at 
the federal level in the national news was shedding light on such things. 

• It was not ridiculous to ask if the Planning Commission should consider the question 
of too much growth. He asked if anyone had gotten hints about how much growth had 
to be subsidized -how much growth was not paying for itself. 
• Ethics, morality, and people's fundamental sense of fairness were being 

questioned and he posed those same questions to the Planning Commission. 
• As an advocate of open space in the region, he reported some good news about open 

space. The Col wood Golf Course in Portland had wanted to cash in and develop the 
golf course, but Portland had denied them. He stressed how "no" was enunciated. 
• He believed Portland valued open space because even though they had three times 

the park level service of Hillsboro, they had still said "no." 
• He reminded about the $33 million lawsuit at Rock Creek, adding that perhaps 

that would survive so there would be a little extra open space in the region. 

Planning Commission Minutes 
October 8, 2008 
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Andre Meek, stated he had been an Orenco resident since 2001, noting he lived on the 
comer of 229th and Dogwood St, right in the middle of the 'Orenco Expressway.' 
• He added that he did not consider himself an activist but more of a live-and-let-live 

person, but that had changed since he had gotten to know Orenco. He knew his 
neighbors and shared his skills and goods with them as they did with him; and he had 
become protective of his Orenco family, who returned the favor. 

• He had witnessed the area grow and the inconveniences that went along with it and 
the one thing that bothered him most was the callous attitude other people had of his 
neighborhood. 
• Cars sped through with no concern that his wife, neighbors, or himself were 

standing along the street. His wife had almost been hit twice. 
• From 229th to Orenco School was supposed to be a school zone- 20 mph from 8 

a.m. to 5 p.m.; but the previous night the Hillsboro Soccer League had games at 
the soccer field at Orenco School, and he had clocked 15 cars going past his house 
at 35 mph plus after the games ended, one of which had exceeded 60 mph from 
227th to 231 st according to his radar gun. 

• He had been visited by a policeman that Monday night because someone complained 
he had been using a radar gun and camera. He questioned: 
• Why he would be questioned about his legal activities while cars sped down 

Dogwood St right past a police car? 
• Why had the policeman told him that the yellow "15 mph" signs were only 

suggested speeds at each end of the Quatama Bridge and not enforceable? 
• Why did he have to remove 13 dead possums in front of his house and numerous 

cats and squirrels hit by speeding cars? 
• Why did he have to fear for his life while walking on Dogwood or crossing 

Quatama Bridge? 
• Why had the City told him they would not install a "Stop" sign at the comer of 

229th and Dogwood St because it would create a false sense of security? 

Mr. Cooper suggested that Mr. Meek testifY to the Transportation Committee on those 
issues, if he had not done so already. 

• Mr. Meek replied (inaudible). 

President Coulter assured that Staff could provide a record of Mr. Meek's testimony to 
the Transportation Committee, adding that he believed three City Councilors sat on that 
committee. 

Commissioner Mathews wished the Planning Commission could do something about 
Mr. Meek's concerns and hoped Mr. Meek understood that what was in the 
Commissioners' hearts might be closer to what Mr. Meek felt than he realized. 
• Many of the Commissioners were not happy with people speeding through that area. 

They wanted to see the area preserved as much as possible and were upset when 
hearing such reports. 

• He did not want Mr. Meek to think that no one in the City cared because they did and 
they apprecia,ted Mr. Meek corning before the Commission. At least Mr. Meek could 
vent with the Commission and no one would throw him out. He hoped Mr. Meek 

Planning Commission Minutes 
October 8, 2008 
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would not give up and would continue to vent every time he got the chance because 
the problem needed that attention. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES- September 10, 2008 and September 24, 2008 

President Coulter reminded that meeting minutes were to reflect what was stated, not 
what was intended and that not everything stated had to be included in the transcript. 
Content could not be added, nor could interpretation or intent after the fact. 
• He had discussed with Staff how the minutes might be shortened and one way was to 

record only the Commission's requested changes to items tentatively approved, rather 
than the entire litany of Planning Commission discussion about findings, etc., which 
might not be necessary since in approving an application, the hearing would also be 
approved. The minutes could be fully transcribed for any subsequent appeal process, 
if needed. 

• Including such volumes of transcript in addition to the applicant's materials seemed 
redundant. The written minutes needed to be shortened for economy and efficiency. 

The Commission briefly discussed ways to shorten the written record, including 
appending the full audio recording and possible amendments of the Planning 
Commission's bylaws, and deferred the matter to legal counsel for subsequent advice. 

President Coulter ensured there were no further questions about the September 10, 2008 
Planning Commission minutes after review of ABC Transcription Service's letter dated 
October 6, 2008. 

Commissioner Lankford expressed his sincere appreciation for the holding over of the 
minutes to allow for further review. 

Vice-President Brewer moved to approve the September 10, 2008 Planning 
Commission meeting minutes as amended. Commissioner Mathews seconded the 
motion, which passed unanimously. 

Vice-President Brewer moved to approve the September 24, 2008 Planning 
Commission meeting minutes. Commissioner Lankford seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously. 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
A. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

Applicant: Venture Properties represented by WRG Design, Inc. 
Location: North of NW Quatama Road, south of Street 2, west of NW 

Cornelius Pass Road and east of Street B. 
Legal: A portion of Tax Lot 3400 of Washington County Assessor's Tax 

Map 1N2-35. 
Request: Request for approval of a modification to the Concept 

Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a phased 
residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size 

Planning Commission Minutes 
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zoned SCR-V Station Community Residential - Village, with 
multiple Comprehensive Plan Designations of RL Low Density 
Residential, RM Medium Density Residential, OS Open Space and 
FP Flood Plain. (Klein) 

President Coulter announced that the Applicant had requested a continuance to the next 
Planning Commission meeting. He noted there would be no presentation by the 
Applicant and the Commissioners would not be asking questions; but that public 
testimony would be received and then the application continued to of October 22, 2008, 
at which time, public testimony would also be taken as the record would be left open. 

Ms. Klein presented the Staff Report. 

President Coulter called for public testimony, reminding the audience that any remarks 
should be limited specifically to the modification; no other elements of the application 
were to be discussed. 

Dan Bloom stated that the process confused him. He could not understand how a small 
portion of a project, already decided upon as a whole, could be changed while the whole 
could not be discussed. He questioned whether this piecemeal process could be 
continued one small piece at a time ad infinitum and where that would end. 

President Coulter explained that was Land Use law and the Commission was required to 
do certain things and not others. The Commission could decide policy on some things 
but others were decided at the State level. He clarified the Applicant was within their 
legal rights to seek a modification, which was the only piece the Commission was 
allowed to determine. 

Mr. Bloom inquired if that was by State law. 

Ms. Klein explained that the Commission's authority to only look at one portion of the 
original application depended on the level of State law being considered, which she 
reviewed as follows: 
• Concept Development Plan (CDP) modifications were not addressed as an Oregon 

Planning Goal. 
• The Land Use process regarding what could and could not be requested and 

procedurally reviewed was in the Oregon Revised Statutes. 
• Finally, each city had its own unique implementation ofthe Zoning Ordinance and 

which applications were and were not reviewed. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
• Explained that if Mr. Bloom had an approval for proposed work on his own property 

and changed his mind on a part of the work before starting, he would have exactly the 
same right to ask that piece be reevaluated, however the modification had to be 
surgically processed and reviewed very carefully. 

Planning Commission Minutes 
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• Mr. Bloom stated his problem was from a design perspective as changing one 
part could have radical implications to the rest that could not be discussed. 

• Responded the Commissioners deeply understood the issues of the Orenco area, and 
would do their best to ensure those issues were not disturbed . 
• Mr. Bloom expressed the neighborhood's appreciation. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Was troubled by the modification process. She noted in the September 10, 2008 

meeting minutes, Ms. Beery had told her no specific modification process existed and 
that the Commission had actually established one in the City. 

• Believed there was some interpretation involved. The Commission had reviewed 
other modification applications recently and had a history of doing so, but she was 
troubled by the fact that it was limited. 
• If there were a clearly defined legal case or statutory or administrative rules that 

provided the Commission to evaluate a portion surgically, Ms. Beery would have 
articulated that. 

• Stated the Commission could invade the other parts of the original Application to the 
extent they had bearing on the specific modifications being requested; however, she 
did not believe it necessarily accurate that was the only time they could do so, and she 
wanted to feel better about that as public process. 
• Mr. Cooper replied that essentially applicants had a vested right, an entitlement, 

and had to be given the flexibility to modifY some portion of an application 
without taking on a collateral attack to the rest of their vested right. 

Otherwise, an applicant might walk away from a doable project because they 
could not modifY one portion without exposing the entire vested right to 
collateral attack. 

• Legal counsel had informed Staff that restricting the view and review to the 
specific request for modification and any components that associated directly, 
such as, traffic and connectivity, was appropriate. 

• Understood the sense of protecting the applicant and the difference between a 
modification application versus starting over again; however, one differentiation 
could be that laws might have changed, such as zoning, so modification might favor 
the applicant. 

• Wanted assurance that the Commission had a legal requirement or established 
precedence to limit their review. She was troubled that the limit was merely 
suggested. 

President Coulter: 
• Explained that the subject Applicant was already acting under the process that was in 

place in the community and if the Commission chose to change the modification 
process, the Application and modification would not be held to those standards. 
• The Commission might choose to seek counsel to determine if they had the 

authority to change the modification process, but it would not impact the handling 
of this particular modification request. 

Planning Commission Minutes 
October 8, 2008 
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• Reminded the audience that the Commission was only taking testimony and the 
Applicant was not present for rebuttal; therefore, testimony was being received as if it 
were received in writing. 

• Clarified the discussion about the process in play was not relevant to the current 
application because the process could not be changed once the Commission received 
an application. 

• Appreciated Mr. Bloom's conunents and believed they were valid for consideration 
on future procedure. 

Andre Meek stated his biggest concern at this time was that nothing was being done 
about Cornelius Pass Rd at the Quatama Rd intersection and nothing was planned, if the 
modification was approved, other than creating some right-tum lanes to access the site. 
• People who accessed their homes from Klan St would be up the creek because traffic 

would back up past the intersection as they made a left turn into their driveway. 
• Also, the modification could force other roads like Dogwood to be pushed through in 

the interest of moving traffic, which would make addressing traffic woes in the area 
that much worse than was already being experienced. 

• He implored the Commission to look closely at what needed done before the 
modification was made in order to make it work for everyone. 

• He was not against growth in reason, or conunercial area, if deemed feasible and 
smart. There were enough empty buildings and businesses waiting and dying for 
customers or tenants in that area now, and he wondered what could be put there that 
was not already within one mile, and that included vacant buildings. 

• He supported the process, but had questions about the surgical connotation because 
one could perform surgery in one spot and lose total control in another. He wondered 
how any modification would tie in or be improved in that area until Cornelius Pass 
Rd was brought into the proper perspective because that was the only way to get to 
South Hillsboro. 

Jim Lubischer supported Mr. Bloom's viewpoint, adding that a CDP dealt with a 
concept and piecing it out as the modification did, just did not seem right. 
• He believed it was established that no process existed in the Code for a modification 

as heard from the attorney at the previous hearing. 
• The attorney had stated that as long as everything was done exactly the same as 

for a new application, then it was okay as per common law. But in fact, the City 
had argued that there was a process for a modification in the Pacific case, but now 
the City said there was no process. 

• One problem was if a modification followed the same rules as a new application for a 
CDP that would allow the developer to ask for an alternative design element. 
• With an alternative design element, one did not have to follow all the variance 

criteria; however, if one asked for a variance subsequent to a CDP approval, one 
had to follow all the variance criteria. 

• Therefore, if one could modifY a CDP, it could keep being modified, while not 
necessarily having to follow all the variance criteria. 

• A smart developer who wanted to do a variance would never ask for a variance, 
but would only to modifY their CDP, and that was a big difference. 
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• He stated they were not able to address the connections and the Applicant was trying 
to change the phasing condition of approval 

• He concluded that he would further address the issue later. 

There was no further public testimony. 

Vice-President Brewer moved to continue CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods 
Crossing to the Planning Commission meeting October 22, 2008. Commissioner 
Mathews seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS- None 

VI. NEW BUSINESS- None 

VII. CONSENT AGENDA- None 

VIII. STAFF REPORTS AND INFORMATION 

Ms. Turiel noted that an informational booklet regarding County Island Annexation had 
been provided to the Commission. 
• In work session, City Council had directed Staff to initiate an annexation of all the 

unincorporated lands completely surrounded by the City of Hillsboro currently called 
"County Islands" or "County Enclaves." This involved about 194 tax lots, 163 
property owners and affected 288 acres, a fairly small amount of land compared to 
the land annexed into the City each year. 
• The action, enacted under ORS 222.750, known as the Island Annexation law, 

was a departure from the City's policy because it was the one type of annexation 
that occurred in statute without a vote or approval of the property owners. 

Commissioner Mathews: 
• Noted that Hillsboro was proud of never having forced anyone to come into the City 

and asked if the City was changing that posture and if so, what initiated that change. 
• Ms. Turiel reiterated this would be a departure from the City's existing policy, 

but nothing in the City's Comprehensive Plan, Municipal Code, or the Zoning 
Code precluded using Island Annexation. 

• The motivation to exercise Island Annexation was discussed at length in the 
provided booklet and on the Power Point slides she had distributed. 

The 194 tax lots scattered all over the City had created a very fragmented, 
patchwork governance issue over time, particularly with respect to emergency 
service issues with City versus County police, fire, and medical. The bottom 
line was the process had simultaneously gotten a lot more expensive and less 
efficient for the City and the various service districts to respond. 

• Asked how the City would persuade and encourage residents to volunteer to come 
into the City rather than simply force them. 
• Ms. Turiel replied the City was currently negotiating with Barney & Worth, the 

consulting firm hired to assist with the initial report compilation, to design and 
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implement a comprehensive outreach program to the property owners and other 
stakeholders as well as the special districts. The City hoped many would 
understand the reasoning and volunteer to come in. A package would be put 
together to provide some incentives. 

• Confurned that those who did not wish to do so would have to come into the City 
anyway and asked about the average cost increase to those property owners. 
• Ms. Turiel explained the cost increase could range anywhere from $.30/$1,000 to 

about $3.00/$4,000; the average tax increase would be about $400 per year or 
$2.00/$1,000. 

• Asked if the average age of the affected property owners was known. 
• Ms. Turiel replied the City would be required to do a census after annexation, but 

more exact characteristics would come available in the outreach process. 
• Believed it was very important as some might not be able to pay the additional tax, 

and he did not want the City to be a party to forcing people in who could not afford it. 

Commissioner Callaway asked if property owners would not be subject to County taxes 
once their land was annexed into the City. 

• Ms. Turiel replied yes, which was why the span of tax increase ranged so widely. 
Hillsboro's tax rate was $4.70/1,000, so some property owners might actually pay 
less, depending upon the services being received. 

• She explained first responder agreements existed for both fire and police 
protection, and provided more detail on how calls were dispatched. Fire calls to 
unincorporated areas cost about $51 ,000 yearly, which the City was subsidizing. 
In contrast, Fire District 2 would lose about $42,000 in revenue and requested a 
three- to five-year transition iflsland Armexation was enacted. 

• She confrrrned that the City's current fire department could handle the increased 
volume. The biggest concentration was in the Orenco area and the City Fire 
Department planned to build a new fire station at Cherry Ln fairly soon. 

• She noted that another annexation motivator regarded Code Enforcement issues, 
such as the ability to monitor and enforce speed limits. She was uncertain of the 
status on Dogwood but suspected that sections of Dogwood were outside the City 
limits so the City could not patrol it. 

• Asked if provisions would prohibit people from keeping their chickens or small 
livestock. 
• Ms. Turiel explained the City's existing policy- and Deputy Chief Skinner had 

been emphatic because the police department did enforce the City's Municipal 
and Zoning Codes - used the voluntary annexation application to determine what 
livestock would be grandfathered for each property owner. She understood the 
grandfathering would be for the duration the property owners held the property. 

Commissioner Fleisher asked if the City had formed a partnership with the County so 
the City could pull and the County could push eliminating the unincorporated islands. 

• Ms. Turiel replied that the annexation had been raised because the Urbanization 
Forum was reviewing urbanization growth patterns for Washington County, and 
the County actively promoted that cities should incorporate all island areas 
wherever possible as a step to discuss other areas. 
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• The County Sherriff's Department favored annexing island areas because they did 
not like high speed runs through the City of Hillsboro any more than the Hillsboro 
Police or Hillsboro citizens. 

Vice-President Brewer asked about commerciaVnonresidential properties in the islands 
and whether one 9.6 acre parcel listed with no buildings was a farm 

• Ms. Turiel noted a few parcels were zoned for commercial or industrial use and 
some had houses with small-scale commercial uses. No large entities existed, as 
the largest parcel size was seven acres; many parcels were quite small. 

• Technically, a parcel inside the Urban Growth Boundary was not farmland; but 
the 9.6 acre parcel was being used for hobby farm purposes as were several of the 
parcels. 

President Coulter reminded the Commissioners that quarterly public official disclosure 
notices were due on October 15, 2008, and that Amber Ames in Administration could 
supply the form if needed. 

Vice-President Brewer noted the forms could also be obtained online and suggested the 
Commissioners fill out the whole form, except the quarter checkbox, and then make 
copies to avoid having to fill out the entire form repeatedly. 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business, President Coulter adjourned the meeting at 
approximately 7:24p.m. 

ATTEST: ____ ~-------------
Secretary 
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CIN OF HILLSBORO 

m 
October I, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

BACKGROUND AND REQUEST 

The applicant's representative, WRG Design, Inc., requests Planning Commission approval of a 
modification to the southeastern corner of the approved Concept Development Plan (CDP) for 
Orenco Woods Crossing. The applicant and property owner is Venture Properties, Inc. The 
traffic engineer is Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC. 

At the September I 0, 2008 meeting, the Commission heard the presentation of the September 4 
and September I 0, 2008 staff reports. President Coulter then opened the hearing. The 
applicant's representative Mimi Doukas, ofWRG Design, Inc., and Brian Dunn, of Dunn Traffic 
Engineering, LLC, gave an overview of the requested modification and the reasons for the 
request. President Coulter then opened the discussion for questions of the applicant. At the 
conclusion of the questioning, public testimony was received. The Planning Commission 
decided, at their September 10, 2008 meeting, to continue the public hearing on Orenco Woods 
Crossing to the meeting date of October 8, 2008 to allow for the submittal of testimony 
addressing the concerns raised and for testimony in response to those concerns. However, 
Planning staff has received the attached request from the applicant's representative, WRG 
Design, Inc. to continue the hearing to the October 22, 2008 meeting. The request was made to 
allow City staff and the applicant sufficient time to address the concerns raised by the 
Commission at previous meeting. 

120DAYRULE 

As per state law ORS 227.178, the City of Hillsboro has 120 days from the date an application is 
deemed complete to issue a final action. On August I, 2008 the CDP modification application 
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was deemed complete with a 120-day time frame end date of November 29, 2008. The 
continuance request includes a two week extension of the 120 day rule. The 120 day time frame 
will now end on December 13, 2008. 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

The following additional items have been submitted since the creation of the September I Oth staff 
report, and are attached for the Planning Commission's review: 

• Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Submission 
of transcripts from prior hearings", received September 12,2008. 

• Email from Lori Klingler, titled "Orenco Neighborhood", received September 14, 2008. 

• Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Fw: Testimony regarding Orenco Woods Crossing 
modifications", received September 14, 2008. 

• Letter from Mimi Doukas, WRG Design, Inc., titled "Continuance Request Orenco Woods 
Crossing CDP Modification (CDP 1-06 (MOD))", received September 16,2008. 

• Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Submission 
of transcripts from prior hearings", received September 12, 2008. 

• Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Lubischer 
response to new testimony given at the 9-10-08 Planning Commission hearing", received 
October 2, 2008. 

• Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Violation of 
HZO Section 137 II Table !.h. #12, maximum building height", received October 2, 2008. 

• Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Violation of 
HZO Section 137 II Table !.h. #20, maximum commercial use area exceeded", received 
October 2, 2008. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Planning staff recommends that the Commission continue the Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 
modification public hearing to the October 22, 2008 meeting. 



PC Staff Report C- CDP 1-06 (MOD]) Orenco Woods Crossing 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attaclnnents: 

3 

Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Submission of transcripts 
from prior hearings", received September 12, 2008. 
Email from Lori Klingler, titled "Orenco Neighborlwod", received September 14,2008. 
Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Fw: Testimony regarding Orenco Woods Crossing modifications", 
received September 14, 2008. 
Letter from Mimi Doukas, WRG Design, Inc., titled "Continuance Request Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 
Modification (CDP 1-06 (MOD))", received September 16, 2008. 
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SEP 1220GB 

"TRANSCRIPTS FROM PRIOR HEARINGS" 

( f I - iCZ8) 

9-12-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

Re. Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
Submission of transcripts from prior hearings. 

From: Jim Lubischer 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

I would like to submit the attached transcripts, as promised, just in case they are needed 
to provide context to quotes we have submitted or to verify the quotes submitted. As 
noted in a previous letter, I encourage the applicant to provide the audio tapes of the 
hearings if they wish to correct any part of the transcripts they feel are not accurate. 

Th~ 
Aim Lubischer 

22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Or 97124 
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Jfi0:S6oro P{anning Commission !Meetings rr'ranscripts 
HCP 4-04 Orenco Woods Crossing 

Transcribed by Jim Lubischer 

[These transcripts are provided to the Council for reference. The opponents to this minor amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan Map will cite these transcripts using page # and line. The applicant has our permission also to use 
these transcripts for reference. Comments of Commissioners and applicant are hopefully verbatim. Some comments 
include three periods together" ... " which indicate that not all of the comment has been transcribed. Those deleted parts 
were not considered substantive. Some comments of the Commissioners have not been transcribed also for that reason, 
these include such comments as 'any more questions?', 'is there anyone else who would like to testifY?', 'thank you', 
procedural comments like 'please come forward', etc. The notation <?> indicates that the tape was unclear at the time 
of transcription. Many, but not all, of the opponent's comments are summarized. The tapes of all the hearings are 
available from the Planning Department. If there are any particular areas that the Council would like to hear I can 
arrange to have the tape available. Thank you.] 

Commissioners: President Roberts, Vice-President Coulter, Commissioner Cameron, Commissioner 
Fitzgerald, Commissioner Mathews (present for all, except excused at the fmal hearing when the Findings 
were reviewed and the final vote taken, Commissioner Eyre (recused herself after the first hearing), and 
Commissioner Lein (resigned after the frrst hearing). 

Hillsboro Planning Staff: Mr. Brooks (Planning Director), Ms. Raber (Project Manager), Mr. Estes 
(Planning Supervisor), Ms. Antonini (Urban Planner III), Mr. Kevin Smith of the Parks Department, and 

·consultant Mr. Ahrend of the Mackenzie Group Traffic, Dawn Duray (Administrative Assistant II) 

HillsboFo City Attorney: Counselor Tim Sercomb 

For Applicant: Counselor Sullivan,, Ms. Doukas ofWRG Design, Mr. Dunn of Kittelson & Associates 
Traffic, Mr. Robert Smith of the Elks, Ms. Ritz of Venture Properties, Mr. Edwards-Exalted Ruler of the Elks, 
Brian Ziegler ofMcThune Design 

11-29-2004 

1-12-2005 

Page2 
Page 5 
Page 6 
Page 8 
Page 14 
Page 16 

Page 21 
Page 24 
Page 29 
Page 32 
Page 35 
Page 45 
Page 48 

Applicant Presentations 
Questions to Applicant 
Proponent Testimony 
Opponent Testimony 
Applicant Rebuttal 
Questions to Applicant 

Housing Needs Discussion with Staff 
Park Discussion with Parks and Recreation Department Staff(! of2) 
Traffic Discussion with City's Consultant 
Applicant testimony 
Questions to Applicant 
Discussion if the amendment can be conditioned 
Questions to Applicant 
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10 3-30-05 
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25 <Staff report> 
26 -
27 

Page 52 
Page 59 
Page 60 
Page 67 

Page 76 

Page 88 
Page 91 
Page 92 
Page 95 
Page 102 

Page 103 
Page 104 
Page 108 

Page 121 
Page 127 

Opponent testimony 
Applicant rebuttal 
Questions to applicant 
Questions to Staff and City Attorney 

Discussion with Staff and City Attorney regarding Development Agreements and 
modification of the amendment request. 

Park Discussion with Parks and Recreation Department Staff (2 of 2) 
Applicant testimony 
Questions to Applicant 
Opponent testimony 
Procedure discussion 

Applicant Rebuttal 
Questions to applicant 
Deliberations and tentative approval vote 

Review of Findings 
Final vote 

11-29-04 J{earing #1 

28 Roberts- While they're getting set up I'd like to say that we're all neighbors here, we're all going to get along we're 
29 not going to be yelling at each other, we're going to have a nice civil hearing cause if we don't then I'll get mad and that 
30 won't be good. Thank you. 
31 
32 Applicant Presentation 
33 
31 Counselor Sullivan- We're dealing with ;t 56 piece ofland which was annexed this past summer into the city. The 
3 5 Open Space use on a portion of the property reflects its existing use which is a golf course which has existed for many 
36 years on the property. The proposal is to change from Open Space, floodplain and low density residential to SCPA, 
3 7 floodplain and low density residential. "The property is owned by the Elks. The Elks have found that this property is 
38 no longer viable to be used as a golf course and both the Elks and Venture Properties will come up individually and to 
39 talk to you about that." Our presentation has to do with the technical aspects of why this Plan amendment is justified. 
40 After looking at the alternatives the Elks selected, carefully, Venture Properties to seek a joint Plan amendment to you 
41 for this property for residential use. You 'II hear the details of that again from my colleagues. What is before the 
42 Commission right now as I know you know is the Plan amendment, this is not the time for the detailed development that 
43 will occur, however, because we have, to the City, and to the neighbors shown what we propose we will show you that 
44 tonight. What is before you tonight is only the Plan amendment. What we will do after our presentation is to listen 
45 hard, take notes and respond at the end oftonight's hearing if time allows and deal with the issue at that time as to 
46 whether or not further proceedings should occur. 
47 
48 Doukas- I am the land use planner on the project. Tonight we're requesting a comprehensive plan amendment for the 
49 Orenco woods golf course the majority of which we are requesting to change from an open space designation to SCP A · 
50 there is also a floodplain designation which will remain as it is, and there's a small sliver oflow density residential 
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I along the south edge of the creek that will also remain as it is as per our request. "For a Comprehensive Plan 
2 amendment there are two criteria. First of all, that the property is better suited for the proposed use than for the current 
3 designation, and number two, that a need exists for the proposed designation that is not currently met." And typically for 
4 this type of application we would prepare a couple of regional reports that would review the traffic conditions for the 
5 regional transportation system, before and after the proposed amendment and we would prepare a regional market 
6 analysis and we would come before you and make our case. 
7 
8 This property is special, as you are well aware. Inside the property lines this land is special. Inside the property lines it 
9 has rolling topography, it has majestic trees, it has the Rock Creek stream corridor running through it. It has a tributary. 

I 0 It has floodplain. It bas historic context. It has the McDonald bouse which is one of the original Orenco townsite 
I I structures. It shares its western boundary with the Orenco Conservation District and the elementary school. The entire 
12 north boundary is the Light Rail line. It is midway between two light rail stations. Our eastern boundary is a regional 
13 arterial of Cornelius Pass. Our team knows that you cannot understand this piece of land and how it fits into Hillsboro 
14 with two broad brush regional reports. When Venture Properties became involved in Orenco Woods they had a vision 
15 for a very special community but they didn't exactly know what that community was. They had a lot of homework to do 
16 before this community could actually take form. To understand the natural resources we completed a full topographic 
17 survey, a wetland delineation, a floodplain analysis and determination, a significant natural resource overlay mapping, 
18 clean water services buffer determination. To understand the context of this land we did a historic research, we held a 
19 series of. public open houses, we walked the historic Orenco neighborhood with the neighbors. To create a special 
20 design that is appropriate for this land in context, Mcthune (?spelling) Partners was brought on board, some of the best 
21 architects in dealing with single family station community development in the northwest and also within Hillsboro. And 
22 instead of a broad regional traffic analysis, we have completed a full traffic analysis including the detailed development 
23 plans, and the exact number of trips, including our currently schematic design transportation network. It is a little 
24 unorthodox as Ed pointed out to include the details of what the development plan may look like at this point in time. It 
25 can't legally be reviewed at this point in time, so it's a little unfair to tease you with it, but we think it's very important 

5 for you to see exactly what the neighbors have seen and to see our vision for Orenco Woods, including the level of 
L7 detailed analysis that we've done. 
28 
29 When we first sat down with this property we asked ourselves why is it designated Open Space? It's a very unusual, 
30 Open Space is a very unusual tool, if you look around Hillsboro it's not used very often. It's located at the end of the 
31 airport runways, it is used along stream corridors, it's used for cemeteries and for a handful although not all a handful of 
32 Hillsboro Parks and Recreation facilities. This property, in doing our homework on how Open Space came to be on this 
33 property, the golf course existed before Hillsboro included this land within it's Comprehensive Plan so as you're 
34 predecessors sat down to look at this land and try to decide what they should designate it, what they chose to do was to 
35 acknowledge the existing use, to acknowledge that golf course and say it is a golf course, it is Open Space. Often when 
36 we are lopking at land in a comprehensive plan setting we are more proscriptive in how a cornmunity.might designate 
37 that land. They might have a vision for how it might redevelop. In this case it was more of the acknowledgement of 
3 8 what existed on the land. This is very similar to the Oregon Roses property which at the time the Comprehensive Plan 
39 included that property and had to look at it, they decided to acknowledge the ownership by Toshiba and gave it an 
40 industrial designation. Again, not proscriptive for what they envisioned for it, but an acknowledgement. When the time 
41 came for that land, when industrial no longer made sense for that land, when it was time to take the next step as a 
42 community that's when the developers came to you and said this is our vision, this is where we want to go, this is, here 
43 are you're criteria and here is how it meets this for this new designation for residential. So going back to the two 
44 criteria, for why station community planning area is appropriate and why residential specifically is appropriate for this 
45 land. 
46 
47 The two criteria, that the property is better suited for the proposed use than the current designation. We have completed 
48 a marl:et analysis that addresses the golf course, and whether a golf course still has market need within the Hillsboro 
49 region, not just within the City boundaries but this is a regional facility and "as you will hear later on from the Elks 
-'l themselves the golf course is no longer an economically viable use. They as individual property owners of this facility 
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1 have. will explain to you how it is no longer economically viable. It is also no longer a market demand for a golf 
2 course. there is a certain amount of market saturation for golf course facilities." 
3 
4 So with that being said what is the appropriate designation for this land? It's been well established within the City of 
5 Hillsboro that there is a high demand, a high need for residential land, that has been established through reports 
6 completed by the City of Hillsboro and we have done analysis that supports this. And we have gone beyond the City 
7 reports and redefmed what that region is. Instead of limiting ourselves to the City boundaries, the City limits, we have 
8 projected that forward to include areas of unincorporated Washington County, Aloha, Beaverton. We have basically 
9 taken the entire UGB Metro area over to Murray. And defined that as our market area, to see ifthere is a residential, if 

1 0 residential need is still there for that entire region, and it is, substantially. But we believe that not just residential uses 
1 L.,.ll!'e app~opriate in this situatipn, we. \x<!ievc; .. tha~ ~tation Community Planning Area is the appropriate use. That gives 
12 · the City of Hillsboro, this Commission, the ability to place a higher level of scrutiny, a higher level of development 
13 standards for what this community might be. And we believe that what we envision, what we have worked through 
14 design wise with the community with McThune meets the vision that the community had when they created the SCP A 
15 designation. Now SCP As a funny designation because it's got a variety of, a rainbow variety of zones that can 
16 implement SCPA. You can do industrial, you can do residential, you can do commercial, you can do this whole 
17 rainbow of variety. And so what we've included in our application, again a little unorthodox, is the exact wne we 
18 would like to see which is Station Community Residential- Village. And we do that so that you have assurance that 
19 we've < ? number one > view it as residential, that we would like to go through a procedure that gives you even more 
20 discretion than a normal SCPA. It allows us to go through a concept development plan and a detailed development plan 
21 which allows you, this body, to do development review in addition to the subdivision review. And it gives us a more 
22 comprehensive approach to how we might develop this land so while again the zone change is now before you tonight 
23 we want you to understand the steps that we have outlined for how we will reach the end goal of what you see on the 
24 screen. In the staff report there are a couple technical, they do talk about serviceability, when you change your 
25 designation you want to make sure that you do in fact have urbanization facilities and services for the land. And we 
26 have completed, a, we have obtained a service provider letter from the school district, we have received an E-mail froni 
27 Cleanwater Services for sanitary sewer capacity and we also have information on water service and we will enter these 
28 into the record. With that I am going to turn it over to Mr. Dunn with Kittleson to discuss transportation. 
29 
30 Dunn- The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule requires an analysis of the impacts of a proposed Plan amendment on 
31 the Plan transportation system. To address the TPR in this case we have prepared a comprehensive transportation 
32 impact analysis that looks at both the near and long term impacts of the proposed residential development under the 
3 3 proposed Plan designation, I believe its SCP A Based on our analysis we believe that the proposed Plan amendment is 
34 in compliance with the TPR. And that it will not result in significant degradation of performance on the existing or 
3 5 planned transportation network. In other words, it is our professional opinion that this development would have no 
36 significant impact on the transportation system. And that is meets the operating and safety standards set forth by 
3 7 Washington County who maintains jurisdiction over roadways such as Cornelius Pass and Qua tam a. As well as the City 
38 of Hillsboro, which maintains jurisdiction over some of the other local streets in the area. I'd also like to point out that 
39 the staff report produced by Washington County did support our fmdings. The second thing I'd like to talk about is a 
40 little bit about what you might have heard this density cap or trip cap, something that we had included in our 
41 transportation impact study. I'm just going to take you back a little bit when we started this project in the initial phases 
4 2 the project team was trying to come together as what would be a realistic estimate of the maximum number of 
4 3 residential units that could be built on this site taking into account design parameters and site constraints. And we had 
44 determined at that time that we could build up to an amount of 400 residential units, with a mixture or single family 
4 5 detached homes and town homes. This figure was used as the basis for determining the impacts of the proposed 
46 residential a, proposed Plan designation. In order to limit the trip generating potential for the site we basically imposed 
4 7 a self imposed cap on the development and in the Washington County staff report they also had indicated that they 
48 would support such a trip cap, if you will. I think it might be easier to term this in terms of a density cap, what we 
49 would like to see is a density cap of 400 residential units, but as you will probably see tonight when we pull out the site 
50 plan is that that number has since been reduced to some point now we're down to below 300 units. And we wanted to · 
51 relate to you that we'd also be willing to reduce that density cap to whatever the site plan is approved for. The last thin~s 
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I'd like to talk about is the roadways which surround the site. We're all aware of Cornelius Pass road is a two lane 
arterial roadway. The transportation Plan for both Hillsboro and the County identify that this roadway will eventually 
be a 5 lane urban section with bicycle lanes, center left tum lane as well as planting strips and sidewalks. "And one of 
the things that has really kind of been created by this development proposal is that Washington County is now 
spearheaded a movement to begin a preliminary design project. And this was initiated by this development to move 
forward on a 30% plan design for Cornelius Pass to widen it to ultimately to 5 lanes from Walbridge all the way down 
to Baseline road. And we really think that that's positive for this development." 

The other things I'd like to discuss are just having to do with the roadways to the west of the site. Just want to let you 
know that we are not proposing to change or alter the featuresofthese roadways such as Alder, Birch, Dogwood or 
Elm. And the reason why is because we had several neighborhood meetings where we asked the community, the 
residents who live in that area if there are any sort of treatments that they would like to see with this development? 
Essentially they said no we like things the way they are, we just don't want any increased traffic coming through here at 
all. Based on our analysis, I'm sorry, from a geometric standpoint it's our professional opinion that the additional traffic 
generated by our development can be accommodated by these roadway connections to the west. We have looked at 
multiple connections and ''we're ultimately trying to achieve a balance between the street connectivity standards 
enforced by the City of Hillsboro" and the needs of the residents in that area. "Based on our analysis and the City of 
Hillsboro definitions for local streets, neighborhood routes and collectors we believe that the estimated traffic levels 
generated by this development will not alter the functional classification of those roadways and we're not proposing to 
change the functional classification." And that concludes my presentation on transportation issues." 
II;,· ····•t•'·, 1o1 

Doukas- So the majority of comments that you'll see on the record focus quite a bit on transportation as Brian has just 
outlined and I believe that from a policy standpoint we meet that criteria and it's a very tough thing for you to work 
through and I'm sure we're going to have much more discussion on that. The other thing that is a recurrent theme 
within the testimony that you've seen in the record from some of the neighbors and residents of Hillsboro is about 
whether this land should remain as park. I think it is very important to understand what Open Space means. Open 
Space does not necessarily mean a park, it has been applied to some parks in Hillsboro but this facility is a privately 
owned commercial recreational facility. There is no access to this land unless you pay a green fee. It's just like going 
to a movie theater. And so it feels like a park because you can visually see a great landscaped feature. You can see the 
riparian corridor. Functionally the public does not have access to this land. Through the course of the development 
proposal that Venture is putting before you tonight what you will have instead of a private golf course with no access, 
what you would have is a public riparian corridor, a regional trail system, park facilities, that are all publicly accessible. 
And we are in conversations with the Parks Department to make sure that that is not just publicly accessible but publicly 
owned. So, ironically, by changing the designation from Open Space to Station Community Planning Area you will 
have more publicly accessible Open Space. And I think that's very important for you to understand, and for the public 
to understand as we go forward with tonight's discussion. 

Counselor Sullivan- Thank you for your time and attention. If there's any questions you want to ask us we're 
prepared to do that now or prepared to do that at the conclusion of testimony. 

Questions to applicant 

Roberts- Are there any questions? 
Mathews- I'll reserve my question for a bit later. 
?-OK. 
Eyr~::_'i had o~e. Going tJll.~ugh the ~riteria. Ms. Doukas? 
Doukas- Yes. 
Eyre- Yes, OK. The two criteria. The frrst one is the property is better suited for the proposed use than the existing 
use. The existing is Open Space. You mentioned that there is a demonstrated shortage of residential land but you did 
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1 not, and perhaps in your last comment you did somewhat address this, even though there is a shortage of residential lane' 
2 in the area is there also a shortage of Open Space and parks in the area? And did you consider that when addressing th~ 
3 first criteria? 
4 
5 Doukas- I, it is addressed. It's buried in all these reports. So I will attempt to summarize it somewhat. As far as a 
6 shortage of Open Space. There is not a shortage of Open Space per se. There is not, to my knowledge, a set ratio for 
7 what, how much Open Space as a community Hillsboro needs. "There are set standards for the amount of Park facilities 
8 that you as a communitv will have and what. what. how much park land is necessruy per number of residents within 
9 Hillsboro and you. as a communitv, have not met your goal. And that is across the entire city". The Parks and Rec 

I 0 Master Plan is probably the best tool that outlines what kind of criteria you have for the amount of Open Space and 
11 within this, it, it divides the City out into districts. And within this district there is a park facility designated and we 
12 believe that the riparian corridor, the regional trail, meets that intent. As we previously mentioned we are in discussion 
13 with the Parks Department to determine what the details of that facility may be and to try and put that ownership into 
14 their hands. The other component to how the parks work within this sub district of Hillsboro that I think you should 
15 consider. The Parks and Recreation cannot necessarily consider but you as Planning Commission can are the 
16 recreational facilities related to schools. Those are not owned by the Parks and Rec district and so they cannot include 
17 those in their background analysis of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan. But you as a community body can think 
18 that through. It may not be quantified in a specific report but with the elementary school adjacent to this property, with 
19 ball fields and soccer fields, we believe that there is a substantial resi, recreational need met with those facilities. So 
20 between that and what is hopefully a public riparian corridor, with associated parks, in addition to private parks that will 
21 be within ,privately owned but publically accessible recreational Open Space facilities internal to the development, for 
22 things like tot lots, gathering spaces, pedestrian corridors, things like that, we think that we have met or will meet, 
23 through the course of the series of applications will meet the public need for Open Space, formal recreational Open 
24 Space facilities. 
25 
26 Eyre- Thank you. 
27 Roberts- Any other questions? Thank you. 
28 Doukas - Thank you. 
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Roberts- Is there anybody, either an individual or a group that wishes to testify in favor of this application? 

Mr. David Edwards- Good evening ... I'm the exalted ruler of Hillsboro Lodge #1862 ... 0ur intent in selling our 
investment property, is not to provide for our fut, continued operations and future but to increase our ability to have a 
larger and better impact on the community of Hillsboro... [Mr. Edwards then lists the many good works that the Elks 
are involved with. President Roberts kindly instructs that the testimony "needs to focus on the approval criteria"] ... The 
generosity that will happen with the ... sale of this investment property we will be able to do this and more for our 
community .... 
Roberts., Thank you. 

Mr. Robert Smith - .. .I've been involved with the Elks for over 30 years ... You've just heard from our exalted ruler 
what will be lost to our, your community if the Benevolent and Protective of Elks can no longer maintain a lodge in 
Hillsboro. My intent is to explain why this has come about and why the development of the Orenco Woods Golf Course 
is imperative to our survival and for the health of our community. In 1969 when the lodge purchased Oren co Woods 
it was run down, had no sprinkler system, was open about 8-9 months of the year. However, we saw this commercial 
business as a long term investment for our lodge and the means to support our charitable work. Over the years we did 
our best to operate a business that both we and our community could be proud o£ Unfortunately, there is no such thing 
as a forever business. Through our capitalist system success will breed competition and sometimes over competition 
results in a weeding out of those who cannot survive. When it was purchased there were only three other golf courses 
within a one half hour drive, now there are twelve and there are an additional fifteen within forty-five minutes. "We c>. 
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no longer survive. For the first time the golf course is actually losing money and that is a business which has no debt. 
In short, the Orenco Woods Golf Course is no longer viable as a golf course." Although painful, the membership, by 

3 way over a two-thirds majority approved the sale; for without it not only our good works will end our very lodge will 
4 cease to exist. Now why did we select Venture Properties to develop our asset, our land? First, because they did and 
5 still... [End of Tape] ... to the community. They are not proposing an ordinary or tract style development, 
6 anything but. The proposed designs for our property are not only aesthetically pleasing and blend into the community, 
7 they are enhancing this proposed development with substantial tree and landscape planning which will enhance our 
8 neighborhood: They have made a commitment to preserve every possible tree and habitat on the property. And I say 
9 our neighborhood for we are still a neighbor in this community and we will continue to be as long as we can. We 

I 0 selected them because of their commitment to work with us and the City Parks and Recreation commission to 
II incorporate a substantial portion of the property into an extension of the Rock Creed public trail system. Please note 
12 this property is not included in the sale. We, with Venture Properties substantial assistance plan to make this a reality. 
13 "We had several offers to purchase our property and over a two year period, even though they were not the highest 
14 bidder, we selected Venture Properties as our partner" for their integrity and a commitment to develop our property into 
15 a neighborhood that we and it's future residents will be proud to call home." As most of you know in most 
16 organizations usually less than 10% of its membership ever really get involved but because of the importance of this 
17 issue that is definitely not the case. Rather than having hundreds of our members testifY on our behalf this evening or in 
18 other meetings, we have submitted letters from 635 members, I have an additional 20 here tonight. And 71 petition 
19 signatures and we have a relatively small but active representation of our members here tonight. Would you please 
20 stand, members of the lodge. Most of our members live in Hillsboro, these letters and signatures represent over 50% of 
21 our entire membership some of which live in the Orenco area itself. Additionally I would also like to submit a letter 
22 from the executive director of the House of Ruth on our behalf, Mrs. Rhonda K Leonard. "So what happens if this 
23 proposal is denied? The only thing I can say is that we will explore all options. We were never asked if our land could 
24 be zoned Open Space. When we purchased this investment property no such restrictions were even envisioned." We 
'"> 'i have been good citizens, performing the charity work and the youth oriented programs that help make Hillsboro the 

community that it is. And by the sale of our investment property we will be able to not only continue but hopefully 
L.! expand upon these necessary programs. Thank you. 
28 
29 Kelly Ritz- .. .I am the president of Venture Properties .. .I am sitting up here with two members of the Elks because 
30 Venture Properties is pleased to be partnering with the Elks. I think that they selected Venture Properties because of our 
31 track record in the community. We've been developing award winning communities for about the last fourteen years in 
32 the Portland-Metropolitan area and in Bend. And also because I think we recognize the importance and the special 
3 3 nature of this site. We've engaged both WRG engineering and design who are located here in Portland because they 
34 have special knowledge of the Portland and Hillsboro area and we've also engaged Mcthune? Design which are located 
35 up in Seattle. They're nationally known for creating innovative communities that are multi-modal, that are compact, 
36 that really take advantage of a site's natural features. So we're very excited to be working with them. I think that Mimi 
3 7 (Doukas) has already talked about this; the site's special for a number of different reasons, the natural features, the light 
38 rail, the McDonald House, the historic Orenco Neighborhood. We've known this and so we've been planning for it 
39 accordingly. We've worked over approximately the last three months to hold three neighborhood open houses. I've 
40 walked personally the site with the neighbors of the Orenco neighborhood. We have been working on a concept site 
41 plan that we didn't want to commit to too early because we wanted to get both the neighbors, the City, the County, 
42 Parks Department comments on it. And so it actually has gone through quite a few changes. Some of those changes 
43 are; we have increased the amount of parks, we have relocated the path system <I at least> so that it is more ADA 
44 accessible, we have decreased the number of housing units, we have talked a lot about integrating the new Orenco 
45 Woods neighborhood with the old one paying special attention to its historic character and in doing that we're talking 
46 about saving existing trees, we're talking about integrating some historic landscaping as far as, that would be reflective 
4 7 of what the nursery provided, and a variety of other things. Therefore, since I'm speaking on behalf of this proposal I 
48 would request, respectfully request that the Commission grant our request for a Comprehensive Plan amendment. And I 
49 thank you very much for the opportunity to speak. 
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1 Roberts- Thank you. Are there any questions? Seeing none, thank you very much. Is there anyone else that wishes to 
2 testify in favor of this? Either a group or individual ..... 
3 
4 Patricia Barcroft?- ... I've lived on Quatama since 1985 ... there is an overabundance of low income housing ... need to 
5 balance with more high end residential... three story brownstones have been built up all around me, which I don't mind 
6 except they're poorly built .. .I attended an open house and thought they did an awesome job ... thought they had done 
7 well with regards to open space and a neighborhood feel. .. 
8 
9 Opponents Testimony 

10 
11 Andrew Grabano (?) (Orenco Gardens Homeowners Association)- ... concerns regarding the western outlets from the 
12 development ... two of Intel's main campuses are located to the west therefore traffic would use the western outlets to get 
13 to 231" to get to those campuses ... 231" is already bad with 7 AM traffic is frequently backed up to the Light Rail 
14 crossing ... one lane, no sidewalks ... Open Space is at a premium ... Open Space is at a minimum in this area ... regarding 
15 housing, at Orenco Gardens after two and a half years we're just recently at 75% occupancy ... This is not really a park 
16 but it's viewed as a park ... the feedback to me from my people is 'they're taking away another park' ... 
17 
18 Krishna Regupathy- (Orenco Gardens Homeowners Association) ... can't equate the golf course to a 
19 theater ... proponent stressed housing but didn't stress Open Space need ... traffic through Orenco Gardens ... we pay for 
20 our parks ... concern about paying for another park ... 
21 
22 Grabano - ... if no facilities in the parks of the new development concerned about migration to our facilities ... 
23 
24 Commissioner Lein (resigned after this hearing)- You want Open Space but don't want to pay for it ... had question for 
25 staff regarding private HOA parks ... 
26 
27 Estes- ... there are private parks in Orenco Gardens, also some western located paths that were deeded to the 
28 City ... private parks intended for the owners ... 
29 
30 Lein- ... discusses the debate regarding the traffic concerns that occurred when Orenco Gardens was being 
31 proposed ... discusses her homestead, the Jones Farm, how it was annexed and changed to residential... 
32 
33 
34 Regupathy- ... especially concerned with the impact on 231" traffic ... they should have parks in their development ... 
35 
36 Lein- ... "This kind of development in a City like this is stressful for everybody and we all have to try and find ways 
3 7 to, to make it work as best we can." ... 
38 
39 Daniel Florea- .. .I was around during the time of the Comprehensive Plan discussions of that property ... not 
40 officially ... remember discussion in the club house ... ofwhat's going to happen to the golf course ... ! go back a long 
41 way ... close to 50 years ... "it was always understood that this place was going to be a Park from whatl had known from 
42 years and years ago" ... last remaining English Counl!yside Estate is going to be slighted for development. Now I've 
43 taken some drives through some of the developments around here and I've also lived in a country for a long time that 
44 bas a pretty,)ousy economy .and you.!Qok at the mold infestation in 20 years from now with dilapidated paint jobs, down 
45 in that little section down there and to think that at one time it was this gorgeous little place where owls and all kinds of 
46 little critters lived. I'd like to give that to my grandchildren and I don't care ifl have to pay extra to the taxes to the City 
4 7 of Hillsboro or if I have to pay extra to the Elks Club to go have the right to be able to play on their property. I'd just 
48 soon keep it the way it is ifl had my way, anyway, thank you. 
49 
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Harvey Kempana- ... Orenco resident of 8 years ... "All I'm here to ask is that the Planning Commission consider 
changing the density requirement in old Orenco which they can do. We know what's going to happen to old Orenco. 

3 I'd like to see a higher density because I'd like to divide my property one more time and be gone. Thank you." 
4 
5 Jerry Baarspul- ... concerned about traffic going to the west. .. the traffic analyst says don't need to change from local 
6 to collector ... discusses need for traffic measures so traffic doesn't go on local streets ... questions where will 
7 construction traffic go ... Ehn street extension will go through old growth fir trees on the west boundarv ... 
8 
9 Commissioner Eyre (recused herself just prior to the next hearing, no reason given) -I have a question. You 

I 0 mentioned primarily concern with the western streets. As I recall from Ms. Doukas' testimony that at the neighborhood 
11' meetings the residents specifically did not want any improvements on those western streets so knowing that if a 
12 development goes in that there will probably be increased traffic although per the traffic expert that there's no additional 
13 improvements needed to carry the traffic that's projected. How do you reconcile, or what do you hear from the 
14 neighbors; no improvements wanted or desired on those streets but yet realizing that additional traffic may be there, 
15 including construction traffic in the interim? 
16 
17 Baarspul- ... roads adequate for regular traffic but not construction trucks ... 
18 Eyre- Thank you. 
I '2 . -
20 Laine Young (Orenco Neighborhood Organization)- ... expressed concerns regarding impact coming from the 
21 proposed development. .. since 2000, developments around Orenco have been independently approved with each 
22 individually meeting the transportation and development requirements ... the traffic on 227th has increased 
23 exponentially ... shows proposed developments in the area ... cumulative impact of all of that development is very 
24 different from approving each one independently ... approximately 55% of the area is already developed ... most is 
25 SCP A. .. in this area with about 4 square miles there is 483 acres, over 260 acres have been developed between 1998-

2004 ... what we're here to discuss is whether or not the proposed property would be better suited for residential or better 
' suited for institutional the way it is. We're also here to discuss whether or not the proposed Plan Map change would be 

28 needed.., What I would like to suggest to you ,is that what we are seeing as residential development in the area all of the 
29 black that you see represents residential only ... and only residential development from 1998 to 2004 ... approximately 
30 90% of the area at build out by the end of2006 when all of the approved permits are developed, 90% of the residential 
31 in the area will have been developed so therefore the applicant's analysis showed you that there was a shortfall of 5346 
32 housing units based on a variety of reports that the 2000 Housing Needs report indicated that 7042 houses additional 
33 would be needed by the year 2017. What I would like to suggest to you is that all the black spaces that represent the 
34 residential development just in the Orenco area alone represent 7000 nnits and I don't think any one has said that to 
35 you yet. As a matter of fact it looks to me like in the Orenco area we have met the City's 20 year housing shortfall and 
36 we have met the 20 year demand and it is 2004. I would say that we are consuming the amount of residential land that 
37 was planned within the planning window quite quickly. So let's talk about the golf course" .. .40 acres times 45 units 
38 per acre, as allowed under Station Community Residential- Village, equals 1800 houses ... regarding traffic impacts: 
39 need to spend time in Orenco to get a feel. .. gridlock on Cornelius Pass and 231"' is significant ... Aldef traffic increased 
40 from 199 in 2/15 to 306 in 3/29, an increase of65% ................. Dogwood from 625 trips per day to 724 even 
41 without a development that would concentrate trips through our neighborhood ... congestion is one of our number one 
42 reasons why we are most concerned about development of the Orenco golf course ... the Traffic Impact Analysis didn't 
43 identifY impact to streets ... on page 11 of the TIA in discussing the Orenco streets ... this lies between the development 
44 and 231 "; it says "It lies between the development and the nearest collector street", that was all that was said ... our 
45 second concern is the constricted nature of the lot itself. 80% has inaccessible sides ... Light Rail line prohibits access on 
46 the entire north boundary ... therefore no access on north side ... south exist only onto Cornelius Pass ... access onto 
4 7 Quatama and through Orenco we believe that traffic is going to be unnecessarily concentrated in this neighborhood 
48 and that has not been addressed .... we preferentially use 231" versus Cornelius Pass secondary to congestion ... a worst 
49 case scenario that was presented addressed 400 houses and the trips that they would generate there was a very 
"fl conservative figure given of 3280 additional trips to and from the site after the development. Approximately one-third 

to one-half ofthose ... would travel out 231"'. The worst case scenario with 1800 units is 14760 trips. That sounds so 
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1 impossible but...40 acres, 45 units per acre, 10 trips per day ... they used 7 trips per day which is 3 trips less than 
2 planners usually use ... One other item ... we're concerned about loss of the historic opportuoitv not only for our 
3 neighborhood but also for the entire area ... Now as proposed ... their going to build right up to the setbacks ... the 
4 McDonald House is not just an everyday house. If you look at all the houses that have been preserved around the entire 
5 state; the Bush Estate, the Jenkins Estate, the Pittock Mansion, they're always preserved with some level of grounds 
6 around them ... Orenco has had an extremely significant place in history in Otegon. Most of the rootstock and fruit and 
7 nut stock that was distributed throughout the state ... and world came from Orenco. So loss of the McDonald House 
8 grounds will steal the historic nature we will never be able to get that back ... regarding Open Space ... according to the 
9 Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan. Open Space is required to mitigate and lessen the impact of development in an 

10 ~ ... Now as you can see given our map we obviously have over 65% of the area in new development from 1998 to 
11· 2004. We have new developments coming on line and so therefore where is the balancing effect of Open Space? There 
12" is almost none left. What we have left is creeks, wetlands and uo-buildable lands that are too steep or floodplain ... not 
13 functional except to look at ... this green space is the only green space left ... this development is not as suitable as other 
14 uses ... the need for residential development has not been demonstrated. In fact when you look at the sum total of the 
15 statistics in the area I believe that we have outstripped our ability in planning to consider how much of the development 
16 has already occurred. 
17 
18 Mathews- I have just a quick question. The three streets that they're going to say. they're going to come through from 
19 the west go to the west to 231 ". Those are non-curbed, not guttered streets as I understand it? 
2() "'ai~e.-::.That's correct. . . . . . .. 
21· Mathews-..:. And what is the width of the pavement? 
22 Laine- Two are 14 feet improved. 
23 Mathews- And what is your understanding of the Historic District as to what that is to be? 
24 Laine- ... preserves the old style of building streets, swales along side the streets, never any specific planning regarding 
25 width, no sidewalks ... 
26 Mathews- So if we had foot traffic it's going to have to walk on the street. 
2 7 Laine - That's correct. 
28 Mathews- And if they have people walking to school or to 231" to get to the bus. to the transportation system. you 
29. haveto.walk in the street.,. . . . , , 
30 Laine- That's correct. Which hasn't been a problem. 
31 Mathews- And the, a, but if we added 400 houses it might be a problem. The right of way for those streets, is that 
32 publicly owned for the right of way of is that owned by the residents of the property? 
33 Laine- Now that's a very good question. It depends on case by case ... 
34 Mathews- So there wouldn't be any, if they're going to widen those streets they have to buy, acquire the land from all 
3 5 the property owners. 
36 Laine- In some cases. 
3 7 Mathews- Thank you. 
38 '' .. 
39 Jim Lubischer- discussed the two criteria ... applicant's argument that the golf course is not economically viable is 
40 irrelevant to the "better suited" criteria ... this property is not 'better suited' as residential will adversely affect the 
41 historic Orenco Townsite .. , regarding "need exists" criteria ... we have met Metro's requirement ... the natural. 
42 topography, stream, mature trees makes it more suitable for a park ... we have not met Metro's suggestion for park 
43 acreage ... according to Metro's suggestion for new parks on buildable land we are 131 acres short ... 
44 
45 Mathews- You said you lived on Quatama. Do you know of any plan to improve the road on the west end of 
46 Quatama, or the bridge? . Where the Quatama turns to the north? There's a suicide bridge there. Is there any plan in, 
4 7 you know of, in the Master Plan to repair that? 
48 Lubischer- The master plan is to connect that corner, before you get to the bridge, to Baseline. 
49 Mathews- But nothing to replace the bridge? 
50 Lubischer- No, not sure. 
51 Mathews -Traffic going west will have to go across that bridge which is already dangerous. 
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l Lubischer- It very well may. 
Mathews- Thank you. 

3 
4 Tom Dirriwachter- ... shows picture of 3 story browostone housing units "to get the density proposed" and compares 
5 with a view of the golf course as Open Space. 
6 
7 Robb Kidd - ... lots of traffic near school. .. if emergency vehicle, trouble ... lot of housing in the area is vacant... what if 
8 Intel's fortunes declioe ... other uses for property ... could donate some for a park ... some a retirement community, mini-
9 convention center to get cash flow ... 

10 
II Vince Dim one- ... access onto Cornelius Pass dangerous ... Cornelius Pass wideniog a ways off ... cannot have major 
12 egress off that road onto Cornelius Pass ... some may try to make a left onto Cornelius Pass ... can't underestimate 
13 danger on this road ... warped design regardiog access to Cornelius Pass ... further impacts the west. .. suggests having 2 
14 access points onto Quatama ... need for affordable housing ... 
15 
16 AI Waibel -"It's my understanding that the Citv Transportation System Plan would have to be amended prior to any 
17 change in this particular land use change for this particular property." ... recent developments bordering the golf course 
18 have clearly been permitted with the assumption that the golf course property would not become a poiot of origin for 
19 high traffic loads ... north developments specifically eliminated egress to Alder ... Measure 37 may be a factor if the 
20 amendment is approved if any restrictions or conditions are put on it ... other nearby developments had supporting 
2~, ip.frl\Stru.cture ... the siting and lay of the golf course property makes the parcel unsuitable for land .use. designated change 
22 and in particular for development subsequent to this requested change. 
23 
24 Kay Demlow -I am here representing the historic community. I'm the owoer of a historic clothing business. I am the 
25 president of the Hillsboro historic society and I am now an employee of the Friends of Historic Champoeg and over the 

course of my career I have been exposed to many ofthe concepts in historic preservation. I'd like to talk about the first 
, criteria ... Whether this property is better suited for the proposed designation or whether it should remain Open Space. 

28 And I cannot speak to the entire property eastern end of the golf course with its better access to Cornelius Pass Road 
29 may or may not be. I'm talkiog about the western end of the property especially the parcel or the area around the 
30 McDonal!lHouse, the historic name for what's now called the House of Ruth. If that area is developed .according to the 
31 proposed plan. if the Open Space designation is lost around that house then it will lose significant historic context. 
32 Context is a very important idea in historic preservation. It means that you have enough acreage around the Historic 
33 property that visitors in the. future will sense what it was used for in the past and if a new subdivision is built right up to 
34 the setbacks of a normal City property we'll lose the idea of what Malcolm McDonald was all about and what his grand 
35 estate meant to the early development ofOrenco. There is a chance that sometime in the future that if the House of 
36 Ruth moves on to a new location that house could become a Historic House Museum but without some acreage and 
3 7 Open Space around it, we would lose that opportunity because as Laine Young pointed out earlier once that is built on 
38 we've lost it forever. So at least in that section of what is now the golf course the Open Space designation is the only 
39' appropriate one. On another issue I would like to talk about the historic setting of the towosite ofOrenco itself. It's 
40 currently protected under a Conservation District and those streets are small by intention. The streets do not have 
41 sidewalks and that was a result of ongoing discussions with the Oren co neighbors when the designation for a 
42 Conservation District was first created. In fact I understand from a conversation with planning staff that they went to 
43 some length to fmd the right sort of gravel that would form those shoulders so that it would accept bicycles, 
44 wheelchairs, and strollers and still be level with the street so that it met modem standards for ADA but it also preserved 
45 the historic look and feel. If residential densitv goes in very close to those streets, I'm specifically talking about the 
46 westbound streets out of the neighborhood to 23 I~ you will create so much traffic that this historic design will be 
4 7 compromised. It will either have to be re-designed or it will be damaged and we will create traffic hazards and problems 
48 so the Open Space designation io that section of the golf course is the appropriate one. 
49 
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1 ? Eyre- I haven't been to the House of Ruth in, probably since the first year it was given to them to use. You said that 
2 we need Open Space around there to keep it in gardens or whatever, to keep the context of the history there. What is 
3 currently around there now? 
4 Demlow- I haven't been there myself so I do not know what is currently around there, but I know if you start to build 
5 newer homes you will lose the setting that Malcolm McDOonald originally designed. 
6 ? Eyre- When I was there, I think it was in 1995 or so, I think it was a gravel lot and the golf course right around there. 
7 There wasn't much of gardens around there. 
8 Demlow- Gardens aren't needed for the House of Ruth but if it did become a Historic House Museum gardens could 
9 be created. 

1 0 ? Eyre- In the future. 
11 Demlow- If gardens are part of the original historic context. 
12 ? Eyre- OK, so maybe the applicant can clarifY that. 
13 Demlow- That would be up to whatever future private entity or government agency would operate the House Museum. 
14 ? Eyre- Thank you. 
15 
16 Joe Walicki (Chair of the Green Sanctuary Committee of the Unitarian Universalist Community Church of Washington 
17 County)- ... our reason for opposing this development ... "We urge you to look at the long term. Look down the road 
18 50, 100 years from now. It is our opinion that this land if stays as Open Space the value will be incalculable. We see 
19 development happening all the time, houses coming very quickly on land. It's always a struggle to protect and preserve 
20 Open Space. Now I believe that if you look very, very far to our grandchildren, our great grandchildren the land if left 
21 as it is today will be of immense value to our future generations. Thank you. 
22 
23 ~on~~~·Ko~ken - ... Dmi~ Open Space pay? ... discusses a 1993-1994 fiscal study which showed that Open Space does 
24 pay ... residentialland uses very often cost communities more than they generate in revenue ... "The surprise of this 
25 study is that Open Space lands are often a net asset to communities" ... removing Open Space decreases 
26 balance ... therefore the positive revenue ratio of Open Space land in many communities is complemented by additional 
27 cost avoidance benefits. If land is taken out of Open Space and converted into housing it will often cost far more than it 
28 generates in taxes ... The Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan section 6 under Natural Resources says scenic areas state, a, 
29 states to preserve, protect and maintain for the present and future residents of Hillsboro and surrounding community 
30 Open Spaces, historic sites and structure ... The golf course and the House of Ruth is all of that. Hillsboro Parks' 
3l adopted. standards stated goal is 10 acres of Open Space per 1000 people, The current ratio is 6.61 per 1000 people. To 
32 remove this parcel from Open Space is a wrong decision. The designation of Open Space is better suited for this 
33 property than Station Community Planning Area. 
34 
3 5 Diane Larsen - .. .if we want to encourage density then we have to allow enough Open Space that people are willing to 
36 live in densitv ... ifwe're going to have the Urban Growth Boundary then we have to make it appealing to live in 
37 density ... 
38 
39 Bob Santesson- ... neither for or against ... had questions regarding a relative's property which is in the county but the 
40 applicant's map shows it. as City ... [answered by staff] 
41 
42 Randy Stokes- ... concern regarding westbound traffic ... recommends that the bridge be removed ... in the past 8 years 
43 the traffic on Dogwood has increased exponentially ... traffic is going to devastate us ... look at developments in 
44 Europe ... they have parks in high density areas ... conserve our green space as a community .... 
45 
46 Eyre- I have a question maybe more appropriately for staff. If we, we're currently considering Orenco Woods I 
4 7 understand that, we have the development off of 231" and now we also have the one on the south coming up from 
4~ Baseline all impacting Old Orenco. For traffic impact when we've got three individual property owners and developers 
49 how do we as a City reconcile the traffic impact that is clearly going to haPPen to this neighborhood? And his point's 
50 well taken on<?> who has responsibility and so on and so forth. 
51 

12 

606 



' Estes- I would like perhaps to have Mr. Dunn respond to your question in a little while. And they, I do not know what 
projects they've taken into account as far as projects that are on line right now and working their traffic counts and 

3 traffic projections. As far as the project, the Pays development off of231" and I'm assuming you're referencing the 
4 Bellmore project on north of Baseline, those projects may have been taken into consideration in drafting the traffic 
5 analysis and we could possibly have him provide a little bit more information regarding that issue during the rebuttal 
6 portion of the hearing tonight. 
7 Eyre- Thank you. 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 

Dan Bloom- ... criteria# !...there is a Parks shortfall ... Open Space is better suited designation for this 
property ... Hi!lsboro Comprehensive Plan says a funding mechanism shall be provided in appropriate cases ... criteria 
#2 ... uses 2000 hosing study ... didn't consider 2002 increase in the Urban Growth Boundarv at Witch Hazel of ?318 
acres ... used 200 I traffic data ... didn't consider over 2000 new housing units since 2001 in immediate vicinity ... most 

13 recent Title I report of Metro shows both City and County has met housing need compliance ... 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Joan Krahmer- ... very interested frrst in preserving the Orenco Community .. .I know things will have to change ... no 
widening of streets in Oren co as this would destroy the Elm trees which set the town apart ... 231 '' and Cornelius 
Pass not wide enough ... when improvement on Cornelius Pass Road occurs we don't know ... somehow ... we have to 
figure out, we can't add more until there's a way for people to move .. .I do want you to save as much of Old Orenco as 

19 you can ... 
20 
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Tim Stout - ... impacts on historic Orenco ... 1500 vehicle trips tlrrough streets ... streets are 14-16 feet in 
width ... wouldn't qualifY under current road standards as an alleyway ... no sidewalks ... no streetlights ... would decrease 
livability ... concem abouttr.afflc destroying the neighborhood ... widening would destroy the trees ... you can't have both 
increase in traffic and preserve the historic Oren co Townsite ... You've got the dilemma of protecting the people, 
providing an infrastructure big enough to handle a capacity to subsidize the impacts of this development and to be able 
to do that without destroying the neighborhood or the trees. And that's the biggest dilemma ... a solution should be 
found by directing traffic through another area. I don't see how you can safely put that kind of volume there. 

Sean Monison- ... Criteria #1: Open Space is better suited to preserve and enhance the old Orenco Community. Open 
Space is better suited to best complement the floodplain ... There are better solutions to benefit City and 
Elks ... Beaverton acquired 22 acre site already zoned for commercial and housing and they acquired it and added it to a 
Nature Park ... I think there is middle ground ... Toshiba industrial was changed to residential, now the City is trying to 
increase the Urban Growth Boundary for industrial.. .maybe the Comprehensive Plan should be 
comprehensive ... Criteria #2: The need has been met for SCPA in this area ... We've heard that Title I Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan say that Hillsboro and Washington County's housing needs are met ... parkland's, that 
need is not been met ... Parklands, the Hillsboro Parks Master Plan says there are a lot of acres that need to be acquired 
to meet that goal and once we change this designation we're not going to get it back and that's 55 acres that go towards 
this important floodplain, this important greenway that is the creek and we won't get it back .•• 

Jana ***** Goreman- ... already extensive development near Orenco, especially on 231" and Quatama ... so dense it 
cries for a recreational Park, especially for children ... the quality of life is compromised when children have no place to 
play as is the case around the existing apartments and town homes which are prevalent in the area ... aesthetically and 
spiritually people need green places ... 

Roberts- Is there anyone else that wishes to testifY. Oh you've got to be kidding. There's got to be somebody else. 
Ok, then does the applicant wish to rebut? 
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1 Applicant Rebuttal 
2 
3 Counselor Sullivan- Let me ask you what you want to do. I think from talking with staff I know that there is a view 
4 of the Commission to look at materials carefully and we want to help you do that. What works for you? We prefer to 
5 make our 10 minutes of rebuttal now. We would prefer to leave the record open to respond because some of these 
6 things do require a bit more time than we have and we don't want to armoy you or, but we do think we need to respond 
7 to a few things tonight while they're fresh in you're mind and while, you know, you can deal with them without your 
8 mind turning to mush because of the lateness of the hour. We feel some need to respond to you. But I guess the larger 
9 question is what do you want to do after tonight? Because we do want to put in additional materials to respond more 

1 0 carefully than the time we have tonight orally to do things. 
II 
12 Roberts- ... My sense is that we're quite likely going to have questions of staff that need to be researched. It is our 
13 history to be as candid as we can be in our thought process and where we are at this very moment to give everyone the 
14 ability to respond as best they can. A lot of that takes time outside the meeting to be able to kind of figure out how to 
15 deal with that. Does anyone else want to weigh in on this? 
16 
17 Coulter- I can tell from my position I'm going to have some specific items I'm going to be asking you and staff to 
18 come back to us on. As applicants you are required the burden of proof and I have questions that I'm not satisfied at 
19 this point. I'm anticipating a continuance. 
20 
21 Counselor Sullivan - ... .I'm going to ask Mr. Dunn to start .... 
22 
23 Dunn -There's a lot to address.... I just wanted to respond to a couple of items regarding traffic ... Our initial 
24 presentati.on pretty short probably why I didn't have much detail. I would like to say everyone has a copy ... of the 
25 transportation impact study that was prepared. If anyone is wondering about numbers they're all contained in this 
26 document that was reviewed by the City officials as well as Washington County. One of the things I'd like to address is 
27 the, some previous statements made about what this development could generate in terms of residential units. I heard a 
28 number of 1800 units. If this site were developed under a SCR-V zone at 45 units per acre one could estimate that many 
29 units. But I want to say that, number one, our client is not in the business here of building apartment which is probably 
30 what you would have to do is some sort of multi-family development to achieve that level. That is precisely why we're 
31 proposing this trip cap or density cap of 400 units or maybe even less than that because our client is in the business of 
32 building the single family detached homes as well as town homes, which, if you were to apply the City standards with a 
33 mixture of those types of uses you would not be able to get up to 1800 units. So again, I want to stress our proposal for 
34 a self imposed trip cap or density cap however you want to look at that. The second thing I'd like to address, although I 
35 would like to use the site plan as an example ifl may. It has to do with Commissioner Ross Mathews' statement about 
36 the Quatama Bridge. "And this was something that we looked at early on in our process was the Quatama 22711> bridge 
37 structure. We're aware that it's a two lane structure that there are no pedestrian facilities for crossing that. Some people 
38 refer to it as 'suicide' bridge. We are not proposing to modify that bridge. Our development is located to the Northeast 
39 of that bridge. We are accessing streets to both sides, on Quatama down in the Southeast corner and either one or more 
40 access points to the west and we feel that, that by having those points of access our site doesn't really need to use 
4~ puatamastreet, in fact, i{there are some units that may choose to use that route that are related to P\11: site, it's also my 
42 feeling that there's going to be other people who are now using Quatama and 22711> to go through our site if they want to 
43 perhaps go to the elementary school. I think a good example might be the buses. I think this might be in the school 
44 district, I think the buses will use probably our streets to get there and I think that for every, I don't know, few trips in a 
45 hour or in a day that may use the Quatama street 227th bridge there may be an equal and opposite amount of traffic 
46 that's already on the system that may shift over to our site. So, it's my professional opinion that, a, we're proposing 
4 7 access points that really circumnavigate, or circumvent, sorry,, the, a, bridge at that location." I would like to address the 
48 pedestrian issue at that crossing. Our site we do not intend to add pedestrians going across that bridge. We're providing 
49 public streets that have sidewalks on both sides of the street. We're creating a trail system along Rock Creek. We have 
50 Meries o~ green spaces .wjth pedestrian amenities such as a connection up there that is in line with the sidewalk to the 
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·1 Oren co elementary school. So we feel we are going to adequately accommodate for the safety of pedestrian that are 
traveling through our site or are being generated by our site. 
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Counselor Sullivan - ... respond to a couple things. In the earlier testimony you heard about something along the lines 
of why not make it all a park or Open Space and we can all enjoy it? The problem is in exacting that kind of Open 
Space under the Dolan case. You're all familiar with that. You can only deal beyond the floodplain with<? > 
generate. We have been very careful to be sure that we provided for our own open space needs. We are talking with the 
City whereby the City acquires some portion of our property, but in no way is the bulk of the property ready to be 
dedicated or can be dedicated under the Dolan case. Measure 37. You're actually in a better position with measure 37 
with the par, the land transferring over to a new development because measure 37 starts with the time that you acquired 
the property and if there's a change you start with the rules in place at the time that the change is made. There's a 
suggestion that you ought to both keep the narrow streets and deal with the traffic that's generated. What Mr. Dunn has 
shown is that we don't need extra streets; we don't need to amend the Transportation Plan. We've got enough facilities 
to take care of the traffic that will be generated from this site. ·Don't put us in a position that you ought to keep the 
narrow streets but you also have to change it. Our study shows that no change has to be made. Mimi? 

Doukas- Well I'm going to keep going with the transportation theme and lead off where Ed left the conversation. 
When it comes to the traffic calming, obviously that was a source of a lot of conversation during our open houses. And 
did hear the conflicting conversation we like our streets the way they are and we don't want anymore traffic, but we 
want it calm and we want it to go someplace else. And we spent a lot of brain power on that question and that's again 
part of why we are showing you a sneak peek of our development plan. Because what we have tried to do is design 
some traffic calming into how the streets are laid within the property and it is a very different design from where we 
started. When we originally started it had much more, the blocks were oriented east-west, we had good connectivity 
and the thought process was spread those trips out. Send them; disperse them as much as we possibly can. And after 
~qme q(t)1ose open houses .we took another look at it and we changed how we treated the edge. and the .relationship 
between our street system and the Orenco historic street system. And if you look at the design, we are connected, we 
still have those three connections and we will debate traffic quite a bit in the months to come in front of this body but as 

28 it's currently designed we do have all three street connections to the Oren co neighborhood. But they only go one block 
29 in and at that point everything's got a tum movement and that was one of the elements that we introduced into how we 
30 do traffic segregation and traffic calming as much as we possibly can internal to our boundaries so that we are not 
3 I forcing that conversation anymore than necessary with the Orenco neighborhood. We will still have that conversation, I 
32 know it and you know it, but we are trying to internalize those impacts as much as we can so I wanted to discuss that. 
33 There was a question about construction traffic and where the construction traffic will come from. The phasing for this 
34 development, if it's approved, will begin on the Cornelius Pass side specifically for that construction traffic issue. The 
35 other thing that our civil engineers are spending a lot oftime working on is making sure that each quadrant, we kind of 
36 have three quadrants within, I guess it's not quadrants, but three sections within this property and, that are divided by 
37 the riparian corridors and we're working very hard to make sure that the earthwork balances within each one of those 
38 pods to make sure that we're not carrying dirt back and forth across the property or out into the community so again 
39 we're trying to design a solution to what may be perceived as a problem. But Venture is committed to construction 
40 traffic going to Cornelius Pass throughout the phases of the construction cycle. Brian Dunn alluded, explained that the 
41 County and the City are working together on the ultimate design solution for Cornelius Pass and that is in process right 
42 now. That design effort through Washington County will allow us to know what our ultimate improvements will be on 
43 Cornelius Pass so that we can actually construct them. Before that design work occurred we didn't know if the vertical 
44 elevation was going to change, we didn't know how that street was going to be designed and any improvements we put 
45 in were at risk of being a temporary improvement and now we've got the ability to at least get our frontage in place so 
46 that we can improve that corridor. "There was a question about preservation of the McDonald House. That is actually 
4 7 part of the agreement with the Elks, that a half acre parcel. not the minimum setbacks but a full half acre parcel will be 
48 preserved for the McDonald House." The original design presented at the second open house, showed a private lot for 
49 the McDonald House, it gave them some seclusion. And what we heard from the neighbors was that they wanted a 
<;I\ better neighborhood integration between the two neighborhoods. They didn't want necessarily the Venture Properties 

g~velopment and the historic neighbo~hood, they wanted respect between the two but they also didn:t want us to hide 
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1 the historic resource of the community away back in the woods. And so we redesigned the site to make sure that there's 
2 an open space pedestrian allay (?), a series of open space experiences that connects the linear pathway across the 
3 elementary school, across the Orenco Woods development to the McDonald House so that it does have that relationship 
4 while still respecting the privacy and the activities within the McDonald House through the House of Ruth. So I assure 
5 you that house will in fact be preserved and has been incorporated in the design of the development. There's a lot of 
6 conversation about the density. There were conversations about the amount of traffic if the land were to develop at 45 
7 units per acre. As I mentioned previously the reason we are discussing the SCR-V zone is that it gives you additional 
8 discretion. It's got a huge density range, it's got a density range of7 units per acre to 45 dwelling unit per acre. We 
9 don't want 45 dwelling units per acre. Venture Properties doesn't do multi-family housing. We could go with a 

10 different designation that had a smaller maximum density and if that's something we need to consider, we can certainly 
11 discuss it, but it allows us to, the SCR-V zone is designed for areas within this distance oflight rail stations and for 
12 properties of this size so they can have a more comprehensive design. And we believe that this is the appropriate case 
13 example for what SCR-V is designed to do. It's that more comprehensive approach and that additional level of scrutiny; 
14 adjacent to the Orenco neighborhood we think you deserve that level of scrutiny. We are committing ourselves to that 
15 level of scrutiny ..... We'll leave it at that. 

16 

17 Questions to applicant 
18 
19 Roberts- We're going to be talking more. We'll get through all of that. OK. Are there any questions? 
20 
21 Mathews- What surety do we have that Venture Properties will the final developer on the property? I've seen a lot of 
22 things go around and, I see a lot of projects happen in the City and they get started with one horse, then get on another 
23 horse and end up with another project altogether. 
24 Counselor Sullivan- You can't condition it on a single developer. What you can do is condition the use. 
25 
26 Mathews"'- OK; That's a· fair answer. I'ni: still concerned about the transportation through the west side and I would 
27 like to have, the next time you come back, to have a far better defmition so we can understand what the actual number 
28 count is going to be on each one of those streets. I don't, I'm not comfortable with what you've given us thus far and 
29 my concern is we have the obligation to the Orenco community, the Citv does, and we do, to preserve that ,and putting 
30 another I 00 cars on the street is not going to preserve it. And how we're going to do it so we? And we can't go onto 
31 Cornelius Pass. We know that's already a disaster. Where are we going to do it? And that's what we've have to get. I 
32 just haven't seen anything yet that you've shown me that sayswe're going to be able to do that and still preserve that 
3 3 <?> neighborhood community where people walk in the streets because we have to do that, we've promised the people 
34 in Orenco we'd do that. 
35 
36 Raber- .. . Commissioner Mathews asked how the Commission could be assured that Venture Properties would be 
3 7 the developer and Mr. Sullivan commented that there was no surety that Venture would be the developer but you could 
38 condition the use. Comprehensive Plan changes, according to ordinance 2793 cannot be conditioned and a question 
39 which planning staff would ask the applicant would be: Were the application be approved by the Planning Commission 
40 what legal means would the applicant propose to assure that the representations that they've made during this hearing a, 
41 remain on the land, and could be subsequently carried forward into zone changes and concept and detailed development 
42 plan? 
4~: ~\L,Ii~~·;.\~-- · ·~, ,,, .. , ._,_, 

44 Counselor Sullivan- I'm going to forget the name of the case, but a there's a case in the<?> , I think it's called 
45 Wilson Park neighborhood association versus the City of Portland where there were representations made as part of the 
46 application. LUBA found that the applicant was bound to the representations that were made as part of the application, 
47 even though they weren't binding at the time of the particular Plan use. I'll do some research and I'll bring you 
48 something back. This is not impossible. 
49 
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1 Coulter- I want to make sure that that ties in more than just the applicant but again if the applicant leaves does the 
representations stay with the piece? 

3 
4 Counselor Sullivan- I understand that. I can't, and I play City attorney in some other places. I can't tell you that you 
5 can bind a development to a applicant. I wouldn't recommend it to my own City Council; I can't recommend it to you. 
6 What I'll do is fmd a way of dealing with this. 
7 
8 Coulter - Because one of the things that we have to look at and I think Ms. Doukas brought that point up is that I guess 
9 it goes back to you guys like to use the term worse case scenario where we have to protect the citizens of the community 

I 0 based on the worst case scenario. And so when we look at conditioning or that process that's what we're left with in 
II that regard. 
I2 
I3 Mathews-You spoke to the McDonald House and the amount of propertv; did I understand you say you're going to 
I4 have a half acre around it? 
15 Doukas- Yes. 
16 
I7 Mathews- As I recall a few years ago I had the privilege of voting on something called Imbrie farmstead and which we 
18 b.ad, at that point, we had broken that down and broken off so much of the land that they lost a lot of it. The argument 
I9 was they lost a lot of the historical value and I happened to vote the wrong way on that, the reason I happen to 
20 remember it so well. But anyway, if we have a half an acre what can we do to make it look like a nursery? Or the 
21 nursery property when we really should be talking about several acres around the house if we're going to set it off as a 
22 historic landmark within the communitv. A half acre<? is not> going to do it. that's just going to be a large building 
23 lot." 
24 
25 Doukas- Well, I think there's a difference between the historic preservation of a nursery and a historic preservation of 

farmstead or a homestead. We'll chew on that a little bit more. But I think there is a difference between the 
.-/, preserv;tt\o.Q of the nursery and the preservation of the home itself. 

Roberts- The hint here is that I suspect that there are people that know how to do that and know where the line gets 
drawn. It's not for us to really debate at this point. 

Counselor Sullivan- That's right and I also had the privilege, partially defending the Imbrie decision so I know a bit 
about, and there is a difference between the nursery itself and the farmstead. 
Roberts- OK. 

Coulter -1I guess maybe you can call these homework assignments. But there's a number of things again that I need a 
lot better understanding, clarification and in my mind better data than I'm seeing. I'm still not convinced in the 
approval criteria that a need exists for the residential. I really want to see information that tells me today what our needs 
are now. where we're at now and what we have on the books proposed and where does that leave us a deficit? That to 
me is critical. I'd like to see a transportation impact study based on the current use of the proposed site which is Open 
Space not Institutional versus the SCPA. Would like to see a traffic impact study for the roads to the west as 
Commissioner Mathews has discussed. I think that also it's important to look at what are you doing to the entire road of 
231 ". because all that feeds into it. There's a number of things going on 231 right now and this piece of what you're 
adding is just going to flood right into it from the west. 
' 

Dunn- Mr. Coulter? The traffic study that we prepared looked at a number of intersections along 23lst. Are you 
saying go beyond that? 
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49 Coulter- I want to be sure that you can convince me that you have taken a look at what impacts those new subdivisions 
'" <?>new homes being built along with yours are going to do. Because we did hear testimony tonight that 231" is 

backing all the way up from Cornell . 
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Dunn- Are you referring to homes that are being built at the subdivision down by Baseline? 

Coulter- Yes, in that general, cause it's all going to feed that way going up towards Cornell, and you're going to back 
that road up, if the testimony that we're hearing is accurate and that's what! need to get to the bottom of. One of the 
other things that seems to be missing to me is information from the Parks Department and I don't know if that needs to 
come from staff but I'm still unclear as where is the City's current standard for Open Space? Where are we at currently 
with meeting that standard? And what are the proposals to get to that standard? And I don't see them anywhere in the 
information I'm trying to digest here. And lastly, I need a better understanding of where the County and the City are in 
dealing with NW Cornelius Pass road. It's not a good road now; I can't imagine us approving something that would 
make itseverely detrimental to the point that it could be if this was added. I'd like to know when they're going to be 
really dis~ussing seriously doing this five Jane addition. I know it impacts you guys because you need to understand 
you're requirements are going to be. But that road now is very bad. So that's my, I guess, homework list. 

Cameron- ... I agree with Commissioner Coulter. I definitely want to know where we're at. We see these proposed 
developments come before us one after another and we look at them individually but again we need <?> cumulative. 
One of the things I noticed on one of the documents the applicant passed out on the school district I believe it was. <? 
The> middle school, with just your development will put it over the top. They didn't Jist the capacity of the elementary 
school or the high school but it is on the middle. With this proposed development it will put us one student over their 
capacitv of 800. That doesn't take into consideration the others we've recently looked at in that area so I. It feels to me 
like we have some catching up to do with our infrastructure to catch up with all the propose developments in the area. 

Eyre- I have a current question and then a homework assignment. The current question I have, I know that the planned 
unit development here, the footprint that you're reflecting is not binding at this time and you're premature in presenting 
it but probably for the benefit of the audience and for ourselves what, this looks like more than 15 acres of floodplain in 
the green space here. Can you tell me approximately how much acreage is green here versus how much acreage has 
been <?> since we're talking about 55 acres in total? 

Doukas- I can. We have a; that green-swath including the light green areas through that central corridor is 26 acres 
approximately. Now that goes to the edge of the Jot line. So there is, there are layers of regulations across there so 
some of that land is regulated, some of it is designed to be park facilities. But that main Y -shaped riparian corridor, 
green space network, is approximately 26 acres. In addition to that the park facilities that you see internal to the land 
itself adds another 1.6 acres. And so those are the, the greenway connection from the elementary school to the 
McDonald House, it is the pedestrian corridor at the end of Dogwood street, it includes the open space facilities at that, 
we call it the island, that middle isolated piece, there's a central green space there. Those all add up to 1.6 acres. 

;!'yre -:-_~o 27.6 out of approximately 55 acres. So we're a little bit around 50% as being maintained as green or park? 

Doukas- Actually more than 50% but yes. 

Eyre- I'm an accountant and I can't do the math without my computer or ten-key. 

Doukas- That's why I surround myself with engineers. 

Roberts- It's 1030. 
1)\•UI~n•> . ; , '-; ' ~' d •· ';,; 

Eyre- It's 1030, all right. Thank you for that. OK .... Commissioner Coulter had not been convinced of criteria two 
in the demonstrated need. I don't have a problem with that as much as I'm not convinced of criteria one. I know it's in 
conflict with property right ownership and the right to do with your property as you should be able to do versus what the 
law says and the Jaw to me says we have to only deal only with criteria one and two here. Criteria one, currently its 
Open Space, and perhaps a better definition <?aS> you defme Open Space, more the legal type definition would be 
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' helpful but how is any type of ---[End ofTape)--- that just says you don't use it as a golf course anymore. And so 
that to me does not create a resi, does not prove to me that residential use is a better use. So if you could come back 

3 with that, giving that much more thought, that would be very helpful to me. The traffic issues, I'm not convinced that 
4 we've addressed all of those partly because I haven't paid enough attention to the written analysis yet, there's quite a bit 
5 to read through. So perhaps some of my answers are in there, but I do want to reiterate what my co-commissioners have 
6 said. I want to know what's going on to the west. I want to know what's going on 231". I want to know all what's 
7 happening<?> the traffic. What I did hear maybe you can clarifY, is that you are saying that the streets in the 
8 development are actually going to provide an alternative route to using Quataroa and going through the bridge and also 
9 perhaps providing some other walkways for the residents. Is that what you're saying, that some people that would 

I 0 normally go on Quataroa from Cornelius Pass are actually going to, you portray are going to go through the 
II neighborhood? 
12 
13 Dunn- I think it's possible. Especially for some of the residents that might live along our western site boundary and 
14 maybe some of the trips that are related to the elementary school. Because of it's location on the east side of227th. 
15 
16 Eyre- If you could fatten up that, if you could-perhaps discuss that a bit, address that, if there's anyway to do that. 
17 Dunn- I don't know if there's a way to quantifY it. The only way I can do it is qualitatively as I've think I've 
18 described. 
19 Eyre- OK. All right. That's it for me. 
20 
21, Lien- .J,l).ate to ask <?more> of the City attorney but I was thinking, Mr. Sullivan did bring up Dolan and I know 
22 enough about Dolan that does come to bear here probably on<?> discuss on keeping this as Open Space I think we 
23 might have difficulty in doing that because of the Dolan decision. And maybe for the benefit of the rest of the 
24 Commissioners maybe we can get an opinion from him on ... how it would affect their decision because that's very 
25 important. We don't want to be Dolan two. And also in talking about current use of the golf course as Open Space, 

maybe because I'm a farmer's daughter I'm well aware of it. Golf courses require tremendous amounts of fertilizers, 
_I herbicides and pesticides to maintain which is all going into the watershed unless Orenco Woods Golf Course can come 
28 and tell me that they're all natural. Pretty hard to do that. That comes to bear when you're dealing with a natural area. 
29 So as we're looking at different use in Open Space there's a big difference between Parks and regular Open Spaces and 
30 a> golf course<?> impact on a natural·area. So<?> I don'thave as much criteria one, I'm kind of troubled by a golf 
31 course on top of a natural area anyway, I don't want a bunch of houses dumping their fertilizers with no regulation 
32 either but we're looking at a lower, we're going to see a lower density and further away from maybe than the one 
33 hundred year floodplain. We'll address that in future decisions how close development comes to the floodplain and so 
34 forth but, that's just something I wanted to throw out there that, beware a golf course is not natural open space. 
35 
36 Dunn- I do have one additional question for Commissioner Coulter regarding the additional analysis. When you have 
3 7 asked for a comparison to the Open Space, <?> when working with TPR compliance I think what we initially used in 
3~, pur study was the previous Washington County Institutional. 
39 
40 Coulter- But now it's inside the boundaries of the City of Hillsboro as Open Space and I'm not comfortable with 
41 trying to take a look at the <? interim> Institutional number. 
42 Dunn-OK. 
43 Coulter- It hasn't been, it's been a golf course since what, 1930? Whatever it was. 
44 Dunn- I think the Washington County staff report has indicated that because this area was previously in Washington 
45 County jurisdiction and that it was zoned Institutional the 2020 transportation plan that was developed both for the City 
46 and the County assumed that underlying use not an Open Space. 
4J !;:!'Uittt~ ..... Yes, but I'm not ,apd I, not always convinced that Washington County has done. things correctly and I'd like 
48 to see it from a different perspective. 
49 Dunn- So at this point what I've tried to do is demonstrate TPR compliance and I think what I'm hearing from you is 
'" you would like a comparison to Open Space, by definition what, I guess what I'm questioning what types of uses could 

go in as Open Space because what would be allowed I think are parks, recreational facilities 
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1 Coulter- I think we're looking at parks because that's what we've all been talking about today. Today it's a golf 
2 course with a limited number of people as the testimony has stated that are using it. We really need to fmd the traffic 
3 impact difference between what is now going on and what will go on and how is that going to affect the roads around it? 
4 And I can't do that based on your Institutional numbers. 
5 
6 Dunn - OK. And then additionally the intersections or the roadways that lie between 231" and our site. The two things 
7 that we typically evaluate are intersection levels of service, we do the travel counts to assess that, we can also look at 
8 safety parameters such as the presence of speeding, sight distance measurements, things like that. That's kind of where 
9 I'm thinking of taking this analysis. 

10 
11 Coulter- What I look at to some degree is if you were driving it like I would be driving it, is the quality of life while 
12 I'm driving it going downhill because we're putting too much on that road? 
13 
14 Doukas- One of your earlier questions was about our housing needs and our market analysis and what I'd like to do, to 
15 leave you with this is, on page 10 of the Ferranini Report under market analysis which is exhibit D of our original 
16 application, I'm not sure how your packet is organized but on page 10 of that market analysis it explains how we started 
17 with the analysis that both Metro has done and the City of Hillsboro has done and then we projected it forward to today. 
18 So that is accumte for today, it also incorporates the Witch Hazel Village and the capacity that was added as part of the 
19 planning process in its entirety. 
20 
21 Coulter- It sounds like I have heard studies where our numbers are actually going backwards for needs since 1998, not 
22 upwards. 
23 
24 Doukas- OK. Well we've done several sources to make sure that it's not relying on one single analysis. We were very 
25 sensitive to this issue. And what we'll do is do a little bit more executive summary and make sure that our data sources 
26 are very clear and how our projections<?> were very clear. 
27 
28 Coulter- "I would also. just probably, I would think. that. work with staff, make sure that you have their most current 
29 numbers they can fmd." 
30 
31 Doukas- "And we have been working hand in glove with staff. We'll continue that." 
32 
33 
34 Counselor Sullivan- I guess the last item is how do you want to deal with this? We'll be ready if you want to, to come 
35 back on the eighteenth of December 
36 
37 Roberts- Well, I haven't asked my questions. 
38 
39 7,- QK. Maybe that'll change things. 
40 
41 Roberts- Hang on, and Mimi thought she thought she was getting out of here scot-free. OK. The thing that I was 
42 wrestling with when I walked through the door tonight is the same thing I'm wrestling with nqw. We have two huge 
4 3 enormous needs that we have to rectifY. The first is, the Elks have certain rights, they are a valuable group of people, 
44 they are a valuable entity to the community. We need to do what we can do to help the Elks. And now I'm going to put 
45 my architect's hat on. We also have a community that is one of the very few historic communities that we have in town. 
46 And I'm struck by; I mean it's just downright scary to be making a decision that will cause that community to be 
4 7 changed forever. And we only have two choices here, yes or no, and a yes vote causes us to start on a path that will 
4~, ~hru;tg~,Jhat community .. It: s. :;t fundanwnta), issue,, And I'm not ready to make that call right now. I respect Kittelson 
49 and Associates immensely. I suspect that I've known Wayne longer than anybody in this room. That would be Wayne 
50 Kittelson, by the way. This communitv is different. The roads aren't the same, the traffic volumes aren't the same. 
51 The road capacities are not the same. The safety issues are not the same as standard traffic counting. And for us to 
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impose new loads on this existing community has got to be done extremely carefully. if at all. Because whatever, I 
mean, this township has a character and it scares me to be tinkering around with it. It really does, so we're going to 

3 have to move a long ways to get me there. So you've got traffic moving through the community. You also have what 
4 feels like, when your in that community, that the Orenco Golf Course, a, or at least portions of the course are very much 
5 a part of this community and if, I'm trying to figure out, and we've been dealing with it and sometimes we deal with it 
6 OK and sometimes we don't deal with it OK, on how we integrate new housing into this existing community and we're 
7 talking about bringing along an 800 pound gorilla and laying it down right beside this community and for me to be able 
8 to make a yes or no answer, or yes or no decision. I'm not prepared to start down that road at all until I have a whole 
9 bunch more information about how this 800 pound gorilla is going to lay down next to this verv sensitive community. 

10 And I haven't seen, so I'm concerned about the first criteria that is it suitable? Is it more suitable than what we have 
11 now and I have seen nothing to get me there at this point, given the context of the way I've framed this. And then there 
12 are the technical sides, the needs analysis and all of that, I share Commissioner Coulter's concerns and I'm frankly not 
13 sure how we get there but I'm just, I'm being as frank and as honest and straightforward as I can be, that these are my 
14 fundamental concerns. We have had a history in this town of working with developers, working with landowners but 
15 above all else we're good neighbors and we work together. So we have to fmd a way to get this 800 pound gorilla to lay 
16 down carefully next to this very sensitive community and somehow help the Elks. They need help. I'm not sure what 
17 the answer is yet and I haven't, you haven't convinced me on either criteria, one or two. That's where I'm at. OK. 
18 " .. , ". 
19 Counselor Sullivan- Let's go back to time. When do you want to hear us? 
20 
21 Coulter- I will share with you on that regard. I have to echo our president's thoughts here. This is so critical in our 
22 community. It's one of the entry ways into our community from Highway 26. I think it's important that we have the 
23 information and have it long enough ·so that we can digest it because what our president has said is extremely correct. 
24 Once we go down the road we can't go back. So I want to make sure at least on my part and I hope my commissioners 
25 share the thought that we want the material early enough to digest it and review it. So if that really means January then 

\ that's what I'm looking at. 

-' 28 [Ensuing discussion regarding when to hold the next hearing.] 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

43 
44 

45 
46 
47 

Roberts- Well, I personally think you have a long way to go to get me to budge and I'm not sure you can muster the 
troops. I want to give you a fair shot. I truly do. So I'm not sure you can muster the troops fast enough to get across 
that hurdle in a week. 

[Further discussion regarding date] 

Coulter- !just don't want to get something at the last minute and have us expect to make a very difficult decision 
from, and like I said we have two or three days before our staff reports come out for the December eighth meeting. 
Roberts -And equally important we need to give applicant adequate time to really prepare. 

[Further discussion] 
Mathews- .... This is a very important decision. 

[Decision made- Next Hearing to be 1-12-2005] 

1-12-2005 (Jfearing #2) 

Housing Needs Discussion with Staff 
(With Planning Staff representative Ms. Karla Antonini) 

48 Coulter- I saw so many numbers flying around that we went through here and I guess what I'm trying to digest is and 
M) maybe you can help me here with this. We had tremendous growth curve in the nineteen nineties to early 2000. Our 

community has slowed dramatically since that period of time. I'm trying to grapple with the correct numbers that we 
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should be really focusing on here in the year 2005. And our, I guess, based on those numbers, do we have sufficient 
housing availability now or do we have a planned or is there a short number that we need to be working for? 

Antonini- (Senior Planner) In the staff report that you received, on the last page, on page 5, the numbers that are 
outlined there ... City of Hillsboro's 2020 housing needs study dated 113 .... OK. On the last page the 2020 housing 
needs study says that we are short 10.635 units as of2020 but you have to take into account the building permits that 
have been issued and that's for the dwelling units not just building permits so if it was a building permit for a triplex 
that would include three dwelling units. So we take out the 5034 and then, I looked at the capacity of our vacant land 
and the committed land that exists today just inside the City limits not counting the countv islands and so I took out a 
further 3942 after looking at the density that the zoning would allow. And then there's also the Shute road condition 
that was placed on Hillsboro when the Shute road industrial site came in. 

Roberts- That was a Metro thing. 
Antonini- Exactly. So includes another additiona12440 units. So we come up with a deficit come 2020 for 4099. 
Coulter- Now my second question would be what other land is currently inside the City limits is available to meet that 
4099. 
Antonini- Based on the analysis, there isn't inside the City limits but there are Countv islands so 
Coulter- And how much would that, that's not shown here on this number. 
Antonini -No, not there, that's right. If you go to page three I talk about the updated housing capacity analysis. There 
is room in the .... There is 167 net acres and just using I 0 dwelling units per net acre calculation because I have no idea 
how many could actually fit on there, 1670 would further, would come out of that 4099, if those county islands came in 
that time period. 
Coulter- So that makes us about 2400 short? 
Antonini- 2429. 
Coulter- So if you use every county island, every piece of available space currently inside the City limits except for 
this piece we would still be 2400 short? Is that my understanding? 
A-ntonini- Right. 
Coulter- All right. 
Fitzgerald -May I ask. Did you look at the areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary? 
Antonini- You mean to the west? Like what, Glencoe that are in between the City limits and the UGB? 
Fitzgerald- Yes, that are going to annex, but you don't know when. 
Antonini- Right, I included the Countv islands but not that area that is to, you know, between the UGB and the City 
limits. 
Fitzgerald -Do you have any idea how big? 
Antonini- No, I don't have those identified. I don't know, just included the County islands. 
R!lbem;- So basicallyitloQ1<:s like. we're abo_ut 240Q short. 
Antonini- Basically 
Roberts- at 2020. 
Antonini- That's correct. 
Roberts- OK. 
Mathews-<? Is> that maintain, what growth rate, the rate of the last five years or the current year? 
Antonini -That was the growth rate that was based in the housing study which I believe was, I have to look it up. 
Mathews- That is a higher rate that what we're currently<? experiencing>. 
Antonini- Yes. Less than the five year growth rate at that time. I think it was 4.9 but I have to find it for you. Do you 
have another question while I look for it? 
Coulter- Well I guess there would be another question Karla 
Antonini -I'm sorry. It was 1.5 percent annual growth rate. 
Coulter- Have we done, I guess an economic study to, over the next fifteen years to, again it goes back to, I thought 
that the dramatic growth in the 90's but a severe slow down from then till now although our economy is starting to turn 
<? >. So, so could tech which is obviously one of our areas. Have we gone out and done a determination if that 1.5% is 
a number that we're comfortable with as a community? 
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1 Antonini -No. 
Coulter- I guess that's what we're trying to do is we're trying to really gauge what is the true housing needs for the 

3 next fifteen years and part of that is to try to understand what is going to happen in our community over that period of 
4 time. 
5 Antonini- Right. The latest I would have unfortunately is the housing needs and it's dated, you know 2000, so. 
6 Roberts- Well in, correct me if I'm wrong, but hasn't housing, hasn't our building permit rate still been fairly active. 
7 It hasn't slowed down a bunch has it? 
8 Brooks- It, course multi-families<! always> variable, but it's been amazingly steady over the last l 0 years. We've 
9 done about 600 single family dwelling units per year over the last 10 years. 

I 0 Roberts -Yes. <!> whether the economy's hot or not. 
1 I .... Coult~r -,And we've kept t!Jatfairly 9UITe11t for.the last 5 year period? 
12 Brooks ~Yes. It's partly because of low interest rates. 
13 Coulter- So perhaps that 1.5% annual figure would be in the range. 
14 
15 Brooks - It could be. It's very hard to predict. I mean it's, even if we went out and did a review of the 1.5% growth 
16 rate, you know, the likelihood that we would be absolutely accurate would be quite low. So I, in the overall context of 
I 7 things we have a considerable amount of land<!> for employment over the life of our industrial area, where there will 
18 be a substantial demand for additional housing and we've looked at it in the context of constrained land supply. 
19 Because we only have so much and we don't control expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary. And we've also 
20 assumed. that not everybody.who has a job in Hillsboro will necessarily live in Hillsboro, so there is a need probably to 
21 expand the UGB to some point to accommodate all that employment. <!It> will not all happen here. 
22 
23 Coulter- Although again that's a decision that we won't have and it may not be on our side of town. 
24 Roberts- Didn't DCLC send back to Metro and say look at it again on industrial land? 
25 Brooks- On some of the additions, the latest additions, that's correct. 

Roberts -And didn't they specifically say that Metro should be looking at Shute road? Well, Evergreen and north of 
_/ Evergreen. 
28 Brooks- That was one of the possible outcomes. Mr. Sercomb would have a clearer idea of that than I would. 
29 Roberts~ So I'm jumpmg here and if that happens then we also need to increase our residential land supply or we'll get 
30 more out of whack with the jobs-housing balance, correct? 
31 Brooks- Well, I guess I would answer that by saying that it's going to have to be accommodated somewhere. Now 
32 whether it would be accommodated in the City 
33 Roberts- Yes, I get you, yes. OK. 
34 Coulter?- Thank you. 
35 Antonini- You're welcome. 
36 
n ~.er~o.mb. > .. Part of the Metro remai)d on the Urban Growth Boundary stuff involved a consideratiqn, of whether or not 
38 Evergreen should be added to the Urban Growth Boundary. There was no specific direction. The order hasn't come out 
39 yet, but early indications are that it will not contain a specific direction to add Evergreen but it will find that there is a 
40 need to add additional acreage and require Metro to look at the facts and determine whether or not even more industrial 
41 land than they're determining needs to be added. And we expect them to probably come down on remand with a need 
42 for another 400 acres plus of industrial land which would then make Evergreen a logical choice for a boundary 
43 expansion. 
44 Roberts -All right. 
45 Cameron- I see the need, I think, for housing but more affordable housing. The jobs that have been created out here it 
46 seems;,lately, with the economy the way it is,.is.retail hospitality which with minimum wage plus, !just see a lack of 
47 affordable housing. And I know I can't, <?>,that's just my concern. 
48 Roberts- OK. All right. So do we understand kind a, sort of, the long term housing needs then"? OK. Then which 
49 staff member is next up in the agenda? 
<I) 
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1 Park Discussion with Parks and Recreation Department Staff 
2 (With Parks Staff representative Mr. Kevin Smith) 
3 
4 Estes- Next we would take questions regarding the Parks Master Plan and Parks issues and we would have Kevin 
5 Smith from the Parks Department to address some of these questions from the Commission. 
6 
7 Coulter- Mr. Smith in reading this information that we were submitted we're shooting for ten acres per 1000 people 
8 and we're talking about the specific area of Orenco given the number of parks in that area from what I am reading says 
9 that a we're not needing the whole 55 acres. I guess one of niy questions would be, I don't think we can look just at 

1 0 Orenco alone when we're making decisions about our entire Citv, or our entire communitv and my guestion to you is if 
11 we're shooting for this 10 acres per 1000 ~ople and we're roughly at 6.46 at this time and there are certain parts of our 
12' Citvthat will not be able to come close to meeting that number, shouldn'twe then maybe as a communitv looking at 
13 areas that are still available, should we be looking at those to pick up a greater number of acres to offset those areas that 
14 are never going to be able to meet that ten thousand per one thousand, er 10 acres per 1000 people? 
15 
16 Smith -In short, Commissioner Coulter the Parks Master Plan is set up as a guide for our Park Commission and it was 
17 adopted in 2003 by our Park Commission and our City Council. If I'm up here for a long time you will hear me use the 
18 word guide guite often because that is truly what it is. The standard of 10 acres per thousand is one component of that 
19 guide. Other components that are also factored into the guide are the service aiea maps that were attached as part of the 
20 staff report that the Park's Department prepared for you. When looking at any one particular property, or the City as a 
21 whole, staff and the Park Commission will take those multiple facets in play. Certainly our goal of reaching 10 acres 
22 per thousand is a goal that we continually strive for and have in our minds made a fair amount of progress, certainly 
23 over the past 20 years. I believe in 1985 when our first Master Plan was written we were providing 1.79 acres per 
24 thousand. We are now up to 6.64 as short ago as our 2003 Master Plan update and we are continuing to build on that. 
25 Certainly, land availability is an issue we deal with on a daily basis and trying to acquire additional properties in a11 
26 areas are certainly easier in some neighborhoods than they will be in others. Again, if you look at the map that shows 
27 the service areas in particular for Neighborhood Parks there are certainly some areas in the City, in particular Northwest 
28 Hillsboro comes to mind quickly, that is predominantly built out and our opportunities are less there. As with any 
22 typical)al)d developer, you know, whether it be a subdivision builder or retailer we have to look ata:v~ilable lands as 
30 they come before us and make a decision on, you know, is this something we go after, is this something we don't go 
31 after. Again the Parks Master Plan is a guide for serving that and when looking at properties, you know, obviously 
32 several factors come into play, cost certainly being, you know, a primary factor, and the question of whether, you know, 
33 you put a lot of your resources or remaining available resources towards one project or you try and spread them out is 
34 always an issue that our Parks Commission has to take into consideration. 
35 
36 Coulter- Again, looking at some of these numbers that have been thrown at us here it appears that the magic number to 
3 7 hit that we're, that our Park guide is telling us we should be hitting is roughly 719 acres, from what I've read here in the 
38. yeari2020 and we're currently at about 497 so that's a shortfall of about 220. 
3 9 Smith Correct. 
40 Coulter- Has the Parks Commission and the Parks Department identified in the community available parcels of land 
41 that will get us to that number if they become available, are in the right price range? 
42 
43 Smith- We have not gone through and identified each individual property per se and obviously a lot of that is given 
44 that you need to have a willing seller frrst of all to acquire a piece of property. Again, we operate, you know, very 
45 much in awareness of, or trying to keep ourselves aware as much as possible of what's on the market, what's available 
46 out there. The neighborhood, again I'll refer to the neighborhood service area map gives us general direction in terms of 
47] · which areas we need to be looking at but the step of going that one step further of identifying actually individual 
48 properties, we don't do, other than to the extent of obviously a 7000 square foot lot is not something that in general we 
49 are going to be interested in. We have some very general criteria of what we like to see, given the different 
50 components. In other words for a neighborhood park we obviously like to see something that, you know, is within these · 
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' neighborhood areas that are currently under, underserved, generally have access and then we also have to take into 
consideration possible infrastructure improvements that must go in there which, you know, when its all said and done 

3 certainly adds into the cost and our ability to distribute additional Park and Recreation services throughout the 
4 community. 
5 
6 Coulter- One of the challenges that we have Mr. Smith here is to determine obviously what is best suited for this piece 
7 of property and I'm trying to grapple with the Parks Department ability to meet this figure for the year 2020. As you 
8 say it's a guide, it's also a part of our vision, Hillsboro 2020 Vision. And I can't grasp from the information I've 
9 received so far is two particular issues: One, if this property is not continued to be Open Space can this communitv meet 

1 0 that 719 acres? That would be one issue. And secondly if this is a guide what, where do we compare to other cities of 
11 like size in that ratio of I 0 acres to one thousand? How does our community stack up? 
12 
13 Smith- I' II answer the second question first and then please remind me what the first question was when I get done 
14 · with that but. In our Parks Master Plan when we developed the standard of I 0 acres per thousand which actually was 
15 reiterated from our 1985 Master Plan but the I 0 acres per thousand is basically mid range standard for similar sized 
16 either cities or Park and Recreation districts in the state of Oregon. I'll just run down here real quick because I have a 
1 7 table in front of me. Willamette Lane Parks and Recreation district, their adopted standard is 14 acres per I 000, and 
18 currently they provide 12. The City of Gresham, their adopted standard is 13.3 acres and they provide 12.61. North 
19 Clackamas Park and Recreation district has a standard of 8.5 acres per 1000 and they provide 5.2 and finally the City of 
20 Salem has an adopted standard of 8 and they actually exceed their standard with 9.89. Whenever we're dealing with 
21 standards, it, you know, at least in terms of the acres per I 000, I always take it with a little bit of grain of salt because 
22 · not every jurisdiction is going to interpret what they consider available parkland the same as the other. In the case of us 
23 here at the City of Hillsboro as you're quite familiar with we often acquire Open Space tracts through other subdivision 
24 developments. Those Open Space tracts typically are not counted towards our acreage per 1000. Other acres though, if 
?.5 they're, for example, linear park or what we, you would 

probably recognize as the Rock Creek Trail between Evergreen Road and Cornell or actually up from Sunset Highway 
~ I down to Orchard Park anymore, a, we do consider those cause they provide a recreational amenity. 
28 
29 However, some other jurisdictions, and I'm not saying that any of these jurisdictions do it one way or the other at this 
30 point but, you know, sometimes those numbers can get stacked one way or the other to, you know, to point out what 
31' goals they're trying to achieve. Basically that's, you know, that's where the standard came from is, It was a mid level 
32 range, and again, a goal that we're trying to achieve. Can we achieve 10 acres per 1000 by 2020? We don't know the 
33 answer to that. The Master Plan identified over 80 million dollars worth of recommended improvements and part of 
34 those improvements include developing <these> Neighborhood Parks that are currently in un-serviced areas. So, our 
3 5 SDC revenue which has been very good for us and has given us a lot of ability to, you know, to provide the services 
36 especially in the last 10 years, and the additional facilities is not going to come close to meeting that 80 million. 
37 Currently we are probably in the range of9 million in terms of available non-committed SDC funds and so, obviously 
38 you can see where the gap is. And when it come to a particular site like this trying to, you know, weigh, your options of 
~ 2 where J?eS!Jlo we spend t]lat remaining SDC fuqds and again still provide a well balanced Pari~: and .Recreation system 
40 for the Ciiy. And those are issues that our Parks and Recreation Commission are constantly grappling with. 
41 
42 Roberts- So would it be a fair statement, it probably won't but I'll ask anyway, to see this from a Park's acquisition 
4 3 standpoint as a missed opportunitv? 
44 
45 Smith- Our Master Plan and it's<?> in the staff report currently has identified this portion of the City as needing a 
46 Neighborhood Park. That's where the lack of service is. A site of this size, 55 acres, would fall more into the realm of 
4 7 a Community Park. If the City were to go out and buy and develop a 55 acre site it wouldn't be a Neighborhood Park it 
48; would be.a,Community Park for those .types of reasons. Our Community Park service areas· which is·on the other map 
49 that's attached with the staff report. The City has already purchased and is holding onto property on NE 53'd Avenue, 
..... there's 20 acres on the West side, where, you're probably familiar with the stand of trees that the road bends around, we 

also have an additional 13 acres on the East side and that, in total, you know, with probably addition in the future maybe 
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1 some facilities to augment the Community Park is what we have identified in this area as serving a Community Park 
2 benefit and the Community Park has a preferred service area of2 mile radius and that would cover this particular 
3 neighborhood and so again our Master Plan at this point in time, just looking at the maps does not support, you know, 
4 the acquisition of basically another site that would be a Community Park for this area. 
5 
6 Coulter- In our, Mr. Smith, city in general do we have the amount of land available to us to meet the number in the 
7 year 2020, to meet all the Community Parks regardless of where they're positioned currently in the City? 
8 
9 Smith- On the Map for Community Parks again there's basically identified two additional Community Parks with 

10 Shute Park and Rood Bridge Park, you know, being there are two existing and so four parks total I should say. The 53'' 
11 avenue property is identified as what would be the third Community Park, the fourth two mile radius is drawn around 
12 the Gordon Faber recreation complex or in those areas, there about. Whether that would be, you know, within the 
13 properties that are still undeveloped on the Gordon Faber complex a Community Park component put into that, or 
14 whether it would need to be another adjacent, or not even an adjacent property but property in that area. There is still 
15 some land up there, Commissioner Coulter; you know, whether that in 20 years will come to be that fourth Community 
16 Park. 
17 
18 Coulter- Well what I'm trying to determine, God willing I live to be 20 years more older, is do we have the Parks, do 
19 we have the land? Every time we build something we lose that opportunity and granted we may not have the 
20 funds today to build it but we may need to purchase it and- I don't want to get locked in too much is it within a 
21 mile or two miles or, you know, what when we start running out of land people will drive , you know, in Southern 
22 Oregon they drive an hour to find a great Park, they'll drive 15 minutes in Hillsboro to fmd a park. And I'm trving to 
23 · find out from you if we can meet that need. I know it's tough for you to have a crystal ball but at the same time we're 
24 being asked to move a piece of land that's currently designated Open Space to some thing other than that and I 
25 need some comfort level that as a community we can meet that requirement we're asking of ourself. 
26 
27 Smith- I appreciate that quandary you're in and trust me I really wish I did had a nice crystal ball that would tell me. 
28 You know the biggest problem with answering that question again is market conditions and you know we're out there 
29 again competing for the same land that other developers are competing with, you know, our ability to leverage what 
30 dollars we have to fmd those properties that work for us, you know, is the ongoing challenge. The long and the short of 
3 ~ .. it Mr .. Coulter is that I with I could give you an assurance on way or the other but that's something I'n1 not able to do. 
32 
33 Coulter- Well my feeling is that as we move forward that challenge is going to become greater for the Park not less 
34 and that's a consideration that, you know, I feel that we really have to watch when we're allowing land to be moved 
35 from one Comprehensive designation to another. Thank you. 
36 
3 7 Mathews- Mr. Smith, I would like to ask you one question. In reviewing the Master Plan and development Master 
3 8 Plan the one you currently have and the one before, has the Park Commission ever given serious study or 
39 consideration to this particular piece of propertv? 
49: li,o • •!tit li"H •><i '' lo ··i·• 

41 Smith- to the Orenco Woods, no they haven't 
42 
43 Mathews- In other words you didn't think it was ever be on the market so you didn't give much thought or 
44 
45 Smith- No not really, you know, sorry to say the guide word again but, you know, this is a very, I shouldn't say very, 
46 it's a general Master Plan for park planning purposes for, well, what amounts to the next 17 years up to 2020. 
4 7 Individual property analysis or neighborhood analysis if you will was not done other than to the extent of yes we have 
48 parks in this area, there's a service area or no we don't. We did look at some things you know, for this particular area. 
49 You'll see the service area for the Neighborhood Park has a dashed line that goes up Cornelius Pass and stops at the 
50 light rail station so some consideration was given to barriers that we try and avoid as much as possible in terms of 
51 servicing an area but no we didn't do 
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' 
Mathews- The statement saying that it's not on the Master Plan has really no, is not valid because you didn't look at 

3 the Plan, any properties in particular detail. 
4 Smith- Right and this Plan is made to be flexible and as opportunities come up, you know, it's the Park's mission 
5 again using this as a guide to make decisions on these types of issues. 
6 Mathews -Thank you. 
7 
8 Fitzgerald- Could you clarifY for me about, you say on page three in the report here that the Parks Commission if this 
9 proposal goes forward would go into negotiations for a 1.5 acre public park <?place>, is that correct? 

10 
11 Smith - Sure. Certainly, again we have to be, due diligent of all possibilities and as part of that we have had 
12 discussions with the developer and have again, using the Parks Master Plan as a guide, you know, they've come to us 
13 and we've expressed to them, you know, what possible recreational, again if this were to be developed could we 
14 implement on this property and you know, first and foremost in our minds was the Rock Creek trail connection because 
15 obviously that's a trail connection that's shown on our Transportation System Plan that extends all the way from Sunset 
16 Highway down to Rood Bridge Park and this would be a, you know, a component in that link. As part of that, then 
17 again we go back to our Master Plan and the Master Plan shows that a Neighborhood Park is what's, you know, was 
18 identified as being needed in that area which basically took us to the third step or from what the developer brought to us 
19 was an idea of having this acre and a half Neighborhood Park component included in the subdivision as you've seen in 
20 the report and in our Master Plan. Our desirable size for a Neighborhood Park is really more in the 3-10 acre category, 
21 however, again that's a guide and a flexible number and our Park Commission takes into account other service area 
22 amenities in the area and what I mean by that primarily in this area is the location of the Oren co school in the 
23 neighborhood so a 1.5 acre Neighborhood Park, in particular, if it's adjacent to the riparian area that would include the 
24 Rock Creek corridor even though the buildable size would be substandard, I shouldn't even say substandard, below the 
?5 desirable level, the feel of the two combined with each other from a Park's staff perspective, you know, it would feel 

bigger than a an acre and a half park and just for reference, Bagley is, Bagley Park is I think about 1.8 acres. But this 
~I Neighborhood Park is 1.5 in conjunction with again approximately 20 acres of riparian area would just have a larger feel 
28 to it. 
29 
30 Fitzgerald- I guess my question and my concern going to Commissioner Coulter's concern as well as the increasing 
31 need for usable Parks and for example the Orenco School the first priority is for the kids to use the space there and 1 
32 know they have a baseball field but your average person wouldn't necessarily be able to use that so in terms of, I guess 
33 I would if we were going to change the, change it from Open Space to what the developer proposes I would like to at 
34 least see the minimum, the 3 acre in this area and I don't know what your fmancial situation is in terms of being able to 
35 purchase that amount, it's twice as much but 
36 
3 7 Smith -And, yes, and to be honest with you we have not gone anywhere past the, this looks like a good area for a Park, 
38 and we have not even begun to talk <and> negotiations so, you know. The one thing I will say is you're absolutely right 
39 with regards to the schools and as you know it's obviously it's a school, it's not a Neighborhood Park that can be 
40 utilized during the school day or what not and that's one reason that school's are acknowledged in the Master Plan, as 
1 t Xol! .\<llo)VJ!ley do provicll' sqme recxe!ltimtal 1Jpp0rtunity on a limited basis but we don't factor those. in, in anyway in 
42 terms of our, you know, standards our service levels but where they're primarily factored in is if we have a 
43 Neighborhood Park in close proximity of a school and the school offers certain amenities say a basketball court or play 
44 equipment, you know that might change our thinking in terms of what amenities we want to put in our Neighborhood 
45 Parks so we're not, you know, even on those off hour times duplicating services. 
46 
47 Coulter -I'd like to piggy back on that, Mr. Smith. Typically with a 1.5 acre Park what would we expect to see in that 
48 kind of environment? 
49 
"'1, Smith.T And again, you know, this 1.5 would be the upland portion of the Park, and that would be connected in with 

trail systems that would be down in the natural areas. You know typically our Neighborhood Park amenities include 
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1 picnic areas, play equipment for children. We usually like to try and incorporate some type of court feature. Obviously · 
2 all these are predicated on the ability to work with the topography, the site conditions, utilities, those type of things if we. 
3 go as far as putting in restrooms and those types of amenities. 
4 
5 Coulter- The Rood Bridge Park, the upper area there right along the Rood Bridge where the play area and all the main 
6 picnic areas, do you know roughly what that acreage is in that upper section? 
7 
8 Smith- If you're speaking of the side that would be north of the woods basically where the old sewage treatment plant 
9 used to be, please don't quote me on this, but looking at it in my mind I would say that's probably a 6-7 acre area out 

10 there. 
11 
12 Coulter- OK. It goes back to the question to me again if. the real concern is the abilitv to meet this need in the year 
13 2020, we're running out ofland. And to me, we might be considering, you know, not 1.5 acres but really that 
14 Neighborhood 3-10 acre parcel. Again we're taking land that we'll never see again and we have to make a difficult 
15 decision here and I'm trying to grapple as to why we wouldn't as a community look for that opportunity for that 3-10 
16 acres if it's available. Again, granted we may not be able fix it today or make the park today but once that becomes 
17 something else we do not have that opportunitv again. 
18 
19 Smith- Sure, sure, you know again it, primarily for our Park Commission and primarily from a staff perspective it 
20 comes down to what we currently have for funding and what we can acquire and I certainly, you know, agree and 
21 appreciate with your comments about, you know, it's just getting tougher and tougher finding these areas. The concern 
22 or one of the concerns that can always come up is, you know, again obviously like any real estate transaction you need 
23 to have a willing seller and a price that you can agree upon and stomach so to speak. And that's when you get into the 
24 issue, or the Park Commission can get into the issue of, you know, it's not only this neighborhood it's multiple 
25 neighborhoods throughout the City. We're in the process of development down in the Witch Hazel Village areas which 
26 are new areas, the long and the short of it is there's only so much money and a lot of need out there 
27 
28 Coulter The advantage you have currently is this is Open Space, it's not something else that we're trving to 
29 move to Open Space. 
30 
31 Smith- And, you know, and from a Comprehensive Plan designation, you know, you're right. As far as the Parks 
32 Master Plan goes the Comp Plan designations don't really apply one way or the other but that's certainly the decision 
33 pefore your body. 
34 
35 Mathews- Ask one more question ifi may. Have you factored into your recreation space, you say you have 
36 considered schools, school playgrounds, but now we're hearing, we're seeing school playgrounds are becoming closed 
3 7 for security purposes as some of them in the area are. Have you factored that into your needs? 
38 
39 Smith- You know, again when I say we factor in school playgrounds to be honest with you I can't think of one 
40 Neighborhood Park that we have in the City that we don't have some type of, I'll take that back, one does pop into mind 
41 but 17 out of 18 Neighborhood Parks have playground equipments. Again when we look at schools yes we're certainly 
4?.. t:I~/Q.l;JJ~ .. ,We're recreation ap_d recreation 1,1e$.,1!Dd amenities and wants is always kind of a morphing ,thing and so we 
43 as a Parks and Recreation Department try and be, you know, very adjusting to those types of things. And as far as the 
44 schools, you know, again, it's, the Master Plan, you know, acknowledges their existence and we as a staff and the Park 
45 Commission take those into consideration. It isn't a hard fast rule one way or the other Commissioner Mathews on, you 
46 know, OK they have a playground that means we don't have a playground or, you know, we look at each site 
4 7 individually that way. 
48 
49 Roberts- Any other questions? OK, let's move on to the next one on the agenda. 
50 
51. 
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Traffic Discussion with City's Consultant 
(City Traffic Consultant Mr. Brent Ahrend with the Mackenzie Group) 

Estes- Next we have Brent Ahrend who is a traffic engineer with Group Mackenzie and Group Mackenzie provided 
the analysis on the applicant's traffic impact analysis materials for this case. 

Roberts- OK, before we get started, I'll say to the audience that I mean we are now well on our way to 9 o'clock. 
[Then discusses when next break will be] 

Mathews- I guess I'll lead off. In your report if! read it correctly, you were saying that a good deal ofthe traffic 
would go to Highway 26 off of Cornelius Pass and I was wondering how that works since the proposals are a right in, 
right out on Cornelius Pass and how would that work? Because they were going<?> sending half the people south 
away from 26. And how would that carry the people out of this area without putting them through old Orenco? 

Brent Ahrend- Well, I know the applicant's traffic engineer did a travel time survey to verify some of their 
assumptions on that distribution. They found it was actually a little bit faster travel time to, even if you had to go south 
a to access Cornelius Pass Road at Quatama and head north that direction. So that's how they came up with that. 

Mathews - Thank you. 

Coulter- Did they, if we're looking at Shute Park area as being one of the obviously down the road Industrial Park 
areas when you have all that land available there, I was tzyingto rationalize why go out Cornelius Pass Road instead of 
cutting through Oren co, a old neighborhood. to get to that area. I think, you know, to me it's seems like a lot of people, 

?5 ;t_lotmore people than I think, perhaps they're thinking are going to cut through that back way and not go down, but the 
second factor to me is, are we factoring in whatever commercial is going to occur at Baseline and Cornelius Pass? Was 
that figured in to determine, like we said today it's, it's a little bit faster to go down Cornelius Pass Road but when that 
is in place, when Witch Hazel is in place and people are using Cornelius Pass Road are all of those figured in, in the 
long term of the timing on Cornelius Pass Road or that's strictly just based on just what's happening today? 
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Ahrend -The traffic engineer that actually <?> the traffic study could probably answer that a little bit better, but I 
believe that the initial estimate for distribution of traffic was based on the County and Metro's modeling and whether or 
not that takes into account the Witch Hazel area and employment up around Shute Road, I'm not certain on that. 

' . ' -"' ' 

Mathews- Do you have the a, <?> I wish I could put my hands on it right now. I read this evening the count on the 
streets going through old Orenco? Per minute, how many is the increase in that? You said how much increase is that 
over what it is currently? 

Roberts?- It appears that it's about 50% increase across the board. 

A hrend - That's about a good estimate, yes. 

Mathews_-,<?> 50% increase on those roads? .. 

Roberts- So, please keep your comments, we'll have plenty oftime to take all sorts of testimony. We won't go home 
[End of Tape] 

Roberts- We won't go home until everybody has spoken. I was looking the neighborhood street impacts out of your 
report, and the second to the last page and there's a chart at the bottom that says summary of streets in old Oren co, and 
it lists street widths of a, an A, a C, and a B and<?>, different widths, and I'm struck by the comments of the paragraph 

• ., below where basically<?> said as shown in the table above traffic volumes on all the streets in old Orenco currently 
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I exceed 250vehicles per day the City's recommended volume for streets with, for street widths of24 feet. And all 
2 of these streets are under 24 feet in width and then it goes down a ways and it says traffic management should be 
3 considered on all roads with traffic volumes in excess of the design standards. So what we're saying is even now there 
4 needs to be traffic management applied to these roads. Correct? 
5 
6 Ahrend - That's a decision that I suooose vou. is yours to make. The point I was making here is that the City has, has 
7 the regular standards for street design, for local, collector, neighborhood routes. In the report here I referenced what 
8 those standards are for width and volume. They're special standards for old Orenco. That's what's listed in the table, 
9 those type A, B, C and the width. So there's been a decision made that even though some of those streets are 

10 neighborhood routes and collectors they would still be a different width than all the other streets in town. 
11 
12 Roberts -Yes. 
13 Ahrend- So, I was pointing out for you that these widths are less than what you'd allow in other parts of town with 
14 these volumes. I wanted to make sure that you understood that. 
15 Roberts- No. We clearly understand it. The widths are the way they are by design. And so my concern. and I didn't 
16 read it anywhere. but I mean by inference they are over design capacity right now and we're talking about a 50% 
17 increase in traffic on streets that are over design capacity. Is that a fair assumption? 
18 . , ., ... "'. [Prolonged pause] 
19 Ahrend -Well, I, that's a tough one because 
20 Roberts- Now I'm not saying, I'm saying that's the City standard that we're applying to those streets. I'm not saying 
21 can you physically stuff more cars on that street. Is that the City standard and a fair assumption based on the City 
22 standards. 
23 Ahrend- Well the City has already classified for example Dogwood as a collector with a width that's less than the 
24 typical collector standard, so, you know, whether or not they anticipated the volumes to be a standard collector volume, 
25 I don't know. 
26 Roberts- Well where did you get your numbers in the sununary of streets and then you make the statement that all 
27 streets in· old Orenco currently exceed 250 vehicles per day, the City's recommended volume for streets widths of24 
28 feet? 
29 Ahrend -That is straight from the City's road standard. 
30 Roberts- Ok. So am I interpreting this correctly or not? Are these smaller streets over capacity now by City 
31 standards? 
32 Ahrend- I would. I would have to answer no. 
33 Coulter- Ok. Now you've lost 
34 Roberts- Now you've totally lost me. How are. how with that statement are they not over standard. or over capacity, 
35 I mean? 
36 Ahrend c The answer that I would give you is that there has been a decision to give these streets a narrower width. And 
37 that was a decision that has been made and that's a special standard that's applied to these streets. 
38 Roberts- I understand that we are applying special standards to the streets in old Orenco so don't apply anything other 
39 than special standards for arterials and collectors and everything else for, to old Orenco, the City has already made the 
40 decision old Orenco gets treated specially. 
41 Ahrend- That's right. 
42 Roberts- How do you say that it's not overcapacity by our own standards? 
43 Ahrend -Because you have special design standards for these streets. 
44. R"be~,,.QK .. We have~special design standa(_qs and now you're applying collector standards on.top,ofthat? 
45 Ahrend -Well what I'm saying 
46 Roberts- These are the collector standards, doesn't matter what the street is, that's the collector standard. Is 
47 that what you're saying? 
48 Brooks- President Roberts? We really have a conflict here. We have a street that's designated as a collector that's 
49 supposed to carry out a specific function. And would carry a particular number of cars a day. In order to address the 
50 unique situation that we have in Orenco we have adopted a different standard for street widths and for sidewalks in this 
51 particular area. So we have tried to accommodate the neighborhood even though there's a need for these streets to be 
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' collectors or neighborhood routes. So there was some expectation that they would probably carry more traffic say than 
_ a local neighborhood street. The question is how much traffic is it appropriate for them to carry? 
3 And I don't think that we have a clear answer on that. And that's one of the things that you will be evaluating in your 
4 evaluation ofthe presentations that will be made to you tonight. And that you will have to take into consideration when 
5 making the decision against the criteria. 
6 Roberts- OK. I can deal with that. 
7 
& Fitzgerald - I had a ... You mentioned that the transportation planning rule requires that the Comprehensive Plan 
9 amendment not have a significant imoact on the transportation svstem and my question is about concurrency in tenus of 

I 0 if we allow the development to go forward and setting aside the whole Orenco neighborhood roads. looking primarily at 
II · Cornelius Pass and 231" I know that right now both of those roads are over capacitv from my experience. I read the 
12 report though and it says they are level of service D and if you could clarify what that means for me. It feels like an F 
13 especially during peak hours and I know that they are proposing to widen those roads at some point but again my issue 
14 is concurrency. I don't want to make things worse now. Do you have any perspective? 
15 
16 Ahrend - Level of service D is generally considered the minimum acceptable delay for a signalized intersection. 
17 Fitzgerald - How do you define that delay? 
I & Ahrend- Essentially it's the amount of time that you are waiting stopped and that you're<'!> when you're slowing 
19 down and, accelerating. So it's essentially the difference in time as if you've been driving straight through. It's kind of 
20 an average for all of the approaches on the intersection. <?> average delay per vehicle 
21 Fitzgerald - It took me like a half an hour the other day to get home on Cornelius Pass I was stuck north of Quatama. 
22 Ahrend · Yes, what may be happening is backup from Baseline extends beyond Quatama road. That may be part of it, 
23 and again the level of service analysis that was presented in the applicant's report is for an individual intersection. It's 
24 not for a system. Right now that, the level of service is based on each individual intersection. 
25 Fitzgerald - Yet we're trving to determine whether it meets the criteria based upon, it's seems like a faultv criteria 

system. It doesn't reflect reality. 
L I Ahrend ·Yes. unfortunately the study area doesn't extend beyond there. They weren't required to look down at 
28 Baseline for example. 
29 Roberts- Why wouldn't they have been? 
30 Ahrend ·The<'!> County's threshold which is a per cent impact that they're adding onto the existing volumes so it's a 
31 10% threshold so if you're not increasing traffic volumes more than 10% or within a certain distance from your 
32 property, in this case I think it's 600 feet, along Cornelius Pass then you don't have to look at intersections beyond 
33 there. 
34 Roberts- <?> We had this discussion about a year ago. It seems to me there's a flaw in the system. 
35 Ahrend ·I think an important point here too is that what you're looking at is the Comprehensive Plan tonight and you 
36 need to compare what could happen there with what there is being proposed. And there will be a chance to review that 
37 with the actual application for development what the traffic conditions are at that time. 
3& Coulter- Actually, that consideration has to be part of our decision now. 
39 ? Roberts- Yes. 
40 Coulter- Because once you make that Comprehensive change a lot of things will be out of our control and I don't see 
41 how you can look at just a small piece of a road and make a decision. The impact is from one end of Cornelius Pass 
42 road to the other and those who drive it from one end to the other are impacted by this 600 feet all the way down and 
43 that has to be a decision that has to be looked at when we're trying to make this kind of determination on is it better 
44 suited for one over the other? I can't see capsulizing a small area and that's what we're trying to do it seems at times. 
4$., We're.trying to capsulize a small area here and it's impact but it's impacts are far greater and Comprehensive change to 
46 a SCP A zone whether the applicant agreed to a certain threshold or not they have the abilitv to go to the maximum in 
47 that Comprehensive change. And that's what we have to look at as well, not just that small capsulized area. 
4& 
49 Roberts- I guess I have a question for maybe Mr. Sercomb. That is, if we are uncomfortable dealing with traffic only 
~"' because it is <!> County standard for designing road. If we know empirically that there is a flaw in the system because 

of the County system, because of the County standards and we are concerned because we have to make a yes or no 
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I decision on this that if we say yes we've started this whole cavalcade of well, this is just the County system and we're 
2 exacerbating a problem. Can we require study of a road outside, to a greater length than County standard so we can 
3 make a yes or no decision on this property? 
4 Sercomb- So is the question can require as part of this decision making process, the applicant to come back with some 
5 more information about the road" 
6 Roberts-Yes. Ask them to study Baseline and Cornelius Pass and whatever the next intersection north is from 
7 Quatama. 
8 Sercomb- I think that that would be relevant, if, I mean you could do that if you decide it was relevant to the Plan 
9 change criteria and the Plan change criteria generally deal with two factors, whether or not the requested plan 

1 0 designation is better suited than the current Plan designation for proposed uses and secondly whether or not a need 
l1, exists for the Plan designation that's not already met. So if you decide that the suitability of the proposed Plan 
1 i. arne~dilleiit' is a function 'of its impact. on traffic compared to some other Plan designations that might be sought you 
13 could probably ask that additional evidence from the staff and from the applicant be put forward to that degree. 
14 Roberts- All right. Thank you very much.-
15 
16 Mathews- Could I ask Mr. Sercomb, we realize that the applicant has given us a number of houses that they're talking 
17 about but we also realize if we go to this new zoning that's no where near what the possibility is. We are obligated to 
18 look at the maximum are we not? 
19 Sercomb- I think that you do have to look at the variety of uses that would be allowed by the Plan designation in 
20 determini_ng whether or not it'.s better. suited for those uses than the Open Space designation. 
21 Roberts- OK. Are there anymore questions transportation related? OK. So are we through our panel of experts? 
22 Estes- That would conclude the panel discussion. 
23 
24 Raber- President Roberts? <?>panel we also have Mr. Sercomb here, so if you had any specific legal questions. 
25 Coulter- I hate to tell this to Mr. Sercomb but I'll probably have them at the end. 
26 ? -It's going to be a long night. 
27 Brooks- President Roberts, a short break? 
28 Roberts- I think that's a great idea. Why don't we take a five minute break. 
29 
30 Applicant testimony 
31 
32 Roberts- Let's go ahead and start. So applicant has the floor. Good evening by the way. 
33 
34 Counselor Sullivan- President Roberts and members of the Commission ..... At the last meeting on November 29th 
35 you gave us some homework to do over the Holidays. You asked us to explain in greater detail why there was a need 
36 for housing and whether this property fit that need. You asked us to explain in greater detail why a residential Plan 
3 7 designation for this site was better than the current Open Space designation. You asked us a series of questions relating 
3 8 to existing and proposed transportation facilities and how this application affected those facilities. You asked us to 
39 review the Parks and Open Space requirements for the City and this portion of this City to determine whether there was 
40 a shortfall in either and whether the proposal provided for its roughly proportional share of that need. You asked us to 
41 give us, give you our legal views on whether you could require conditions of approval of a Plan amendment. We've 
42 worked on these issues for the last six weeks. We've put our responses in writing for distributions to you. We'll 
43 summarize those responses at our initial presentation and we ask for your questions and comments. As at the last 
44 meeting you'lllisten to the other parties and respond to those comments before the close of your hearing tonight. Mimi 
45 Doukas wiJJ lead off. She'll deal with the planning issues, particularly why this land is more consistent with the 
46 HiJJsboro Plan both residentially and in terms of Park and Open Space, than the existing Open Space designation, and 
47 the use of the rough proportionality requirement of Dolan for dedication. I believe that her testimony on these two 
48 points is consistent with the memorandum you've received from the City's Parks and Open Space committee. Ms. 
49 Doukas wiJI be foJlowed by Brian Dunn our traffic engineer who will present a summary of his traffic investigations 
50 including the cumulative effect under your current rules of additional traffic starting with the baseline of Open Space 
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1 and any other proposals in the pipeline and then look at the residential designation that we've proposed. We've looked 
_ at the local transportation system facilities and the impact of our proposal on them. Traffic impacts on 231" and queues 
3 at NW 231" and Cornell and we'll tell you a bit about what we know about the Cornelius Pass improvements. Mr. 
4 Dunn has given you his report and his numbers have been found to be reasonable by the City's consultant. As far as the 
5 Conditions issue I have not seen the memorandum that Mr. Sercornb has given you so I don't know what he's told you 
6 except for a bit about the, the result. There are a number of ways that you can get to the issue of Conditions. Either by 
7 conditions themselves and our memorandum which shows case law indicates that this can be done. You can do it by 
8 Development Agreement. You have done it previously in Findings and you have done it by modification of the initial 
9 application. We ask you to consider those and we'd ask you to ask us questions so that we know what your concerns 

I 0 are and then we can do that after our fifteen minutes has expired. So, Ms. Doukas. 
11 
12 Doukas- Good evening Commissioners ... "We have submitted substantial evidence into the record in response to your 
13 questions. Tonight what I'd like to do is focus on the two criteria. So the first criteria is that the property is better 
14 suited for the uses proposed than for the uses for which the property is currently designated by the Plan. This comes 
15 down to a question of Open Space versus Residential for this application as it is proposed. For an Open Space 
16 designation, that is typically used for either parks or natural resources. It is also used for golf courses, cemeteries, or 
17 flight path zones <in> occasion within the City of Hillsboro. As we've pointed out golf course on this piece of property 
18 is no longer viable for the Elks. An Open Space designation is not required to obtain parks for this property. First of 
19 all let's go to what the need is and Kevin spoke to this issue. The City has a stated goal of 10 acres of parks per 1000 
20 residents as stated within the Parks and Recreation master plan. The current service level within the City is 6.6 acres of 
21 parks pe~ 1.000 residents .. The Orenco Woods Golf Course-as it is currently designed through the drawings that you 
22 have seen that the community has seen provides 23 acres of new parks and Open Space but we wanted to look at this in 
23 a sub district of the city, similar to the way the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is set up. So we looked at, we did an 
24 analysis within a one mile radius of the Orenco Woods Golf Course and found that there is existing today. without the 
25 Orenco Woods Golf Course classified as a park. which it is not, there is a ratio ofl6.8 acres of parks per 1000 residents 

within this area. So it's a well served area when it comes to parks. 

"'' 28 Doukas- As Kevin pointer out public acquisition of the entire site is not supported by the Parks and Recreation Master 
29 Plan. It is within a service district for a Neighborhood Park. The southern edge of the property is abutting that service 
30· district. The Venture plan would create this Neighborhood Park. Maintaining an Open Space designation does not 
31 create a park. If approved, the Oren co Woods Development will provide 18 acres of linear park, including the regional 
32 trail as shown on the TSP. It will provide 1.5 acres ofNeighborhood Park adjacent to the linear park, 3.5 acres of 
33 pocket parks and open space scattered throughout the development. This comes to a total of 42% of the overall 
34 property. And it meets 9% of the city wide need for parks. That is substantial. So beyond the park space" 
35 
36 Roberts- We need to keep all comments quite from the audience until it's your turn to talk. OK. Thank you. 
37 
38 poukas- "The Open Space designation is also used for the protection of natural resources. That is not necessary in this 
39 case to protect natural resources for this property because you already have the development and regulatory tools to 
40 protect those resources. Riparian corridors are protected by Title 3 regulations through Clean Water services. The I 00 
41 year floodplain is protected through City regulations. The upland natural resources of this property have been mapped 
42 and identified by the City using scientific methodologies through your significant natural resource overlay and they are 
43 also protected. The entire site plan has been designed to protect and incorporate the majority of the existing trees 
44 beyond those riparian corridors so the significant natural resources are protected or will be protected, can be protected 
4 5 through your own development controls. These are the <! mapped > significant natural resources overlays per your GIS 
46 system beyond the Title 3. Those regulations bob and weave across the site. But that is the significant natural resource 
4 '], 1 m-ea as mflpped. This is the .site plan as currently designed, still subject to your review of course, but it overlays it with 
48 an aerial photograph so you see how the significant natural tree growth and habitat are in fact protected within the 
49 corridors but also throughout the development for those substantial tree growths, again, also just to review. So why is 
... " this site better suited for residential? First of all there is the locational criteria it's adiacent to light raiL it's within a half 

mile walking distance to two stations. That's very important to this community. It abuts residential uses to the west. to 
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1 the north. and also to the south. It abuts an elementary school which makes it a walkable condition for young children. 
2 It is supported by the Station Community Planning Area plan policy. It is efficiently serviced today. It has water, it has 
3 sewer. storm drainage is quite obvious with Rock Creek going through the middle of it. School capacity is available. 
4 We've provided an updated service provider letter that shows that the capacity is available. And it's supported by your 
5' urbanization plan policy. 
6 
7 But let's talk about how it ties in with the historic Orenco community. Residential is a more appropriate use because it 
8 can provide that complimentary architecture that relates better to the historic Orenco Neighborhood than you're going to 
9 fmd with an institutional use. a commercial use, or an office use. As proposed, we have compatible single family 

10 detached homes again related to the Orenco district. We have some town homes similar to Oren co. We have a better 
11 opportunity for landscape compatibility, we can tie those same streetscapes and tree canopies, granted at a younger 
12 scale, but we can bring in those Elm trees, those stately Oak and Ash trees, and the nursery, the historic nursery 
13 landscape materials. We can bring those into a residential community in a way that is much different than you are going 
14 to find with an office or a commercial development. And we have excellent pedestrian connectivity through residential 
15 design. You have a much greater level of pedestrian transparency through a residential community than you will 
16 through office, industrial. er, institutional. Residential use is best for tree preservation outside those riparian corridors. 
17 As I pointed out on the site plan earlier there's a substantial amount of trees that we've been able to incorporate into that 
18 site plan. We've got more flexibility in how we design that community. 
19 
20 Residential use is the most compatible for the House of Ruth and for the McDonald House, for the existing residential 
21 use within that structure, but also with the historic architectural element of the House of Ruth. Both of those can be 
22 treated.in.a much more compatible, svrnpathetic way with a residential development than they could in another different 
23 type of use.- We do have more information on our parks plan and the House of Ruth design if you would like that 
24 additional information later. 
25 
26 Doukas - Residential design will create the parks and regional pedestrian network. You may not necessarily get parks 
27 and open space the same way with an institutional or office use. And from a transportation standpoint a residential 
28 development will again have that east-west connectivity, that transparency that you won't necessarily get with a larger 
29 non-residential development. Specifically, with a pedestrian east-west connectivity it will provide an excellent 
30 alternative to that Quatama Bridge that I know people have a concern about. And residential generates less traffic than 
31 institutional such as hospitals or offices. So with that, for criteria two; that a need exists for the proposed Plan Map 
32 designation that is not already met by existing Plan Map designations in the area." "I believe this has actually been 
33 fairly well discussed, there has been a series of analyses that all said there is in fact, residential need within the city of 
34 Hillsboro and within the area however you want to defme that. There are three studies, the 1998, 2000 and 2005 studies 
35 that were, that analyzed residential need within the city limits, beyond that the 1995 and 2004 analyses expanded that 
36 and included areas of Washington County and treated it more<! of> a service district. All of those studies regardless 
37 of their methodologies, all showed residential need. So we believe that's, that'.s covered. We also have Steve Ferranini 
3 8 here tonight, our market analyst and he can answer any additional questions your might have for our team on that. With 
39 !Jlati \V()':l.lc;l like to tum it oyer to Brian Dunn with Kittleson to discuss transportation. 
40 
41 Dunn- Good evening .... "In the interest of time I'm prepared to talk about three major topics to address questions that 
42 were posed by the Plarming Commission on November 29th. First issue; we were asked to prepare a supplemental 
43 traffic impact analysis that would reflect development currently in review by the city. We're also asked to compare the 
44 traffic impacts between two development scenarios. One, of open space versus another our proposed SCR-V use. We 
45 were also asked to assess the impacts to the street of the old Orenco neighborhood. To address the first topic we believe 
46 the supplemental analysis that we've prepared is very conservative. It now accounts for not only the in process or 
47 approved developments in the area but also the projects that are now in review or tentatively approved by the City. The 
48 w~aly.si~ ;tl!at we!ve prepar.e<Lalso reflects the IDJ!l(imum build out of 400 residential units when our.current site plan is 
49 somewhere around just below 300 units which is about 25% less. I'd also like to add that the independent traffic 
50 consultant for the city has identified by that both the Washington County and the City of Hillsboro anticipated 
51 residential development in this area of this site in their long range transportation plan. One of the facts that was pointed 
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I out is that the City's transportation plan accounted for I believe 193 units on this site, residential units. To address the 
c second topic, I believe the supplemental analysis demonstrates the proposed land use is in compliance with the 
3 transportation planning rules. The planned transportation system will function acceptably under the future proposed 
4 SCR-V zone. We also believe that the TPR compliance is verified not only by Washington County Staff but also by the 
5 independent traffic engineering consultant for the City. Brings me to the third topic which is one of the more critical 
6 questions posed by, especially by Commissioner Coulter. What are the impacts to the old Orenco Neighborhood 
7 streets? I have a map here that's part of an overall exhibit, the packet that you have in your possession. It's also 
8 something we submitted back on, I believe December 22, so it's been with the City now for a couple of weeks. In this 
9 exhibit are slides which show the locations along streets that the City expressed concern about including Alder, Birch, 

10 Dogwood and Elm. We believe the exhibits that we prepared show that the existing sections of Alder, Birch street east 
11 of228tl> avenue, Dogwood and Elm are sufficient to accommodated the additional site traffic. We've prepared exhibits 
12 which showed that the street width and pavement conditions are sufficient to maintain safe two way travel along these 
13 streets. The total daily traffic levels along these streets will be consistent with the city standards for each roadway's 
14 classification. I know there is a question about the special street types and the corresponding ADT thresholds. If you 
15 have questions about that we can answer those." 
16 Roberts -Please wrap it up in about thirty seconds. 
17 
18 Dunn - "Ok. Moving on to the next slide. The other question that was, that relates to this last topic is how do we with 
19 our site plan discourage traffic from traveling along the old Oren co Neighborhood streets and encourage traffic to use 
20 Cornelius Pass Road. We believe there are external factors that have been clarified by our travel time surveys and by 
21 other observations in the field and the fact that Cornelius Pass will eventually be widened to five lanes are external 
22 factors that will influence this. We also believe that we can do things internally, traffic management measures internal 
23 to,our,site,to make the roads towards Orenco Neighborhood less appealing to our site traffic. And I have prepared some 
24 exhibits if you have some questions about those." 
25 Roberts- Why don't you let us start on the questions because your time's up. 

) 

L. 7 Questions to Applicant 
28 
29 Fitzgerald- "Ok. Most of my questions are going to be about the McDonald House. So, I'm currently on page six of 
3 0 your November 29th report where you say that you researched historic preservation standards for the McDonald House 
31 !lld you weren't able to find any. And I'm very_concerned about that. The Secretary of the Interior Standards for 
32 Rehabilitlltion. The fact that you don't know about them concerns me to the point that I am not ready to approve this 
33 unless, and I guess I have to, we will talk later with the City attorney about the ability to condition an approval but I 
34 would. the only way I would feel comfortable about going forward with this is if we could attach a condition requiring 
3 5 that the applicant receive number one an official determination of significance from SHPO, the state historic 
36 preservation office and if they determine that it's for the National Register which I believe they will then to add a 
37 condition that the applicant must nominate the property for the national register and then complete a restoration plan for 
3 8 the McDonald House to be reviewed and approved by SHPO' s preservation architect prior to any work being 
3 9 completed. So, be clear the SHPO architect will work with the applicant to make certain that not only the architectural 
40 features that are significant to the house remain intact bnt any contextual, meaning setting, features that are relevant 
41 to the significance of the house would remain. If you have something else that you can offer me I might be willing to 
42 change my opinion but based upon what I've seen here and the fact that you've had some time to research this and came 
43 up with nothing concerns me to the point that we need to be very strict about how we proceed." 
44 
45 Doukas- "We did research it. We researched it in terms of trying to find the appropriate standards for the protection of 
46 the grounds around the House itself not so much from the architectural protection of the House, the McDonald House 
4 7 itself and some of that stems from the fact that the app, it's a<?> applicant request before you today, the House of Ruth 
48 is actually going to remain under the ownership of the Elks that is currently being used by the House of Ruth and will 
49 remain in that circumstance and so the feedback that I thought, and I may have misunderstood, I thought the feedback 

that we received was more in relations to the grounds, and how we treat the grounds around that House of Ruth in a 
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I historic context. And that's what we tried to research. And it is a very, that is a difficult piece to research. 
2 Architectural significance is much more straight forward and SHPO is obviously the first place that you go. I apologize 
3 if there's offense in our, in our inability to research this fact but that's where I believe our misunderstanding came 
4 from." 
5 
6 Fitzgerald- Did you contact anybody at the state when you were researching? 
7 Doukas- "We had contacted SHPO when we first became involved with the project and I believe that they did identify 
8 the McDonald House itself as a significant structure. There was not a" 
9 Fitzgerald - So they went out to the property and did a determination of significance already? 

I 0 Doukas- "I don't know if they did a site visit or not. I believe that they did a research inventory and that's what they 
11 based their letter on. And I" 
12 Fitzgerald - So they issued a letter? Right. 
13 Doukas- Yes 
14 Fitzgerald -OK. 
15 
16 Doukas- We also have McThune, Brian Ziegler from McThune partners. He leads the design team for this community 
17 and he may have some thoughts on this. I'm hoping. 
18 
19 Ziegler- Certainly, Brian Ziegler with McThune. As Mimi said I'm with McThune Partners we do landscaping 
20 architecture, the planning and the architecture and also the sustainable design strategies for this project. The McDonald 
21 House is obviously a huge asset for not only this site but also for the community. Right now it's a little bit tucked 
22 behind a fence and we completely agree that it is something that needs to be expressed in a more appropriate and 
23 dignified manner than what it is right now. It's been kind of hidden away from the community for about fifty years or 
24 more,.and its something that can be restored to, I think, its grandeur. And I have done research. Our-firm, we just won 
25 a national historic trust award for the Denver REI that we just did. We're real familiar with the requirements. They're 
26 based on cultural, architectural events of significance. This structure, I don't, whether it does or it doesn't fall into, you 
27 know, after review of a, of building of significance, which it very well could because it is pretty magnificent structure. 
28 They also look at the interior. Has it been modified? Because, has it been modified? Because it has to become an 
29 example. It has to be the, the kind of pinnacle of that architectural style which when you look at that in 1912, that was a 
30 pretty, you know, comparable, to me, you know, to<?> mansions and that in Pasadena. It's a really handsome house. 
31 We treated it like it was a fabulous place, and it needed to be displayed and I wanted to show you a couple pictures of 
32 both site and also if you can just scan, we're almost to the end. I've only got eight slides here, but a, just one more, here 
33 we go .. If you go back one please. Here are some photographs. These are classic American houses on the right hand 
34 side. These are<?>, lots about the same size as what we're talking about here. It doesn't get any better than that as far 
35 as displaying beautiful grand houses. Very similar size and context to what we have at the McDonald House in the site 
36 plan that we're proposing which is on the top left. That's what everyone envisions of the McDonald House, how it 
3 7 should be seen as historical perspective. You used to come in around essentially the front and then kind of enter into the 
38 angle off that<?>> If you look at a photograph today, unquestionably the House is still there, it's still a great asset, 
3 9 except that not very many people get to experience it and that could change with this project. And that would be a 
40 positive change for the community of Hillsboro to be able to see it. If you could go back one slide, there it is, here we 
41 gp. What we're planning for that is a setting because a setting is very important and we are looking at the landscaping. 
42 We want to restore that to a heirloom type of a landscape that it was, that's appropriate for that house. If it were 
43 connecting the school off on the left with that long linear trail that goes all the way to the heart of the community to the 
44 left. We want to continue that and penetrate right through the site all the way to the right where we have our, if you go 
45 down in those wooded areas to the right of the, to the top right of this photograph, there's some old kind of, a cherry 
46 trees and things that have kind oft.aken root that I wouldn't be surprised are, that date way hack, I mean they are huge 
4 7 and they are just beautiful old cherries that are in that area. So what we'd like to do in between is connect that with a 
48 pedestrian pathway, very pedestrian dominated You would start at the schooL There would be kind of a knuckle that 
49 would be a raised crosswalk so that the pedestrian has authority; the cars would slow on that speed table there. That you 
5() wpu_ld CP.m~ through an alley.oftreesJhat those,pomes face into, very eyes on for the kids walking .to. school and things, 
51 they're not walking behind houses or anything. We want to keep our public realm extremely public in this project. YoL 

36 

630 



I move to the center portion of this and there's a, it's very flexible space. One thing we're proposing is what's called the 
children's garden. Back in the early nineteen hundreds Mayor McDonald had the children plant and the school in 

3 participation of the school they used to plant annual flowers that would take up an entire half block over by the school 
4 and we thought that's pretty cool, that we'd would love to do that again here and create these children's gardens as part 
5 of this pedestrian experience. You move through the site towards the McDonald House and if you can see the homes 
6 are starting to pull back in deference to the home, to the McDonald House and the front end of those homes are starting 
7 to align with it, to lead your eye towards it. And that's this receiving garden where there's a historical narrative going 
8 on there talking about and expressing the history of that home and its historic significance. And then it actually turns so 
9 when we get into the actual details of this which we will present to you in March we can really zoom into this, but 

I 0 you're actually being turned, the pathway turns at that point where there's a community table and<'!>, and gardens. 
II And it faces you towards the McDonald House and then as you walk through, we call it the heirloom garden because we 
12 want to plant that with, exactly as it was in 1912. We want to use, that, well not as it was in 1912 but using the plant 
13 varieties and things that were there in 1912, the lilacs, the heirloom roses, the, not getting too ornamental and fancy 
14 with it, but using something that's extremely, that just makes you feel like you're stepping back in time. Then we're 
15 taking the sidewalk at that point down to a, it's a decomposed granite like they have in Paris and things, where you're 
16 walking on that real hard crushed stone, that's how it would be how it would be walking that area, extremely, a different 
17 experience in front of that house. As you come around the house restoring the porte cochere ---- [JL- a porte cochere 
18 is a roofed structure extending from the entrance of a building over an adjacent driveway and sheltering those getting in 
19 or out of vehicles.]---- so it could also be a, a<? estate> type fence in front of that, real low, you can see through it, but 
20 it would be a solid quality fence that would be complimentary to the home. Probably some type a iron or brick low 
21 fence and then you come around the comer and you see the porte cochere is then reintroduced into that scene and then 
22 to the south there's actually parking for the McDonald House that's off street and we've planted that in an orchard. We 
23 wanted to reintroduce the orchard history to the site and so the cars are actually parked amidst an orchard that's, that is 
24 part of the McDonald Home and it would be absolutely handsome. I mean, you'd see how the house it has always been 
2!i, meant.to,pe, seen., You'd come around from the north side, you would loop down to the west, which is how they use to 

' do it when the old driveway came through there and that's how the house is designed. The side of the house that's 
adjacent to the homes you see there is kind of the back of the house and then, the a, and so what we're doing is really 

28 showing it off, I think, in a manner that it was meant to be shown off and restoring it to the community and making it 
29 public, quote unquote, public space again. It is still, you know, being used as a residential facility but it's a, but it's just 
3 0 a gem that we want to get back to the City of Hillsboro. , 
31 
32 Fitzgerald- I really appreciate that you've put a lot of thought into that and I apologize for my 
33 Ziegler- I get excited about it so 
34 Fitzgerald " hammer over the head response but my concern, and I've been quite frankly involved in a lot of projects 
35 like this, and my biggest concern is that we do have a real resource and there is a real opportunity here and I don't, I 
36 don't want history to be reconstructed or made up and that's why, I saw such a red flag when I saw your comment that 
37 you did not locate any standards. There are standards. They're standards for setting. for context and there's a process 
38 and I'm sure aware of it given you're background and it would be nice if we could trust everybody to do the right thing, 
39 but that's why the SHPO office exists and that why there's a process in place for resources that have been designated as 
40 significant, the National Register type which is why I think I'm still going to stick with my belief that, it sounds like you 
41 had somebody issue a letter but not an official determination of it's significance from what I understand. And so I don't 
42 feel comfortable. I mean I don't know what research you've done to get the garden just the way tl!at you've presented 
4 3 it. It's very nice but in terms of preservation standards again going back to that, does it truly reflect the, the context that 
44 we're trying to preserve here and one of your primary arguments is for the, the change is that residential use is most 
4 5 compatible for the House of Ruth slash McDonald House and 
46 Ziegler - Well right now it's Open Space and it, and it's, probably the worst context it could possibly be in for the last 
4 7 fifty some years 
48 Fitzgerald -But how can you argue that? 
49 Ziegler- So it's, so it's 
~() Fitzgerald -I'm sorry that you 

Ziegler,r.~ mean as far as ,its being ,hid,den,behind something 
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1 Roberts- Please, please keep the comments down. 
2 Ziegler- And so, right, what we're saying is this would be an opportunity to do the right thing and whether it's that 
3 exact plan or its something that we 
4 Fitzgerald- But that statement right there to me tells me that you don't understand the standards, which is why I think 
5 we need to, if we are going to go forward with this we need to set in place a process by which you have to be held to 
6 that standard. 
7 Counselor Sullivan- President Roberts and Commissioner Fitzgerald ... [End of Tape] ... faced when we came in. You 
8 have a bifurcated process. You have the design and zone change at one end which we couldn't start until we got the 
9 Plan amendment. What we suggested to you was that we were willing to be conditioned to deal with that. Now I didn't 

I 0 here until tonight that there might be a problem with conditions, so I, I was unable to respond to that. Also, in, in 
11 honesty, because my ears at the last hearing only heard about the area around and not the site itself so if I misheard you 
12 I apologize. But that wasn't the question that was posed. It is a design question. It normally comes at the next part of 
13 the process but we are willing to be conditioned to deal with that issue now. 
14 Fitzgerald -OK. 
15 Roberts -Questions? 
16 Cameron -Yes. I had a question for the gentleman from Kittelson. You referenced that Cornelius Pass road was 
17 going to be widened to five lanes. Do you have a date on that? 
18 
19 Dunn -That was one of the questions that was posed to us at the last hearing. I'm going to start off by saying that the 
20 construction of this planned roadway widening is not certain yet. But there is a 30% design plan now underway and 
21 undertaken by Washington County which we think demonstrates the County's commitment to do this project. 
22 Washington County will know this year how much this project will cost, and it will establish what the alignment and 
23 widening specifications of this roadway section will be. And it's really the first step in getting this project onto the 
24 MSTP, the Washington County MSTP program. 
25 Coulter- Under normal course of standards we're typically talking then years before that really occurs? 
26· Dunn ,.Yes. At the current, at, because ....... . 
27 Coulter- Current pace? 
28 Dunn -pace. By having the project, the 30% design plans this year, with the fmancial estimate would allow this 
29 project if the City and the County are, and the political will make it happen, to get this project onto the next MSTIP 
30 program. 
31 Roberts- Do you happen to know when the current MSTIP program runs out? And they put another one out to be 
32 voted on? 
33 Dunn- I don't know the exact dates for the next MSTIP program. 
34 Roberts- Within a six month range? 
35 Dunn- I don't know ifi can answer that question. 
36 Roberts- OK. 
37 
3 8 Mathews- A question, ifi may about the McDonald House. You said that this is going to be owned, it's owned by the 
39 Elks Lodge. The development is where the cash is. How will the Elk's Lodge be held responsible if they own it and the 
40 developer, the developer is a different entity all together, how do we put those two together? 
41 ? Ziegler- Well it's a good question. I, I believe it goes back to the conditioning that Ed was talking about earlier on 
42 the, a, if you condition, you know, what you see here, you know , if this is what you want to achieve, I believe that is 
4~ ~omething that can be conditioned upon the approval. 
44 Doukas::: And they are joint applicants so they will both be held accountable. You will have the same regulatory 
45 thresholds and, and tools that you have for any other approval. The Elk's want to retain ownership of this parcel 
46 primarily because it's related to their good works program and it's tied in with that and they want to retain that. But 
4 7 they are co-applicants, they're side be side with us, and those improvements will be included as part of the total 
48 development. The same way that the improvements along any Open Space that occur along the riparian corridor. The 
49 Elk's will also retain ownership of that riparian corridor, and so it would be the same circumstance for that. 
50 Counselor Sullivan- There's a couple of other things just to keep in mind. One is that if Commissioner Fitzgerald's 
51 proposed condition comes about and we have to nominate it, we will also have to deal with putting it on the goal 5 
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' inventol)'. And a, it will be requested, unlike the, the brouha the City got involved with a few years ago. And it, you 
can condition it here or at the development stage. Also, we have the head of the House of Ruth here too who will be 

3 more than happy, she had planned to testify during the public portion of the proceedings but if you want her to talk now 
4 about it we'll be glad to have her up next. 
5 Roberts- Other questions? 
6 
7 Coulter- <?>I appreciate you coming back and doing the work that you've done, but there're two conflicting issues 
8 here. And as it goes back to the criteria, we're here to look at is the current designation of Open Space, is 
9 residential better? And a lot of the comments <?> in your testimony dealt with is residential better than commercial. 

I 0 industrial, institutional. hospitals. None of those matter to me. It goes back to specifically looking at Open Space 
II versus residential. And in the testimony from staff this evening it appears we have a lapse in both areas, 
12 notwithstanding the fmancial ability to look at purchase of Open Space. The standard or the guide is ten thousand (sic), 
13 I'm looking at the testimony that most Cities' Parks use that ratio and we're currently at 6.46. We're vel)' short in Open 
14 Space land. And we're short 2400 parcels or pieces for the housing study. So there's still a conflict to me but currently 
15 this is designated Open Space. You haven't convinced me yet that we should move this Open Space, which is already 
16 short, to residential, which is short, they're both short in our community. And, granted we needed to find, we're looking 
17 for homes for future use but we have, we have a responsibility to the people who currently Jive here as well. To me far, 
1~. le!J11e.fmish and I'll Jet you<?>. Far greater than perhaps the new people who want to come to us. You haven't 
19 convinced me that residential should trump Open Space which is already designated today. 
20 
21 Doukas- Clarify for me, when you are comparing Open Space to residential. What does Open Space mean? 
22 
23 Coulter- Open Space can mean usable parks, we're short of those and you're tl)'ing to, in part of your testimony you 
24 talked about sub district look. Although this is a community .. Granted you have parts of a community, but it's still a 
25 community where we're willing to travel a distance to have a reasonable park. 1.5 acres is not much of a usable space, 

OK? And we are short of those usable spaces in the community. 
_,1)' " ' .. , ... 

28 Doukas- You as a community are short overall a certain amount of parks and you went through a long range planning 
29 effort through your Parks and Recreation Master Plan that identified more specific individual park needs based on 
30 location, based on a functionality, based on relationship to schools. All of those locational factors and need factors, and 
31 that Parks and Recreation Master Plan shows that there is not, this is not the area for the community to invest in a 
32 Community Park which 55 acres would be. 
3 3 Coulter- Yes. 
34 Doukas- It is the area for a neighborhood park. 
3 5 Coulter- That is the, that perhaps is the view of the Parks Master Plan. That doesn't mean that's shared by this 
36 Commission. Because I'm looking at the information stating that there's 220 acres we're going to need by 2020 
3 7 ...................................................................................................... .If we give up this Open Space 
38 designation. the ability to build that park, we may never find that land anywhere else in the City. Once it's gone, it's 
39 gone. And ten years from now we may be coming back to the table saying you know what we can't look at sub 
40 districting we can't look at a specific park in a specific small area. We have to look as a communitv where we can 
41 possibly have a park. I would hate to see our community look like areas of Los Angeles because we haven't looked at 
42 that question today. 
43 Counselor Sullivan- Let me tl)' to answer part of it. 
44 Coulter - OK 
45 
46 Counselor Sullivan- Part of the problem I think relates to the use, the double use of the word Open Space. There is 
47 Open Space as part of a Comprehensive Plan designation and there's Open Space in the Parks and Rec's Master Plan. 
48 They are not the same. The fact that, if you leave this in Open Space it will not be available to the public. Other Open 
49 Space uses may be made of that property consistent with the Plan designation. If you're talking about the opportunity to 
cr, buy, that's really a Council decision, but the guide that the Council has is the City's adopted Park and Rec Master Plan 

which says that an appropriate configuration of parks does not include acquisition of this site. What we've offered you 
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1 in our proposal is to give a Neighborhood Park or to deal with the City in that, to give Open Space up to 42% of the site 
2 and to have a means of maintaining that, besides what you get are the system development charges from each of the 
3 houses which goes to the Park and Rec fund to do real acquisition. But just because it's left in Open Space it doesn't 
4 mean it will be the kind of Open Space that the City says that it needs on a broad community level and I guess the other 
5 question I have is overrules. If the City establishes a system by which they look at sub districts and makes a judgment 
6 as to what those needs are, I think you've got to go with that until the City Council makes a change in that set of rules. 
7 
8 Coulter- Well that's possibly a policy decision. 
9 Counselor Sullivan- Well, <1 it> is a policy decision. 

I 0 Coulter- My interpretation may different than yours. <1> by your statement here, a, in your own information to us it 
11' talks about definitions of Open Space:· One of those listed definitions is enhance recreational opportunity. You said 
12 42%, most of that 42% will never be used by the public. 1.5 acres. 
13 Counselor Sullivan- That's right. It's one of the <1> that can be made of Open Space. 
14 Coulter- If you had the opportunity here to maybe perhaps to look at 3 to 10 acres which would make a Neighborhood 
15 Park. Was there a discussion along those lines versus the one and a half that ultimately won't be that usable? 
16 Counselor Sullivan- We'd certainly consider that but what we did was to go to the staff of both Planning and Parks 
17 and Rec and say what do you need and what can you exact from us? And what would like to buy from us? Nobody's 
18 approached us and asked us for 3 to 10 acres. And you can't get that exaction unless you have something to<? trigger> 
12, !))at ~X~\<tjpn, which wou\<;ll;>e a develqpment,. unless you're going to condemn the property, . . 
20 Co niter- Although it says we're going to need 220 acres in 20 years. We have to find it somewhere. 
21 
22 Counselor Sullivan- That's, that's right. <1> 
23 Commissioner Coulter- And this is already Open Space and you're asking me to change it as a commissioner to 
24 residential and you haven't convinced 
25 Counselor Sullivan- I'm asking you not to get lost in the word Open Space because there are two different contexts in 
26 which those words are used. 
27 Coulter- Right. It's part of the< full> definition which you provided, I'm looking at it. 
28 Counselo.r Sullivan- Yes,.and active use .is one.ofthe uses that happens. 
29 Coulter- Correct. 
30 Counselor Sullivan- Passive use is another. 
31 Coulter- That's correct. 
32 Counselor Sullivan- OK. And what we've suggested to you is that we have 42% of the site which is remaining in 
33 Open Space but the only way that that becomes public Open Space is through a Development Condition (sic) or 
34 condemnation. You've already heard from the Parks folks saying that at least as I got it. They can'tjustifY this 
3 5 expenditure for this site. 
36 Coulter- Agreed. However I also don't share your interpretation on the ability to condition a Comprehensive Plan. 
3 71' Everything that I can read and see doesn't support that so if we change this to a SCP A designation I have to plan in my 
38 mind for the worst situation, because I can't condition you. 
39 
40 Counselor Sullivan- And· Vice-President Coulter our problem has always been how do you get from here to there, 
41 because you never get to the a, the McDonald House, you never get to these Open Spaces, you never get to 
42 transportation unless you have a development. And we told you that we will agree to any, and I've given you a four or 
43 five ways that you can condition; modification, fmdings, conditions, a there was another one that I'll find it in a minute, 
44 but there is enough there if you have the will to do it you can do it and we're not going to object. And unless you do 
45 tb.atwe're stuck with here's the property we've got and there's where you want to be and we can never get from here to 
46 there. 
4 7 Coulter- And that's my concern. Legally we may not have that opportunitv to place those kinds of conditions on you. 
48 Counselor Sullivan- I don't know what you've read because I haven't been shared the memo. <?> 
49 Coulter-<?> Just case law in general. I mean, you tell me 
50 Counselor Sullivan -I've given you the case law and the case law says that you can do it. 
51 Coulter- Has any community tried it? 
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1. Counselor Sullivan- Yes. 
2 Coulter- Has it held through the court system? 
3 Counselor Sullivan- Yes. 
4 Coulter- Do we have those case laws? 
5 Counselor Sullivan- Yes, I gave you a memo. 
6 Coulter- OK. In general though, I meaner, in more specific. I'm trying to find out, what I don't understand is, can 
7 you, can vou truly condition a Comprehensive Plan change? Or only a zoning change? 
8 
9 Counselor Sullivan- I think you can condition a Comprehensive Plan change. You might have to listen to your City 

10 attorney. Tim is my former colleague and good friend and he has maybe a different view. My view is that it's been 
11 done before; it's limited intensity of uses. The case that comes to mind right now is the Younger v. Portland which has 
12 to do with the Fred Meyer just offl-84, where Commissioner Schwab made a motion and it stuck, and it stuck over 
13 objection, and it stuck in a challenge at LUBA. I don't remember whether that, that issue was raised at the court of 
14 appeals. 
15 
16 Coulter- What if we, what if it is the opinion of our legal attorney that we can't condition? Where do we go to solve 
17 the,<?> resolution? 
18 Counselor Sullivan - <?> I've given you some other alternatives, a, the Development Agreement which is statutorily 
19 provided for. 
20 Coulter- However by then we've already changed the zone change and you could go for the maximum? Or the 
21 Comprehensive Plan change. 
22 Counselor Sullivan -You can do that before. First of all you have no time limit on a Plan amendment. You can have 
23 that agreement drafted and contemporaneously present it to Council at the same time. I'm told that you've done this by 
24 Findings before; I don't know how you've dealt with that. I'm told also that modifications is also another way that 
?.5 you've dealt with it before. 

> Coulter- I know you're getting excited but I hope you understand we have a large stake as a community and our job is 
L7 to try to, to look at all options. 
28 Counselor Sullivan -1 know that, and I'm trying to do a job for a client. 
29 Coulter"' And so what we're trying to do is I'm trying to drive out the possibilities that are all there .. 
30 Counselor Sullivan- Then test me. 
31 Coulter- That's what I'm trying to do. 
32 Counselor Sullivan- OK. 
33 Coulter- Now, I don't want you to get agitated or excited because I'm going to ask you a lot of questions in order to 
34 make sure. I'm not an attorney, I'm not a land use planner, I'm a layman. But I'm trying to make sure that I'm 
3 5 focusing on every possible issue there is. <?> 
3 6 Counselor Sullivan- Please ask us. 
3 7 Coulter- <?> because that's what<?>. Thank you. 
3 8 Counselor-sullivan -Thank you. 
39 
40 Roberts- "You done? OK. Any other questions or is it my turn? All right. The last time we talked, my concerns 
41 were how this, again if you take the assumption that this is a yes or no decision and I, and I'm, and I'm hoping we can 
42 find a way through that issue. But if you take the assumption this is a yes or no decision how do I wrestle with the 
43 notion that the impact of this development, whether it's 250 homes or 300 or 400 homes. and you put that immediately 
44 adjacent to a very sensitive historic neighborhood, that the Citv has made a commitment to, to maintain as best we can. 
45 its integrity. And so I'm wrestling with, with dual issues of the street system that's in, in that neighborhood is, is 
46 substandard by current standards, it has its own standards. By our own consultant we are going to be. if this thing goes 
4 7 through and we continue connectivity rules, we're going to be putting 50% more traffic in that area. On streets that, 
48 that. that it appears can't handle 50% more traffic. Even if the streets can technically handle the traffic. I'm not sure the 
49 neighborhood, the sense of the neighborhood, the design sense of the neighborhood, the historic sense of the 
· 'l neighborhood can handle more traffic. So I'm still wrestling with this stuff and I haven't heard any kind of 

.. ~ compelling argument that will get me one way or the other on this. I'm not quite sure why, well I, no, I shouldn't 
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1 say this. I understand why, why as a, as a, a concept of a plan that you've shared with us that we technically we have to 
2 look at it but we can't, is because this is a yes or no decision. We can't do anything about it. You're showing access 
3 through the site. So I'm wondering what happens if you say, to heck with that, we're not going to do any access 
4 through the site. Now I'm sure the fire marshal will have something to say about that and people are going to want to 
5 walk to the schools and bicycles are going to want to move through there. I'm OK with that. I'm not OK with cars 
6 moving through there. And I haven't heard any kind of information that defmitively says in a manner in which I can 
7 understand, and I've been reading traffic reports for a long time that, I'm not hearing anything that doesn't sound like 
8 double-talk to me. And I'm a professional; I'm used to reading these things folks. All of this impacts the existing 
9 neighborhood. Has nothing to do with what you guys are doing. Nothing. Other than you guys have a right to do so 

10 then you know, if we say yes, you've got a right to do so. So please help me understand how we can grapple with these 
11 issues in a yes or no arena, or even in a not in a yes or no arena, that maintains the integritv of the existing community, 
12 and, and, and I suspect it's not only traffic but it's also, as most things, when you're taking something new and putting it 
13 next to something old there's an area in there that needs a lot of attention. Right in the joining area, that needs a lot of 
14 attention to make sure that the new neighbors and the old neighbors can get along. Not only visually but physically they 
15 can peacefully coexist and, and I have to be able to understand that, even if we can't condition it. Somehow or another I 
16 have to understand that we can get somewhere that's compatible or else my default is to say no. Not to say yes but to 
17 say no, so we don't damage what we got. So all of that, I need help with traffic, I need help with how we make sure that 
18 we're compatible with our neighbor, with our, with our existing neighborhood." 
19 
20 Doukas- "President Roberts, we're going to get you there. But before we start chatting about traffic and the, that edge 
21. between,the two communities, I would like to say that to a certain extent I think you have to trust yourselves. This, this 
22 Planning Commission has never let anything slide through that I've seen." 
23 Roberts- That's probably true. 
24 
25 Doukas -"You have done very strict reviews, you have upheld very high standards, we have that expectation. The 
26 developer, the development team knew that coming in and, and we know it going through. And we know this is not the 
27 last step, you have the tools. We're fully aware this discussion is not over and this plan that's, that's sitting on the 
28 screen can change drastically, depending on how conversations go before you and we fully understand that. We also 
29 understand that you have to be able to at least see the horizon tonight to, to know that you have the ability to get there 
30 before you are going to say yes. So with that, I think we're going to let Brian Dunn and Brian Ziegler chat about 
31 architecture and traffic and design." 
32 
33 Dunn- "I think I'll start with traffic. Commissioner Roberts, what I'm hearing from you I think are, are two things: 
34 one is you need to have a technical understanding of the traffic impacts as well as an understanding of the impacts to the 
3 5 integrity of this neighborhood as well, the livability of this neighborhood from a traffic standpoint. And the other issue 
36 that I'd like to talk about is, is the merging point between these two, these two areas. In the last Planning Commission 
3 7 hearing we were asked specifically about what the impacts would be to this neighborhood and we prepared exhibits 
3 8 along the roadways that you expressed concern about. That packet was distributed to you. I have it again up here on 
39 slide presentation where we break down those roadways by section and take a look at what are the existing conditions 
40 along these streets in terms of pavement widths, the pavement conditions, and then we also look at what are the effects 
41 of traffic, both looking what the existing volumes are, what the additional site traffic volumes would be and looking at 
42 them in different time slices, if you will. There's, there's average daily traffic, or ADT, that's one way of, to look at a, 
43 traffic. There's other ways oflooking at a, traffic more from the capacity standpoint in my mind which would be the 
44 peak hour conditions." 
45 Roberts- Right. 
46 
4:il Dnnn·-,'<W.e'velooked at· that as well·and as we?ve look at each of these exhibits what we're showing, is that from a 
48 capacity standpoint there was a that question that was raised about are these , do these roadways have the capacity? 
49 And I don't believe that the 250 ADT rule for a certain type, for, I believe it is a type A or a type C street defmes 
50 capacity. What defines capacity is the, I believe, the peak hour, and the amount of traffic that's going through these 
51 roadways during peak hour. What we have evaluated is that with the increased traffic loads along streets such as Alder, 
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Birch east of228th, Dogwood and Elm, essentially where we think that we would have this, these connections, that if 
_ you were to look at just in terms of a peak one minute period you would have less than one car in, to just over three cars 
3 in a one minute window and that's during the peak hour. That means that all other times during the day the volumes 
4 during that time would be less. That, I hope provides a technical a, understanding in terms of the traffic along these 
5 streets. We went out and measured the pavement width along each of these. We found that there was a section along 
6 Birch that is particularly narrow, west of228th. I think it measured between 14 and 16 feet. We don't believe that this 
7 is a very good through route for anybod~, even under existing conditions. The pavement conditions are poor in this 
8 area, there is a stop sign actually at 229 avenue whereas the other parallel routes along Alder and Dogwood north and 
9 south are, do not have stop signs and are, are quicker routes essentially. There are also vehicles parked on the street and 

I 0 a, essentially the pavement is, the pavement width is narrow, so we believe that when site traffic goes along Birch 
II street that it's going to mainly proceed up to Alder which is the designated route of a neighborhood, a 
12 neighborhood route. So regarding these exhibits with the street sections, I, I would be happy to entertain any questions 
13 you might have about these street sections in particular. 
14 
15 I can now talk about the merging point, what's going on in between and how do we provide the blending between our 
16 site and what's adjacent to us. We know that the City has street connectivity standards that we have to meet. It's a 
17 balance, and that's why we're proposing connections wherever we perceive the streets to stop. Our analysis shows that 
18 we could even have one less connection. If it's not at Birch or it's not at Elm, or if it's not at Dogwood that we could 
19 have up to two connections. So we, we leave it to you to decide is that sufficient to have two connections or three 
20 connections. We believe, in comments that we've heard from the neighborhood meetings, which we've had three of 
21 them, we've heard comments which say no connections at all, and comments which said provide all three connections 
22 because t(), to distribute the traffic over multiple routes is, it's better to spread that out and not point load any one route. 
23 I prepared some other exhibits in my main presentation which talk about what are some things that we can do internally 
24 on our site, along this western site boundary to address a, the issue of how much traffic we send. We believe there are 
~ 'i some ways to encourage traffic to use Quatama and to use Cornelius Pass when their going north and south. Internally 

the, I, I think did discuss there are some external factors which I can go to later but let's focus on the internal factors. 
1.7 Just along the western site boundary along our three a, western connections, I've prepared a conceptual exhibit which is 
28 on the next slide here which shows how Dogwood Street might be extended into our site. One of the ways of 
29 controlling or making the roadways to Orenco less appealing is by providing discontinuous sections, street sites, street 
30 connections, excuse me. That's why we show Dog (sic) street coming in one block and then terminating in aT. There 
31 are other things that we can do internally such as the use of curb extensions, on-street parking and if you notice there's a 
32 particular pattern that I'm trying to show here is that we're putting parking and those curb extensions on the east and 
33 north sides of the streets where traffic is flowing towards the old Orenco Neighborhood district. And we think that that 
34 creates a little bit more of friction, if you will, on the, on people that would want to go that direction. We're we're 
35 showing how traffic in the reverse direction towards Cornelius Pass essentially has no parked cars on their side of the 
36 street. They have a curb right next to them, a ten or eleven foot travel lane where they can move down to Cornelius 
37 Road in a smoother fashion. Other internal traffic management measures that we can employ, there are two shown here 
38 which are the raise pedestrian or textured crosswalks, if you will, these are devices which give pedestrians a, safer 
39 conditions, it slows traffic down when they, when they see these textured crossings. They're done in multiple 
40 subdivisions in Washington County that I'm aware of and I think they tend to, to slow people down and in by putting 
41 these out<?> western side of our site or even blending them into our site we believe that we can provide devices like 
42 this that encourage traffic to go over, to Cornelius Pass. Now there are some external factors, don't necessarily relate to 
43 how we're, this merging point. And I would like to discuss with you because I think they are, they do influence where 
44 people travel. We've done extensive travel time runs from the site to other directions and those travel time runs which 
45 were included in the supplemental analysis we submitted to the City show that on average, if you're traveling from our 
46 site on Quatama road going north, on Cornelius Pass, under existing conditions its on average two minutes quicker than 
4 7 it would be to go the, I want to call it the back door route, to another road connection along the western site boundary 
48 and there are, there are a,:things which are influencing that. One, it' a longer trip to get to, for .example Highway 26 
49 going north of Cornell. There's a light rail crossing which I think in one of our travel time runs we did actually have to 

stop when the gates, when the automatic gates were down but because there's an at grade crossing there, there are minor 
_ i delays created by the light rail vehicles. They go by there every 5 to 7 minutes during peak hour conditions whereas 
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I over on Cornelius Pass a, there's a grade separated structure, cars just move right on through there without any delays 
2 caused by light rail. Other external factors, <!>I'm trying to remember what the other one was. I believe it had to do 
3 with the future widening of Cornelius Pass road; yes that was the third one. And that's where I'd like to answer; I think 
4 I already did answer some of the questions about the timing of that project." 
5 Roberts -Right. 
6 
7 Dunn- "We know it's going to be five lanes, it's projects like ours that are spearheading************ the movement 
8 by Washington County to a, design and construct this project in the future. The timing is uncertain but we, we think 
9 that this type of project that is going to spearhead that movement." 

I 0 Roberts- So, and I, I don't know that this is a question for you but I'm going to ask it and you can either tell me no, 
II that's a staff question or you, you can try. Under the rules of connectivity are we required to make sure that we filter 
12 traffic just all over the place or can we go to Quatama, as an example, and require access to Quatama and then amend 
13 our Transportation Plan so Quatama goes straight over to 23lst street? 
14 Dunn -All the west and across. 
15 Roberts- All the way west over to 231 ". 
16 Dunn -As a transportation planner it to me, it seems like a logical connection to have no <?> 
17 Roberts - When I was driving around the conununity it looked like a logical connection. 
18 Dunn- You're, you're aware of the functional plan map shows how Quatama would be extended to the southwest, I 
19 believe, to Baseline as a future street connection. 
20 Roberts- Yes I am. 
21 Dunn - So I think there was an attempt 
22 Roberts- That's, that's another alternative to get access, you know, to get east-west access and encourage traffic to go 
23 somewhere other than old Orenco. Does that make sense? 
24 Dunn -I think so. Are you also saying that you would have no connections to the west along our site? Or are you just 
25 saying 
26 Roberts- Yes, that's what I'm saying. 
27 Dunn- OK. There are some standards that I would like to defer to staff but I do have a section of the code here in front 
28 of me that discusses about street extensions, and it's in section 13 of the Transportation Code. It says, under letter M; 
29 proposed developments shall consider opportunities to incrementally extend and connect proposed new streets with 
30 existing streets within adjacent or nearby areas, in addition to addressing street connectivitv recommendations shown in 
31 the local street connectivity maps so that's, that's one of the standards which talks about street connectivity. 
32 ){1,>1•·1'1 ... - ' 

33 Roberts- Right, yes, but I know that we have approved quite a few sub-divisions here where, where we have created a 
34 compromise to connectivity, where we have connected it pedestrian, you know, via pedestrian connections. And if the 
35 fire department and the police department want to access we've created some kind of, some kind of a locking gate, or 
36 some, some way that they can get through if they really need to. Otherwise nobody goes through except people that 
3 7 walk or ride bicycles to control and filter the kind type of traffic we're talking about. 
38 
39 Dunn- I think that I would also like to defer to perhaps Wink Brooks or to Brette about 
40 Roberts - Oh I suspect they're going to weigh in on this one. 
41 Dunn - f think they are. I don't need, I don't even need to prompt them. 
42 Doukas- I'm also curious as to the rest of the Conunission kind of, shares an interest in that concept. 
43 
44 Coulter- I think I would share any opportunity that looked at we don't take away from old Orenco, old Orenco 
45 Neighborhood, that we worked hard to get to where it was, so if there's opportunities to keep that from occurring I think 
46 we should look at it, but what are the possibility? 
47 
48 Roberts- So and, and my guess is that's the major stumbling block, you know, that and taking Open Space off, 
42 whether it's private or public, where no matter how you use it, conceptually there ain't nothing built on it right now and 
50 if you say yes to development and something gets built on it, it's gone. And so we're wrestling with those two issues, 
51 you know, we've been, I think, fairly consistent. There's other issues but those are the two big ones. 
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Counselor Sullivan- President Roberts, the thing that we've been dealing with as applicants is trying to read the Plan 
3 and following the staff guidance. Having to do 
4 ? - Granted. 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Counselor Sullivan- with, you know, a number of things including connectivity. 
?-Yep. 
Counselor Sullivan -We thought we had to do it because we need to plan that way. 
? Roberts- Why wouldn't you think you had to do it? Of course you do. 
Counselor Sullivan- "And it's consistent with the Transportation Planning Rule. But it, but it raises the whole issue 
of conditions again. We came in here looking at connectivity as a given and as a requirement. We came in here looking 
at a contradiction in the current set of regulations with the street standards for Orenco and what the City's normal local 
streets and collector streets would require. It doesn't compute. There's got to be a response to how these things are 
internally consistent. Also, the current zoning designation on the property is County Institutional which allows not only 
for golf courses but a range of other uses. And if a different, we're not proposing any different institutional use, comes 
on that property and increases traffic it raises the same issue even without the Plan amendment, so we're faced with all 
this and we're trying to give you and the community our best shot at what this will look like even though we're not 
obligated and even though it almost gets in the way of our presentation because we want you to know what we're 
looking at and we're telling you if you want to condition it we're willing to do that and we're willing to work with you 
and if you think you can cut off access to the west we'll consider that too, but we think we've got an obligation and we, 
we need to hear from you before we come back." 

Roberts- "Well part of the, I'm not sure if this is a luxury or a burden but this body can interpret. And, you know, in 
the last hearing I said that, in some of the opening things that I said, the Elks Club is a wonderful organization. It's a 
given. We need to find a way to help them. That's a given. Everyone has certain rights with, every property owner 

?5 has certain rights with their properties and we're trying to balance all of that. 

L.! 
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33 
34 
35 
36 
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And what I'm seeing is that we've got to find a way to think outside the box here and, and it's not all about meeting 
absolutely every single regulation because if we do that there's going to be a winner and there's going to be a loser and 
that's not appropriate. And so I'm not sure how we're going to get there, I'm not sure if we can get there. I appreciate 
your comments, I truly do. You have done some massive kinds of work in the last while, I fully understand. But I'm 
still not there yet because of the fundamental things that we're wrestling with, and so somehow or another we got 
to, we got to get a hold of this." 

C:ounseiorSullivan- And all I can say is that we're willing to work with you on this. 
Roberts- And that I truly appreciate. 

"' ·''' 

Discussion if Conditions can be placed on this Comprehensive Plan Map amendment 

Coulter- Maybe ifl could ask both staff here, maybe, where is the appropriate time this evening to have a discussion 
about the ability to condition the Comprehensive Plan. When should we do that today because it seems that we keep <? 
looping > back around to this animal that we got to deal with here, with conditioning the Comprehensive Plan. And I 
guess, in general, what's the appropriate time to have that discussion? 
' 

Brooks- Well, I would think at the end after you've heard all of the testimony and you've decided whether or not 
conditions are something that you would like to do considering all of the testimony that you have heard. However it is 
getting late and I think our City attorney has some concerns about how late he can stay here tonight. So you may want 
to have him weigh in earlier rather than later with regard to that issue since it is a central issue to our discussions here 
tonight. 
Coulter- Yes, everything keeps coming back to it both for the applicant and for us as a Commission trying to figure it 
out. 
Roberts ,7 So, do we go back to staff comments which allows us to, to really broach that subject or do we continue with 
the hearing? 
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1 Brooks -I think you can ask that question of the City attorney at anytime you, you wish 
2 Roberts- True, we do that. 
3 Brooks -if you feel like you need assistance on a particular question. 
4 Roberts- All right. So, do you want to ask him or do you want me to? 
5 Coulter- Well, I, I think he's, he's heard my question. I, I guess to me Mr. Sercomb that it seems to be a pinnacle 
6 issue here in what we're trying to get here and I guess I need an understanding, we have a central issue here, can, can 
7 this Commission legally condition a Comprehensive Plan change? 
8 
9 City Attorney Counselor Tim Sercomb- "Well let me say a couple words then get into your answer (sic) before 

10 answering it more directly. First of all, with respect to any type of conditions that are imposed in any sort of land use 
11 action the reason why you impose conditions is to excuse a denial, in other words, to put something in there that 
12 otherwise if you couldn't do it you would deny the request, the application. And so, in, in looking at this issue the 
13 first thing you look at is, OK, is what are we talking about in terms of the criteria and the criteria are, as you well know, 
14 that you allow or disallow or modify the Plan amendment request based on whether two criteria , that the propertv is 
15 better suited for uses proposed than for the uses for which the property is currently designated by the Plan; and two, that 
16 a need exists for the proposed Plan Map designation that is not already met by the existing Plan Map designations in the 
17 general area. So I think in, in talking about this issue of conditions you need to think about it in terms of, assuming that 
18 you had the abilitv to impose conditions, how does it relate to the approval criteria? And what level of specificity and 
19 limitations on property use is necessary in order to make a determination that the property is better suited for 
20 particular uses than it is by its current Plan designation? Secondly, there are cases that, that Mr. Sullivan has given 
21 you that, the Ever case, and the citizen's case that a, where LUBA has generically said that it is not, a, that you can 
22 condition a Plan change, a Plan Map change and that it is not inconsistent with the statewide planning goals. That is a 
23 different legal question that whether or not a Plan amendment condition is allowed as a matter of Hillsboro law, 
24 the context of our own zoning ordinance, and our own Plan provisions. And I have some concerns about whether 
25 or not Plan amendment conditions are appropriate given the context of Hillsboro's Comprehensive Plan 
26 provisions and what's contained in the Hillsboro zoning ordinance. This is not a black and white issue, it's not a, I 
27 can't give you an opinion that is absolutely verboten and you can't do it. And I can't give you an opinion that it's free 
28 from doubt that you can either. It's in between. The reason why<?> I have concerns about whether or not Plan 
29 amendment, Plan amendment conditions are appropriate is because our system allows for conditioning of zone change 
30 requests. And it appears to have contemplated situation where if there's going to be some sort oflimitation placed on 
31 development at the time of preliminary land use approvals it's done at the zone change step. And our, both our Plan 
32 and our code recognize that your can have conditional zoning. They don't recognize, or have no provisions 
3 3 about conditional Plan amendments. And with respect to the conditional zoning they limit the conditions that can be 
34: put on a·rewne to more like site condition's sorts ofthings, access, and landscaping and that sort of thing and not uses 
35 or density. My understanding here is that the condition that you were interested in or talking about or thinking about is 
36 whether or not you can limit the uses or the density to which this property is developed at the time of the Plan 
3 7 Map ... [End of tape] ... in many ways, we have an expressed allowance of conditional rezones. And specific limitations 
3 8 as to what we can put in for conditions on rezones. And to then say that we can put even greater and more detailed and 
39 different types of conditions on at the time that we do a Plan amendment seems inconsistent with that and that's the 
40 legal concern. Now there are other parts of that in that the courts have registered some concern with whether or not if 
41 you have a condition on a Plan amendment what happens it the condition isn't satisfied, does the Plan amendment revert 
42 back to the old Plan designation? How does it work when you're doing a Plan amendment change? And if it does 
43 revert back, how does that work with requirements for public participation and current factual support for a Plan change 
44 if it automatically reverts some time in the future? So<?> is that if you're contemplating conditions, it has to be very 
45 directly linked to the criteria and offer a reason or a limitation on the proposal without which it would be denied. It is 
46 not appropriate, I think, given the criteria for Plan changes that you as a Planning Commission design the 
4 7 development ... Unless you conclude that your preferences on historic preservation or streets or whatever are core to 
48 these criteria for approving or not this Plan change, you know, it would be inappropriate for conditions even if you 
49 concluded that you could supply (sic) conditions. Conditions, if you're thinking about it have to go then to reasons that 
50 would excuse a denial and secondly there are concerns, if you put conditions on this Plan amendment that are markedly 
51: llifferent.in detail and scope than the conditions.that otherwise can be applied at the time ofre.zoning., There is some 
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l legal vulnerability to that. And it is uncertain whether or not that would be approved by the courts on review, it might 
be, it might not. And again any type of conditions need to be underscored with the notion of what happens if the 

3 conditions aren't fulfilled, what happens to allowed uses on the property if they can't be fulfilled and what does that 
4 leave you in terms of planning limbo. Those are the concerns that I have." 
5 
6 Coulter: I always feel like a guinea pig when we get done with these. You know, like we're laying the groundwork. 
7 President Roberts: Does anyone out there want our job? 
8 Commissioner Matthews: Could I go back to a question to the traffic engineer? 
9 Roberts: And we've all volunteered for this. Can you believe that? 

10 
1 I Counselor Sercomb: "Can I add one more comment? This is a particular problem with the SCPA Plan designation 
12 that may not be a problem with other sorts of Plan amendments and you're stuck on this because of the peculiarities of 
13 the SCPA Plan designation. Normally when you have a Plan change and you have a Plan change that's from one use 
14 category to another use category the use category that they're seeking to change it to has implementing zoning and you 
15 know what kind of uses can be allowed and you're contrasting the uses that are forecast by the zoning code when your 
I 6 considering the Plan change. That isn't the case here. And it isn't the case because the SCPA Plan designation allows 
17 for a variety of uses and a number of zones. And so you're stuck with a situation so, OK, some of the uses that you're 
18 going to· allow under the SCPA Plan designation would be appropriate, you know, and would be something that the 
19 property is better suited to than the uses allowed by Open Space zoning, some of them may not be. So how do you get 
20 to the point where, you know, you can say well, yes, if it's going to be used for these kinds of uses that are allowed in 
21 one of the SCPA zones that would be fine, the property is better suited for than it is for 100% Open Space zoning. But, 
22 on the other hand, if it's, there's a different SCPA zone that's applied, the property wouldn't be better suited for than the 
23 I 00% Open Space zoning that the Plan designation currently has. And so, if you're going to entertain the thought of 
24 conditioning Plan amendments this would be the context to do it because you don't have the same tools that you have in 
25 terms of implementing zoning that you have in other Planning <?amendment> context. Again, I think there some 

'· ~om:erns about conditioning particularly at some of the detail that you're talking about Plan amendments. But 
, on the other hand I understand, and I think you could interpret this context to allow you perhaps to do it because of that 

28 problem. There may other things that Mr. Sullivan has talked about, about establishing in your Findings and in you're 
29 record that the reason why we think this property is better suited for the proposed uses is because it's going to be used 
30 for 1,2,3,4 and 5 and that's the reason why this Plan change is being allowed, and establishing that as a, the basis for 
3 I your action which would then guide the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board in terms of their re-zone. It would guide 
32 you in terms of the detail and concept development plan stuff if you're going to be doing that later on. You can 
33 establish a record that way, that would create some precedent in terms of how and for what this property is to be used. 
34 Not the same as legally binding it necessarily with a condition. But it would be something that would be applied by 
~ ~. lflte\.boar4s and particularly .if it was ~afl;"trme!P by the Council as it would be, by this Plan change .. ordinance, the 
36 Council could in that ordinance by adopting those fmdings create a record that would compel , I think, particular uses of 
37 the property in the future. And again, it's not the same as conditioning because of the problems that I mentioned, but it 
38 can be used to mold the future." 
39 ?-Wow. 
40 Coulter - I guess my last question would be, would we determine that the best vehicle was SCP A for this? Is that, is 
41 that why we're going down this road in the first place? Yes, !.guess, did we determine that SCPA was the best vehicle 
42 to go down this road with, changing it to a SCPA? 
43 Counselor Sercomb- Debbie Raber question. Not a Tim Sercomb question. 
44 Raber -.Actually that's a Wink Broo!Q's question. 
45 Roberts- I was waiting for that. 
46 
4 7 Brooks- Yes, well, when we were faced with this we were asked what we thought was the best approach for this 
48 particular site if it were to be changed and we looked at it and we looked at the access to the Light Rail stations on either 
49 side and it's basically right in between the half mile circles for both stations and has very direct access to both stations. 
~0 And we do have a very rigorous review process with respect to how we review projects in the Station Community 

Planning Areas, particularly if you're looking at residential and you're looking at potentially SCR-V. So, our idea was 
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1 to take a look at the SCP A plan designation as one of the possible choices to move forward with. So it did originate as 
2 an idea with the Staff after having looked at it and analyzing. 
3 Roberts- OK are there any other questions of staff or this applicant? 
4 
5 Traffic Questions 
6 
7 Mathews- Yes there is. This goes to the traffic engineer. In your studies of, let's say that we are not able to route you 
8 around the south side, I agree that going around the south side of town, around the south side or old Orenco would be 
9 the superior, you just bypass, not going into old Orenco at all, but if you can't, you have to go through old Orenco what, 

10 and we have streets there without sidewalks that are already having pedestrian problems and bicycle problems, their 
II already at hazards, hazard now. Do you know how many more bicycles and how many pedestrians you're going have 
12 walking over to the bus stop at Dogwood. That's where the light rail, I mean, that's where the mass transit is, that's 
13 where they're going to be walking to get to the light rail. How much more foot traffic are we going to have on those 
14 streets without sidewalks? 
15 
16 Dunn- Commissioner Mathews, I don't, I don't have estimates as to how much pedestrian traffic or bicycle traffic 
17 would go between our site and the light rail station. We have 
18 Mathews-You had writ, it's already at a critical mass now? 
19 Dunn - Critical mass of 
20 Mathews- The amount of foot traffic and pedestrian traffic on those streets without sidewalks is already at a mass, it's 
21 already at a critical mass. We already have more people out there on the sidewalks, in the street walking than we should 
22 have. You would agree with me on that? 
23 Dunn- Well, I can only base it on the observations that I've made also in the field which was pretty low volume, 
24 pedestrian volume along our streets. 
25 Mathews- Except during school, when school gets in and gets out. 
26 Dunn- I've observed conditions out there during the school hour and yes there are some students who walk to their 
27 !Jomes .. The main area where the school children are walking is around and within the perimeter of the school. We've 
28 prepared an exhibitthat shows what facilities are available. I have them in hard copy as well if you want, if you prefer 
29 to see that. 
30 Mathews- No, that's fme. 
31 
32 Dunn- What we, this is a figure that we created early on when we were doing our street inventory and what it shows in 
33 light blue is what existing sidewalk facilities there are today and if you look between our site and going west to 2281

h, 

34 it's a pretty comprehensive network of sidewalks mainly within the school and around the school property. Beyond the 
35 school area going west we did focus on the streets that we thought would be sending traffic down, Alder, Birch, and 
~Q p9gwood, .J'here are some intermittent sections along Dogwood Street that do have sidewalks. And if you look closely 
37 at the aerial you can see that these sidewalks, the majority of those sidewalks were done when those properties 
3 8 redeveloped and we expect that as properties continue to redevelop, recently I think there was another project just to the 
39 southwest, a forty lot sub-division was approved, and they'll be building their sidewalks with a connection up to 
40 Dogwood. That as properties redevelop eventually you will have a continuous system. We've also shown in there in 
41 red highlighting, this is based on my professional opinion, of what we might constitute as walkable shoulders, anything 
42 between 3 and 6 feet of room off the pavement for pedestrians to walk. Some people chose to walk on the pavement 
43 regardless of the traffic. I'm that kind of person. Some people prefer the safety of the shoulder, and we're just trying to 
44 show in this figure that there are some sections, particularly on Dogwood where people can stay of the road all the way 
4§, to 231~., ;rhere are some sections along Alder particularly on the north side of Alder which is, you know, very open up 
46 there, there's no homes which is another nice spot, where people can walk on the shoulder. I would like to focus also on 
47 a street that's not shown in this figure, it's right in the middle, it's called Chestnut. And I think it's important to note 
48 that, we're not, even though we're not sending traffic down Chestnut, it's a very low volume street, it's a very nice 
49 place for pedestrians to walk. I know that not everyone lives on Chestnut but I think it's a strategic road because it's in 
50 line with the central sidewalk system of both the school and also ifl were to merge our site plan on this, it's how we 
51 want to extend that side walk system. So, we have the pedestrians' safety in mind throughout our entire, this entire 
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process. We have met with the neighborhood in three neighborhood meetings. When we asked them specifically if 
pedestrians are concerned, what would you want, would you want us to build a sidewalk connection to 231 "? Some 

3 people said yes, some people said no, I can tell you our client is willing to extend a continuous system to 231 ". I 
4 believe that Dogwood is that likely connection, at least a sidewalk on one side of the street, supposedly on the south 
5 side. There are some issues though in being able to do that. Number one, do the neighbors want that? Some probably 
6 do, some probably don't. But there are potentially some right of way issues in doing that, we would need to get right of 
7 way to do that. There are some open drainage ditches that some of the residents are very proud of, they don't flood, and 
8 they'd probably like to keep things that way. So, there are some constraints but our client has acknowledged that they 
9 are willing to do something; that makes sense. And if it means a system to get people to 231" safely they are willing to 

I 0 do that in a reasonable means. 
11. 
12 Coulter- Yes, I have one more question for Brian, a, Mr. Dunn. One of your comments that I was reading through the 
13 report was you felt most of the traffic would move north up Cornelius Pass Road because the time is quicker is that, is 
14 that, will that take into consideration the extra traffic that will be generated from Witch Hazel, once those homes are 
15 built out and their coming up. And will it take into account whatever happens at the intersection of Baseline and 
16 Cornelius Pass Road, that added volume, will that change that, that a opportunity to get that extra 90 to !50 seconds or 
17 is it going to slow it down, so people are going to say now it's taking me longer to go up Cornell or Cornelius Pass 
18 Road, I'm going to go out through old Orenco? 
19 
20 Dunn -Those travel times are based on existing conditions. So, Witch Hazel, if you can familiarize me with where that 
21 is, and if it was a development that we did consider. I imagine it would be south of our development. 
22 
23 Coulter- Yes, it's south. It's south on the other side of even TV Highway but we have limited north-south ways to get 
24 to Highway 26. So there going to pick those limited ways to get to there. So we know that we're going to anticipate a 
25 load coming down Cornelius Pass Road. I'm just trying to determine if that advantage of time is going to stay to where 

~ the homeowners in this location<?> it's beneficial still to go up Cornelius-Pass Road or we start going, or they, maybe 
1 at first they'd go up Cornelius Pass Road but as these things happen they're all going to start moving into old Orenco 

28 Neighborhood. And that's what I'm trying to gauge here. 
29 
30 Dunn- Well, we based our distribution of our site traffic on three things. I think Brent Ahrend attested to two of those 
31 things. The travel time runs. The traffic counts and the patterns that we've observed from existing travel time counts. 
32 But we also base it on the third which was the distribution provided by the traffic model, the regional traffic model for 
33 this area. And it was actually very much in tune with the traffic pattern in terms of what is going north and south off of 
34 Quatama, off of Dogwood and essentially that model is based on a twenty year projection. So I would imagine the 
35 answer to your question is yes it would account for developments like Witch Hazel and other developments within 
36 developable property. 
~h- i.J.i,jH Ill'' ... L''"" ·.!o ~· ,,::..._ "'•l' '•L"III. 

38 Coulter- That's probably in consideration that we will get a new<'?> and the County will make a five lane, all those 
39 things will occur. That's, that's probably part of that whole projection ability to do a projection twenty years out. 
40 Dunn - That's correct. 
41 
42 Coulter- We have to hope that the County can find the funds to make that five lane situation happen or we could push 
43 then that traffic back into old Orenco, if it doesn't happen, and we go through some tough economic times, they don't 
44 spend money, we can't find money, all those things seem to occur. And related to that question and I know they 
45 changed the street named standards for these roads but bottom line is they're, the street widths that are very limited and 
46· the City stated that we're 250 vehicles per day greater than the current<'?> road site, whether, no matter what they call 
47 the road, it's still not very wide and we're in excess of250, so if we do push traffic back into there<?> at that time we 
48 present ourselves with a large problem. if we shove all that traffic in there at that point. 
49 
"fl Dunn- You're using 250 vehicles per day to 

Coulter- They're exceeding <?> 
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1 Dunn -to define capacity though is what I'm getting at 
2 Roberts But we're doing it not for capacity reasons but we're doing it for historic preservation reasons. 
3 Dunn-<!> it's a question oflivabi1ity not of capacity. 
4 Coulter- It goes back to that situation, how, how are we going to maintain livability in old Oren co. You know they 
5 shouldn't pay the penalty for a new, I mean, neighbor, you know, we have to find a way to make the neighbor a 
6 good neighbor and also take care of old Orenco, you know, and everyone lives a happy life. And I'm trying to figure 
7 how to make a happy life here. 
8 
9 Dunn- Well the question, Commissioner Coulter, that you posed to us the last Planning Commission hearing was you 

10 wanted to get an understanding of traffic magnitude and visual feeling, I think, the feel of what it would be like to go 
11 through these streets with what it would be like with our site in place, and I think what we should focus on is the 
12' physical geometry of these streets to define what the capacity is. What can these streets accommodate from a capacity 
13 standpoint? And I think we have shown in our exhibits that with the increased loads, with the pavement conditions, and 
14 the street widths that are out there that those streets can accommodate that. 
15 
16 Coulter- Although I'm concerned that the City is said that we're exceeding the, by 250 per day. 
17 Dunn- And that, and that threshold does not define capacity. It defines as Commissioner Roberts was saying, I think, 
18 the question of livability which 
19 Roberts- It defines capacity that we're willing to deal with. It does defme capacity but it's, but it's not an engineering 
20 capacity, it's a capacity that we're willing to deal with. 
21 Dunn- And this is a question that, I think, as Wink had pointed out earlier, that this is a call that you make after your 
22 evaluation 
23 Roberts- Right. 
24 Dunn -that, that, essentially what we have here is, is kind of a conflict between the functional classification of these 
25 roadways such as Alder and Dogwood, neighborhood routes and a collector route versus the adopted standards for these 
26 special·street types. 
27 Roberts- Right. 
28 Dunn- And that's the balance. 
29 Roberts-OK. 
30 ? ~That's it for me. 
31 ? - Thank you. 
32 Roberts- All right, do you feel duly beat up? 
33 
34 Doukas- Any other questions? We really appreciate the questions, honestly we do, it's, it's giving us I believe a better 
3 5 direction for, for where we can head, so I appreciate your patience. 
36 
37 Roberts- Ok. Is there anybody that wishes to testifY in favor? And for each and every one of you I'll try and 
~~ mnembe~.t!l ask, well, hopefully I'll try and remember to ask are you representing a group or are you an individual 
39 because if you're a group you get fifteen minutes. If you're an individual you get three minutes. The only thing I 
40 would ask is that, I would ask that we don't be playing games with, well, OK I testified because I'm the head of this 
41 organization over here but now I'm coming back as an individual so I want to testifY again. Just talk to us once, that's 
42 what we're after, OK? I mean, we'll get it, we really will, just talk to us once. OK. In favor. Yes, just to kind of 
43 remind everyone that I promised you a break between the pros and the cons, we're going to do that. 
44 
45 Rhonda K. Leonard- .... I'm the executive director of the House of Ruth ..... serving families since '96 approximately 
46 when we entered the agreement with the Elks lodge .... serving families of Hillsboro and Washington County and even 
4:]• the surrounding area .... and we wouldn't be able to do that quite honestly without the support of the Elks Lodge .... we 
48 share the same passion for the history of the area and the desire to preserve that as you do, as a matter of fact when we 
49 came into the building, the facility, the home it was absolutely in disrepair, not livable, ceilings falling in, all the 
50 systems of the house were unusable. Part of what we did as an organization was restore the home to the standard that it 
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,t is today which everybody acknowledges is, is wonderful. So we share that vision of having the House of Ruth be a 
centerpiece for this community ... 

3 
4 Fitzgerald- !just had a quick question. I didn't know if you were aware if the house did have National Register status 
5 you would be eligible for 
6 Leonard - It does not. 
7 Fitzgerald- grants. 
8 Leonard -It currently does not have National Register status, yes. 
9 Fitzgerald -Just so you're aware. !fit is determined that it is significant, and it was nominated it would be eligible for 

I 0 grants. And the good news is this the State Park just found out they had a windfall of II million dollars, so there will be 
I I additional funds available for a house like yours for things like upkeep and that sort of thing. It's not all bad news in 
12 terms of restrictions. There is money available and additional incentives. You're a non-profit group? 
13 
14 Leonard -We are. 
15 Fitzgerald- What area do you service? Is it Washington County? Is it 
16 Leonard -Most of our residents do come from Washington County area because of the social service network and 
17 Washington County is very familiar with us. However we don't have a geographical limitation .... 
18 Fitzgerald -Thank you. 
19 Roberts- [Discusses logistics of speakers coming forward to give their testimony] 
20 
21 AI Young - ... in support of amendment. ... discussed work he and others did to get Light Rail to extend all the way to 
22 Hillsboro.•. :felt·need to maximize density because of Light Rail. ... didn't know why or who made Oren co a special little 
23 spot .... feels need to have access from the development to the light rail station ..... don't need a huge <?area> around the 
24 McDonald House .... costs about $8000 per acre to maintain park acreage ..... 
25 

Bob Santesson- ... some who live there and don't want traffic going through there and I agree with that ... something 
needs to be done so we're not driving through old Orenco .... discusses traffic on Cornelius Pass, stoplight at Baseline 

28 and Cornelius Pass is stupid ... "if! lived in Orenco I wouldn't want people driving through there, there should be some 
29 way that can be cut off'' ... like a cul-de-sac community and have it go out on Quatama or Cornelius Pass .... 
30 
31 David Edwards- (Exalted Ruler of the Hillsboro Elks Lodge BPOE 1862) "Councilmember (sic) Fitzgerald I 
32 understand your concerns about the House of Ruth. It is very precious to us. I can't tell you that it will be there forever 
33 but I'll give you this guarantee, that as long as we are sitting here that house will exist and we will support it. As far as 
34 the traffic, you know, traf, I grew up in Aloha when l851h was nothing but two lanes from Farmington to the Sunset 
35 Highway. And I remember all that and it's just gotten worse and worse. Like you we're all volunteers, so I do not envy 
36 you this particular decision. I would like to say though that do to nobody's and everybody's fault that over the last 
37 6 to 8 months the golf course has gone from generating revenue to being at the point of draining our revenue 
38 because of what's going on, you know, people oh the golf course is closed we can't go play, well, there's no 
~2 r~v~nu!l, th~re then. Alld.l\11. our coffers dwindlt:l. then our influence within this community dw.indles and we don't want 
40 that to happen. What we want to have happen is to be a good influence on the community, We want this building to go 
41 on because we want our Lodge to be a hub of that community and to show them the good works that we do and the 
42 influence we can have on this City and on the County, and on the State, and of America. And to due that I think is the 
43 ultimate thing to do. And that is why, you know, the money's great but you know what, I think the ultimate thing is to 
44 go out there and find the people and do good works and I appreciate your hard work, thank you." 
45 
46 Roberts- Is there anybody else that would like to testifY in favor? Seeing none, we will take, let's try for a five minute 
47 break but ifthere is a line up at the bathroom we'll extend it a little bit. [Break] You folks are already sitting 
48 here,and.you're alllined·up and read}" to go. It is my understanding that the planning director has gone around and 
49 either done a random sampling or come to a conclusion that most of you would be satisfied if we stopped the hearing at 
SO this point and reconvened two weeks from now, on the 261h', and we would start right where we are, right here, so we 

,would start with opposition testimony then we'll continue through the hearing to some kind of conclusion. If all of you 
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I are ok with that I'm really ok with that and if you really want, if you really want to talk tonight by golly we'll stay here 
2 until we're done, well, or until we drop one or the other. So, Mr. Brooks. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 

17 

Brooks- I think it's a decision of the Commission but the appropriate action if you wish to continue would be a motion 
to continue the hearing to January 26th. 
Mathews- Can we make it the first thing on the agenda? 
Brooks -With making it clear that the record remains open. 
Roberts- Then without any objection I think that's where we're going to head. 
Coulter- Yes, in polling the Commission, I think, you know, I, again to the people who are<?> we apologize for not 
going all the way through with this but as you can tell it's a very important issue to the community. I think it's 
imperative that we as a commission listen and comprehend what you're talking about and when it gets very late and 
challenging for all of us it's, that is a challenge. We want to do the best job possible for the community, for the 
applicant. So with that I move that we continue HCP 4-04 Orenco Woods Crossing to our January 26, 2005 meeting. 

[Opponents to start testifYing at the beginning of the next hearing] 

1-26-05 (Jfearing #3) 

18 Estes- in staff report: "since the 1-12-05 hearing the Planning Department has received an updated traffic analysis 
19 which discusses the potential design scenario which would not include vehicular connections to the Orenco 
20 Neighborhood." ....... . 
21 
22 " . Opponent testimony 
23 
24 Jim Labbe (Urban conservationist representing the Audubon Society)- We believe the highest and best use in this high 
25 densitv area for this site, in the near and long term, is public access Open Space- The Audubon Society is actively 
26 involved in Regional planning efforts ... that have encourage channeling public and private investments towards town 
27 regional centers and station communities but we've done so under the assumption that there'll be a strong 
28 complimentary effort to protect and restore the regions infrastructure, streams, rivers, floodplains, natural areas as well 
29 as provide provision of adequate parks and Open Space. There are many reasons the regional planning process located 
30 Light Rail tracks associated with Orenco and Quatama sites to the east and west and perhaps the most significant from 
31 our perspective is the Rock Creek corridor and floodplain. The Rock Creek corridor and the fish and wildlife resources 
32 it supports are absolutely regionally significant resources from our perspective. The corridor is a significant pathway 
33 for fish ... [End of Tape] ... Forest Park and beyond. It supports a number ... sensitive species. We're concerned that 
34 existing planning going along, development going on along the corridor has really been inadequate to protect that, the 
3 5 viability of that corridor. The regulations that are in place mainly protect minimum water quality standards and I think, 
3 6 and I mention this to really highlight some of the regional significance of this site and the opportunities to protect the 
3 7 corridor and integrate it with the Open Space, with a plan for, keeping the site in Open Space ideally, we think as a 
3 8 regional park. I guess, just parenthetically one of the other issues we've been tracking in the Tualatin Valley is the issue 
39 of protecting 100 year floodplains and addressing both their water quality habitat and flood storage functions. The 
40 conceptual proposal that was put forward really drew on the, from my knowledge, the Hillsboro existing Goal 5 
41 inventory and, which really represents the maximum protection that those floodplain and associated riparian habitats 
42 could receive. Protecting those values ... deserve the utmost concern and attention to protect the entire corridor. In 
43 closing I just want to say that I think the Orenco Crossing site has enormous potential for protection restoration of both 
44 its natural and historical values. Hillsboro really has a tremendous opportunitv. once in a generation, to add to its Park 
45 and Open Space system in a fashion that really enhances those values. The Audubon Society of Portland would be 
46 more than happy to work with the City to do that. Actually, not just as a Community Park but we think actually 
4-:h a RegiouaU'ark. We're.:working right npw:with Metro and a number of other organizations around the region 
48 towards putting a second regional bond measure before the voters in 2006 and I think this site is exactly the type 
49 of site that would be appropriate to look at, to prioritize for acquisition. The emphasis of the second bond measure 
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' much of the talk is about emphasizing areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary. In closing we urge you to reject the 
Comprehensive Plan amendment and we offer our interest and our time to engage in working out a plan that could 

3 protect, secure most or all of the land on the site for public access Open Space for the City of Hillsboro and ultimately 
4 for the region. Thanks for the opportunity to come and testifY tonight 
5 
6 Coulter- I would assume based on who you represent you've followed the City's Goal 5 process fairly close as we've 
7 gone through that process. Regardless of this being a Open Space or any other type of development would our Goal 5 
8 process that we have in place insure the adequate protection of the streams? 
9 

I 0 Labbe -Well the situation now, as I understand it, is that there is an inventory that was done for the site that would be 
II used in the Goal 5 process to, in developing it. To my knowledge the inventory process, I guess I don't know 
12 specifically enough about the inventory that was done for the site. I know the existing regulations in place are really the 
13 Clean Water Services standards. Metro's regional fish and wildlife process has designated much of this site as 
14 regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat as well as the Basin Goal 5 process that is under way and I couldn't, I 
15 suspect, to my knowledge, that inventory is probably more comprehensive in addressing the regional and watershed 
16 significance of this site than the local Hillsboro inventory, which is an inventory not a protection, not a Goal 5 program 
1 7 at this point. 
18 Coulter- What's not a goal 5 program at this point? 
19 Labbe- The resources that were inventoried for this site, to my knowledge, under Hillsboro's GoalS planning process, 
20 they did an inventory for this site but they didn't develop, they don't have a 
21 Roberts -Yes we did. 
22 Labbe -You did? 
23 Roberts- We're way ahead of Metro. Way ahead of Metro! 
24 
25 Labbe- Ok, if that's the case, the overlays for this site. and I couldn't understand why this was. only applied to, from 

what I could tell. only applied to the existing water anality areas and wetland areas on this site. There's areas upstream 
_, and downstream where Hillsboro's inventory encompasses more of the 100 year floodplain which; this site is really the 
28 channel migration zone. And those areas, encroaching into those areas not only would I think create problems in terms 
29 of maintaining the hydraulic functions of the floodplain but basically encroach on the area ofthe stream, the meander 
3 0 zone of the stream which is the zone in which habitat is created and maintained by the stream channel. 
31 
32 Roberts- Just for your information, Hillsboro's process was different than Metro's because we actually had experts go 
33 out on the ground and look at every square inch of regional watershed that we've got. Looked at it, evaluated it, and 
34 made evaluations instead of Metro's approach, and I'm lecturing here, I apologize, there's some tender feelings about 
35 this whole process, but instead of reviewing from aerial photos and maps we actually had experts on the ground go out 
36 and say yes, that's significant, no that's not, because they looked at it, they touched it and felt it. I would suggest that 
3 7 our science is better. 
38 
39 Labbe- Well, it's kind of, I could engage you around that President Roberts 
40 
4\ Roberts- We don't have time for it. 
42 Labbe- but I'm not going to take the time for it now ... , yes we don't have time for it but I'd love, I'd be happy to talk 
43 to you about this afterwards. 
44 
45 Coulter- But what I did want to share with you was the fact that the City did such a comprehensive program that as a 
46 Commission we will utilize the data that was developed for this particular site in ensuring that the water is protected as 
4 7 followed in the Goal 5 process, wetlands, riparian areas, whatever it may be. That will be part of the processes if this 
48 application was to move forward. 
49 
"ll Labbe.-.ok,just for clarification, my understanding though is that this site, the program hasn'·t been applied to this site 

' yet. That the program, I may be wrong 

53 

647 



1 Roberts- You, you are. 
2 Labbe- Ok, but it hasn't been brought, it was just brought into the City though, ... it was just annexed ... 
3 Roberts- That's true. 
4 Labbe - And when, I asked the planner that exact question; is the, did the Goal 5, was there a program adopted for this 
5 site and, this is Valerie Counts, and she told me that no they hadn't yet, but they've done the inventory. 
6 
7 Roberts- But the process has been adopted and when a property comes into the City and something needs to be done 
8 or an application has been applied, the process is applied to all land. Whether its been inventoried or not. The stuff that 
9 hasn't been inventoried then gets inventoried. And the process winds up before this body. Every piece of land inside 

10 our City limits comes before this body and we will make a decision about it. It's about as strong a regulation as you're 
11 going to get. There's no administrative review. It's all public review before this body. And it's in place. 
12 
13 Labbe- Ok, well I have some questions about that but I will ask the planning director and will follow up with it. 
14 Roberts- That would be fme. 
15 Labbe- I just want to put out there, apart from all that, we certaioly would like to work with the Citv and the 
16: neighborhood association to see the best use of this site for the Citv of Hillsboro. 
17 Roberts- And on that we can agree. 
18 Labbe- Great. 
19 Roberts- Thank you. 
20 
21 Tom Wolf (Chair of Oregon Council of Trout Unlimited, a conservation group)- I want to concur with Jim 
22 Labbe ... Hillsboro has done a good job on GoaiS ... I'm also a member ofVision 2020 for 7 years and would bring up ... 
23 strategy 18 and 19, we looked at insuring adequate Parks of 10 acres per 1000 residents ... also strategy 21 and 22 
24 regarding protecting fish and wildlife habitat.. urge you as consider this ... you could make this area that's designated 
25 Open Space now not just into a Neighborhood Park which is only about one and a half acres, not just into a Community 
26 Park which is about 10 acres butt.ake the suggestion ofMike Houck *********who sent something to you. You could 
27 make this into a regional park. You could protect the whole thing as a possible Nature Park that would both protect the 
28 local habitat of Rock Creek and do much more so I urge you to look closely at the 2020 Vision Plan and considering 
29 that we're in our five year review now looking at it again I would hope that you would consider strongly protecting this 
30 area as an Open Space and a Park. 
31 
32 Laine Young (Orenco Neighborhood Organization)- visual display showing the high density development around the 
33. ()renco area ... Where is the need for more Station Community Planning designations or for more housing in the 
34 Orenco area? ... Orenco area has already supplied a significant amount of housing for Hillsboro ... no guiding vision for 
35 Station Community Planning Areas ... urban sprawl from Tanasboume to Orenco ... this is the last piece of propertv that 
36 can balance the intensitv of all that development ... this proposed project gives more housing in an area where an over 
3 7 abundance already exists with little usable Open Space ... Open Space provides psychological relief from the close 
38 development and the stress of intensive density that we are going to end up with and don't be fooled when you go 
39 out to Orenco, you'll see a Jot of open space still. All of it is wned and under permit or considered for permits 
40 for development. It will be gone by 2007 ... Open Space balance the density of development around it and maintains 
41 the livability of the area. Even if you have intensive development somewhere around Open Space it is the Open Space 
44 that mak~;s.itattractive.ancl.makes it a. place where people can still go and relax, and enjoy.where theyJive ... the 2000 
43 Housing Need Study identified that 2320 more units were needed between 2005 and 2020 ... from 1998 to 2004 the 
44 housing rate in the Orenco area has been 875 per year while the average for the City has been 154 houses per year and 
45 that's all that we would need to meet that requirement...the only legitimate functional access is on Cornelius Pass and 
46 Quatama therefore the only reasonable area for houses is in that area ... there has been no public dialogue except here 
4 7 and I want to thank you. I have never seen a Planning Commission that so supported public dialogue before ... there 
48 were 3 neighborhood meetings where the neighbors were invited to respond to one project and one only and that project 
49 never really changed much ... never discussed other options ... Orenco is a relaxing place, people stroll through Orenco 
50. for recreation ... people need a respite area from the amount of traffic and the amount of density that we are currently 
51 creating between Tanasboume and Orenco ... there may be other options for development of this property ... I've done 
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1. research in funding for upland restoration .. .I did an analysis of the soils and it used to be the Oak Savannah long before 
L. it became a golf course ... 
3 
4 Tom Dirriwachter- ... applicant says majority of traffic will go to Cornelius Pass instead of a route through the old 
5 Orenco Townsite ... they fail to account for proximity of most of the short trips generated by the development such as 
6 travel to light rail station at Orenco, short trips to Hillsboro shopping and government offices ... the fastest way is 
7 through the Oren co Townsite ... shows video of traffic at 231" at the light rail crossing where a train stops traffic every 5 
8 minutes ... this backs up traffic and prevents egress from the Oren co Townsite ..• the traffic on 231" will increase more 
9 after Baseline is fixed and more developments coming on line .. .light rail crossing proximity will divert traffic south 

1 0 through Orenco to get to Dogwood in order to have easier access onto 231" ... remember school children walking on the 
11 streets as there are no sidewalks ... 
12 
13 Sean Starr- ... this is an opportunity to have a Light Rail accessible Park for all residents of Hillsboro ... 
14 regarding housing needs; capacity of infill, mixed use zoning areas. and accessory dwelling units not considered ... the 
15 study assumed that no units would built in the next 20 years ... the capacity of these areas could help to meet the 
16 shortage ... County "Islands" only assumed 10 units per acre ... consider that the Urban Growth Boundary will increase ... 
17 
18 Tim Stout- "All great cities have great Parks" ... What are our goals? ... What will we leave for future 
19 generations? ... need Open Space to balance density ... housing needs never so great to sacrifice last remaining large inner 
20 City Open Space parcel. .. Light Rail accessible Park ... must weigh our goals ... gravity of needs to provide a basis for 
21 what is suitable for this property ... 
22 
23 Kay Demlow (Oregon Preservation Alliance)- Tonight I am testif'ying on behalf of a group. I'm a member of the 
24 Hillsboro Historical Society and also a member of the Oregon Preservation Alliance, it's a statewide advocacy 
25 organization for preservation and I'm speaking on behalf of the OPA tonight. I'm presenting, I'm reading into evidence 

) material that I was able to get through our SHPO office in Oregon. And this is pulled from the Secretary of Interior 
,.7 Standards for the National Trust for evaluating the integrity of a property. I'm specifically referring to the McDonald 
28 House which is a beautiful 1912 mansion built by one of the founders ofOrenco. And so it's very significant in that it 
29 was the Manor House basically for the company town. If this House were ever to be nominated for the National 
3 0 Register, which at the moment I'm sure it maintains much of its eligibility; here are the seven aspects of integrity on 
31 which it would be judged. First its location, second its design, third its setting, the materials, the workmanship, the 
3 2 feeling and the association, these are the elements that create the integrity of the property which must also be considered 
33 in addition to the criteria of the architecture, the historical significance and other aspects of the property. Well, the 
34 location is obviously good, it's in the location where it was built, the design is wonderful, it is a fine example of Arts 
35 and Crafts. The materials are the original materials. The workmanship was state of the art, the best quality that Mr. 
36 McDonald could buy in 1912. The feeling of the property at the moment has been compromised but could be restored 
3 7 with the proper treatment of the landscaping, the removal of the fence. The association is the direct link between the 
38 important historic event or person and the property, and clearly it is associated with Mr. McDonald and Orenco itself. 
39 The setting is the area I would like to read into the record for you, so forgive me, I will read what the National, the 
40 Secretary of the Iri.terior has published. Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. Whereas location 
41 refers to the specific place where the property was built or an event occurred setting refers to the character of the place 
42 in which the property played its historical role. It involves how. not just where, the property is situated and its 
4:\ relationship to surrounding features and Open Space. Setting often reflects the basic physical conditions under which a 
44 property was built and the functions it was intended to serve. In addition, the way in which a property is positioned in 
45 its environment can reflect the designer's concept of nature and aesthetic preferences. The physical features that 
46 constitute the setting of a historic property can be either natural or man-made including such elements as topographic 
4 7 features, a gorge or the crest of a hill. vegetation. simple man-made features, paths or fences and relationships between 
48 buildings and other features or Open Space. These features and their relationships should be examined not only 
49 within the exact boundaries of the property but also between the property and its surroundings. This is 
c l) particularly important for <?districts>. Obviously the setting of the House is dependent on the Open Space around it. 

There's no hard and fast rule for how many acres would be required to insure that this House maintains its integrity but 
• .._ "., < I '"" l '< 
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1 clearly it was built iu Open Space in a grand setting befitting the owner of the company town and if houses are 
2 allowed to be built right up to the very edges of a lot line it will lose that setting. It may maintain it integrity in , 
3 other ways but it will have been compromised. I'd like to just read to you a little bit from the historical significance, 
4 this is from the Washington County Resource Inventory. In the historical significance it notes that Malcolm McDonald 
5 constructed it in 1912. McDonald had boardwalks run from his house to the main street of town as he was known not to 
6 wear boots. So here's a fellow who was able to build a beautiful house in a pastoral setting and then build himself 
7 boardwalks so he could walk to his office without having to put on boots. If we lose that aspect of the setting we'lllose 
8 this wonderful story and the insight it gives us into the character of the founder of the town ofOrenco. As to the future 
9 of the House obviously it's in very good hands right now and for the foreseeable future will be continued to be 

10 maintained as the House of Ruth. At some time in the future it's possible that the House could be turned into an 
11 interpretive center, a House Museum. some other historic site and if we're wanting to think about what<!> on a 
12 different, on a slightly different topic it could be developed many ways and I can give examples of other properties that 
13 are used in these ways. The Bybee Howell House at Sauve's Island is owned by Metro, the land and house are 
14 both owned by Metro, however the interior is maintained by the Oregon Historical Society who does the interpretive 
15 work and gives the tours of the house. The Pittock Mansion in Portland, a very prestigious address is owned and 
16 operated by a private non-profit organization. In Sherwood, Oregon the Smock House is owned and operated by 
17 the local historical society. The Aurora Colony Museum is a national historic site, on the national register for 
18. historic places. ,And the museum there, a cluster of original buildings is owned and operated by a non-profit. Fort 
19 Vancouver, a rebuilt historic site, is owned and operated by the National Park service. The Town of Champoeg, 
20 although the town is washed away, the site itself is a significant historic site. It's owned and operated by the Oregon 
21 Parks and Recreation Department as a state park. In Salem, Oregon Deepwood Estate, a 1893 Mansion is owned 
22 by the City of Salem, the land around it is operated as a City Park facility, the grounds are maintained by a non-profit 
23 volunteer group and the interior of the house and the staff of the house are provided by the Friends of Historic 
24 Deepwood. It's a very flexible operation in terms of many, many partners coming together to make a 
25 beautiful historic site. Throughout the state we find other combinations. In Linn County, the Brownsville 
26 Museum and an Historic House are owned by the County Commissioners and staffed and operated by Friends group. 
2';} The Jenkins Estate is operated by Tualatin Hillsboro.Parks and Recreation. And, of course there are many private 
28 dwellings like the McDonald Mansion that are owned by private organizations or by private individuals so there are 
29 many options for this House and its future will be a Jot brighter if someday it could be available for grants through a 
30 National Register listing but if we Jose the Open Space around it we will lose some of those opportunities. So I ask you 
31 to consider that when looking at Plans for the Open Space in this development. 
32 
3 3 Mathews - Do you have any record of the land, how it was landscaped around <?> than say a couple three acres? 
34 
35, Pemlow -I do not have that record. I am sure that if research monies were available, if there wen: iQdeed a group that 
36 had the time and facilities, there are probably photographs on file at the Oregon Historical Society that 'could be 
3 7 accessed. And they would be significant if someone were to develop the House or were to propose plans for the 
3 8 grounds. That the best method of restoring it would be to research those records. It should be a couple days research if 
39 they are on file and then to incorporate those plans but your setting should be pastoral obviously the oak savannah that 
40 Laine Young referred to is significant to where Mr. McDonald chose to build his house and as much of that as possible 
41 that could be preserved would be worthwhile. Thank you. 
42 
43 Scott Richardson- (Board member and treasurer ofOrenco Gardens HOA)- ... not in opposition of private property· 
44 r;ights,.,.c;promends the.Elks,qn theircmmrnunity,service ... specific concerns: I) traffic will increase through our 
45 neighborhood ... safety concern with two of our parks near the traffic flow ... 2) by default, because we have the nicest 
46 parks, people drive into our development as it stands today to use our basketball park, to use our 2 large parks which 
47 have a gazebo facility, grill facility, etc., park benches which of course we fund .. And what we would ask that the 
48 Commission do is insure that his new development has comparable facilities for the homeowners in this new 
49 development if it gets built that would sustain their use so they would not be drawn into our organization (sic) ... those 
50 are the basis for our opposition ... [End ofTape] ... Thank you .. 
51 
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1 Ed Edwards- ... did not see that the school capacity was evaluated for 400 homes ... with 270 houses Orenco School is 
l brought to capacity and Poynter is slightly beyond capacity ... with 400 houses, schools would be well beyond 
3 capacity ... 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Dan Bloom - ... Number I, suitability; ... the Mike Houck letter; I'm encouraged to read that his assessment lends 
credence to the parallel thinking you've been hearing form the general public about the validity and necessity for a 
large park on this site. It's a progressive idea to bring balance and cohesiveness and focus to City design ... Parks 
Master Plan does not address the fact which is recognized by the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance that 
the need for Parks and Open Spaces is greater in areas of higher densitv. The Parks Master Plan is more of a simple 
grid like distribution. It doesn't provide a good need-service relationship. This would be a good opportunity to make an 
adjustment in this regard. Number 2; The Metro letter, in a word, neutral.. .one notable issue is balance ... not enough 
area for children to play. 

AI Waibel- ... discrepancies in Kittleson's and Ferrarini's reports ... Kittleson says main traffic will go to Cornelius Pass 
Road. Ferrarini say residential needed as large industrial growth around Shute and elsewhere ... This property is on the 
eastern side ofHillsboro ... main traffic will be to west destinations, commercial, industrial and governmental 
destinations ... proposed exit onto Cornelius Pass with a right tum only lane ... means all traffic going N, NW, and W is 
going to go west not onto Cornelius Pass Road ... quickest way to go from the west end ofOuataroa to Highway 26 at 
certain times is to go (through Orenco) to 231 " .... the applicant's traffic projections here are fanciful and possibly a little 
self-serving, the overall problem is there is no accountability if these numbers are wrong ... where's the 
accountability? ... we will be left with the mess ... nobody in the City will be accountable .. . 

Kathy Bloom- Does a need exist? .. conflicting information about how housing needs are calculated with no mention 
given to the periodic evaluation of the Urban Growth Boundary as future growth occurs ... site outside SCP A areas ... Is it 
better suited? .. .loss of Open Space ... lose natural landscape features we value, trees, green area, ... habitat, water run 

> off ... successful communities have one thing in common, a vision of where they want to go and what things they 
~1 value ... lands for development reflect these values ... The members of the Historic Orenco Townsite have a strong sense 
28 of community spirit. To degrade the environment by losing this Open Space and overwhelming this communi tv with 
29 traffic loads it cannot handle would change this community forever ... proposed additional traffic cannot be handled at 
3 0 Cornelius Pass and Quataroa with known traffic problem. The effects on the historic district would be significant and 
31 detrimental but it is bigger than that. This is an opportunity to save perhaps one of the last biggest parcels of Open 
32 Space in Hillsboro for the Community. Hillsboro and for the region. I think we stand at a crossroad. This is a 
33 wonderful opportunity. The property is already designated Open Space. What kind oflegacy do you want to leave to 
34 future generations twentv years from now? When we look back will we see nothing but houses, apartments and just 
3 5 plain density? This is one chance. After evaluating the evidence I urge you not to take the opportunity but to seize this 
3 6 ppp0r(u_nity for Hillsboro ~r it will be lost forever, please keep the Open Space designation. Th_ank you. 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
4~ 
46 
47 
48 
49 

Robb Kidd- ... this is a once in a lifetime historic natural resource ... Orenco Neighborhood Organization will work 
with the Elks ... this site is unique ... it deserves unique consideration .. .it is at the crux of a Light Rail track ... it can be a 
Regional Park with historical value, it has incredible natural merit ... 

Jim Lubischer - ... no need for SCP A at this site as two are nearby around lightrail stations, this site does not have a 
station around which to plan ... questions need for more housing units ... Planning staff's deficit is around 4000 but did 
not include capacity of County "islands" nor area outside the City limits but within the Urban Growth Boundary. if 
included we have about a 1000 unit deficit ... if one assumes 20 units per acre we have a surnlus capacity, the City uses 
an assumption of 10 units per acre ... one might use a higher units per acre based on density of recent 
development...mentions the Shute road industrial site housing need and says this should.not be counted ... better 
suited? .. .is not within one-half mile of a light rail station ... Open Space does not require a Light Rail Station therefore 
the property is not better suited ... is adjacent the historic Orenco Townsite which is restricted in its street widths and its 

"I) sidewalk and traffic will reduce livability ... the volume of traffic is already over capacity and calling Dogwood a 
collector does not really make it a collector ... SCPA will further erode the livability and safety in the Orenco 
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I neighborhood, therefore it is not better suited ... if this SCP A is approved will allow 45 units per acre ... this high density 
2 must be considered with regards to schools and traffic ... this property has some unique physical features ... according to. 
3 the Parks Master Plan a Community Park will also be needed in the NE section of Hillsboro, that's where we 
4 are, the City should seek to acquire land to develop a Community Park in this area. If land is not available then 
5 we can look around the Gordon Faber area. Thank you. 
6 
7 Sean Morrison- regarding traffic ... with most recent suggestion of no western exits the volume to capacitv will be 
8 .93-.94 at peak hours with 1.0 being maximum so there's going to be congestion there, people will still tum right out of 
9 the neighborhood and go through Orenco ... discrepancy of jobs and Ferrarini report and the directions towards Highway 

I 0 26 to the north on Cornelius Pass Road just don't add up .. .if 50% go out to Cornelius Pass and 50% go through Oren co 
1 J; "l'V~ ~~~l!).get a 50% incr,!l~!:'.in tr@ff.i~ og DQgl:VOOd like we talked about last meeting, it becomes a 100% increase 
12' ·on Dogwood. And we get there by taking half of the artificial trip cap, 3280 trips which that would be 1640, 
13 divide that equally between Dogwood and Alder and you have 820 trips, I think that counts on Dogwood were 
I 4 about 700 a day, 750. And this is, this is just basic, and, you know, ask staff if this is a reasonable assumption to 
I 5 make ... As I mentioned I am an Elk member, and I want a win-win situation, I want the Lodge to thrive and I want a 
I 6 stronger legacy than a subdivision. To keep the land Open Space and still save the Lodge I think we need to think 
I 7 outside this box. Thank you. 
18 
19 David Hall - ... I'd like to point out the need for Parks in this area ... applicant stated that there are 241 acres of parks 
20 within a..Qlle.mile radius of the golfcourse ... (he presents a slide presentation showing allthe·areas the applicant used 
21 which cannot be included as park acres including school acreage, greenway and 'open space' areas ... ) ... and if you 
22 don't include floodplain areas we have 44 acres of usable parks within a 1 mile radius of the golf course ... with 
23 floodplain there are about 95 acres ... 
24 
25 Dan Florea (Victoria Station Homeowner's)- ... need for Parks ... chance to do something meaningful.. .landscaping of 
26 McDonald House was English Countryside .. .legacy of a beautiful Park which ... principal at Orenco school said they 
27 were considering moving in modules for anticipated growth ... have been at maximum capacitv for past 2 years ... why 
28 not multi-story ... tomorrow's slums. 
29 
30 Commissioner Fitzgerald- You mentioned that you knew the original landscape for the House was English 
3 I Florea- English park side 
32 Fitzgerald- Do you have photographs? How do you know that? 
33 Florea- Well since I've probably been here almost as long as everybody, except him ... When I was a little kid that was 
34 the landscape because I made in my last comment as an individual, I used to drive, that's where I learned how to drive 
35 was right there and I grew up in old Orenco, and I'm not opposed to development I'm opposed to the eyesores that are 
36 being built and we could dig up the English Countryside plans. I mean McDonald didn't build the place wanting to look 
37, at otherhouses. 
3 8 Fitzgerald- OK. Thank you. 
39 
40 Dennis Manzer- ... agree with concept of Rock Creek Corridor, it's irreplaceable ... nesting owls and woodpeckers 
41 within 15 miles ... a unique area ... we have a chance to protect it ... let's do it please .. . 
42 
43 Kathy Hall- I view the Open Space ofOrenco Woods and adjoining Historic Orenco neighborhood as a precious pearl 
44 in Hillsboro with potential for much more. I visualize a health promoting, nature conserving, peaceful space for all 
45 citizens of our very busy and growing community ... need for Open Space for livabilitv ... we relocated here because of 
46 the natural beauty and quality oflife here ... visitors impressed by natural beauty of the area ... Open Space is precious 
4 7 and needs our protection~ .. 
48 
49 Joan Krahmer- ... some traffic will still go across the old bridge and through Orenco ... can't enforce traffic 
50 directions ... once sold will never again see that Open Space ... 
51 
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Applicant Rebuttal 
L 
3 Doukas- The majority of my rebuttal is actually contained in the letter dated 1125. First of all I'd like to start with the 
4 McDonald House and the value of that cultural resource. We acknowledged in our last meeting we have a lot of 
5 homework to do on that cultural resource and the standards that are necessary for that home and we will continue to do 
6 that homework. We are of the understanding and position that this is not necessarily the time or the best tool to address 
7 the historic preservation. We believe that the CDP/DDP process is the time where we're going to dig into the details 
8 when we've got time to do the homework and you've got the time to review it. The second thing I'd like to discuss is 
9 the zoning designation and the density questions that have been brought up by the community. There's a lot of numbers 

10 being thrown out with 45 dwelling units per acre. We have committed that, a, we have done all our analysis on 400 
II units for the development. We are willing to commit to 300 units. The zoning designations give you 45 units per acre 
12 for Station Community Village. We are willing to go with village. It gives you additional controls. We're also willing 
13 to go with SCR-LD if that is more appropriate with a 12 unit maximum. The question came up at the last hearing. Can 
14 Quatama be extended to the west? We analyzed this, it's in you're packet. We have shown the SNRO mapping, 
15 Significant Natural Resource Overlay mapping for the land to the west. There are significant resources that prohibit an 
16 extension of Quatama to the west. The appropriate extension is on your Transportation System Plan and on Washington 
17 County's TSP that extends Quatama down to Baseline for that western connection. Developments are beginning to 
18 brew in that area to provide portions of that connection. And that is ultimately the western connection for Quatama, the 
19 community has planned for. For neighborhood parks the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is the guiding document for 
20 how this community makes its decisions about parks. As I've testified in our last meeting there is not a Community 
21 Park identified for this site. The community has its Community Parks. There was need for one North of26 in the NE 
22 comer. That was the reference to that region. That document is defined by service area standards and service districts 
23 and those are specifically, the purpose of establishing park planning neighborhoods was to assure an equitable 
24 distribution of Parks and Recreation facilities throughout Hillsboro. And we acknowledge that. This development will 
"S create, 40% of the site will go to Parks and Open Space a combination of active space and passive space. It meets all 

the things people have been talking about as far as protecting natural resources, providing that legacy and opening this 
L7 property up to the community. It is that win-win that people have been asking for and I think that's a very important 
28 point. There were questions about SCP A and whether or not this was appropriate, the half mile radius, actually if you 
22 go back to the criteria does allow for land outside of the one-half mile radius, based on certain criteria, locational 
30 criteria. This is one of these locational criteria. It's a large enough site that it can be planned comprehensively and 
31 transit friendly. Also the reason we only discussed residential as an implementing zone is because it is only residential 
32 zone can implement SCP A on this property based on the locational criteria of the zones that are available for SCPA. 
33 We have included the, a table breakdown of those zones within our letter. With that I'm going to hand it over to 
34 
3 5 Dunn -I'm Brian Dunn with Kittleson and Associates. I'd like to talk about two things tonight. Before I do I'd like to 
36 re-address the comments by AI Waibel and Sean Morrison regarding the distribution of our site traffic. I was comparing 
37 some notes <?from> my friend Steve Ferrarini over there as far as the consistency between his report and mine. What 
~~, l:ti~. repQJ;t,iJ;Jdic1!ted is that the Metro's, projection for 186,000 jobs in Washington County and 70,000jobs in Hillsboro 
39 and west of Hillsboro. That represents a 36% margin and you compare the distribution from our traffic study we do 
40 show 35% going to the NW and SW from our development so we believe that they are consistent. Back to the two 
41 items I'd like to talk about tonight. <At> the last hearing the Planning Commission raised the idea of having no western 
42 street connections to the old Orenco Neighborhood. We directly address this question in a letter which we have 
43 submitted to the City and to the independent traffic engineer for the City. Our analysis stressed the quantitative and 
44 qualitative impacts of having no western street connection to the old Orenco Neighborhood. What we found is that 
45 several things are going to happen without those accesses. We don't see any significant impact on the routes along 
46 Alder or Birch but we do think there will still be some traffic that uses the route defined by Quatama road, 227"' and 
4:7, Dogwood which is the designated collector route through there. We also anticipate that there will be a higher 
48 propensity for traffic to use Cornelius Pass road to the North. That's reflected in our letter which you have. The 
49 findings also show that under this concept the study intersections surrounding this site will still function adequately and 

' meet both the City and County operating standards. And we've prepared exhibits which compared Dogwood Street 
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I which is the affected roadway in this concept and believe that the existing street conditions and the pavement there are 
2 sufficient to facilitate safe two way travel along that roadway with the additional traffic from our site. The last thing I'd 
3 like to talk about is a little bit about more news about the Cornelius widening project. We met today with City and 
4 Washington County staff to get an update and kind of work with them on the status of that project and what we found is 
5 that this project will be driven by funding and that's what's going to dictate the timing of when it's constructed. We 
6 also now have a preliminary estimate of how much this project will cost. It's in the range of 20 million dollars and I'd 
7 like to leave you with one last perspective. By foregoing this opportunity for this development the needed 
8 improvements along Cornelius Pass are going to be delayed further and will cost more money and there are three things 
9 I'd like to indicate to you. Without this project the County does not get the Right of Way dedication along our frontage. 

1 0 They would have to purchase it. They would also not get the half street improvement along our site frontage that we 
11 would be required to build. We'd also not collect upwards of one million dollars in TIF fees which could be directed 
12 toward this project. Altogether this totals around in our estimates about 1.5 million dollars. That's about 7.5% of the 
13 entire project to widen Cornelius Pass road and if you look at our traffic numbers the assessed impact of what we're 
14 going to add to Cornelius Pass is only around 6% so if you look at it from a proportional standpoint we would be 
15 contributing more by doing this now than a county thing later on. 
16 
1 7 Roberts -All right, now I have allowed other individuals and groups to go over a little bit and I understand the 
18 gentleman in the middle has a few concluding comments so if you could make them very brief go for it. We'll just do 
19 it. 
20 
21 Counselor Sullivan- Mr. President, members of the Commission. The suggestion has been made that if you just leave 
22 this in Open Space everything is hunky-dory. That's not the case at all. And I think you all know that. It's got a Parks 
23' and Open1Space, sorry, an Open Space designation. If this proposal is not approved it will not necessarily mean that 
24 this use stays in, in Open Space use. Nothing is preserved, there is no funding at Metro at this time, <!> you would 
25 have to go out for a bond issue to get that done. There is no money in Hillsboro to buy this property. There is nothing 
26 that can be done except making an arrangement with a developer to assure that the property that you value and we value 
27 will be preserved. There is no money to do the historic site preservation, to fund it. As far as the transportation is 
28 concerned you get the western access cut off as you've proposed. You have site improvement. You have off site 
29 improvements and you have in advance some of the improvements that are necessary for the whole are well above and 
30 beyond what we do. If Venture leaves the Golf Course will likely close, and close soon. There will be no public access 
31 to this property. There may be some time for the Elks to talk about measure 37. I'm not going to help them with that 
32 but that's· certainly an option open to that, to them. It may be that the Elks come back, maybe not. There is a county 
33 institutional zone on this property which allows among other things colleges and hospitals so think about where you 
34 want to be on this. We're here to help you. Thank you. 
35 
36 Questions to applicant 
37 Roberts- Are there any questions? I suspect there are. No? Ok, go ahead. 
38 
39 Fitzgerald- I had a couple of questions and first of all I want to say I appreciate you're contacting the SHPO office, I 
40: think I agree that a lot of these issues would be better addressed at the CDP/DDP process.· That's a mouthful. However, 
41 the one issue that, and this might be better answered by staff later but the one issue that I am still grappling with is the 
42 issue of setting and context and in the interest of compromise, I was, and again it's probably more appropriate to discuss 
43 this later, I just wanted to find out if you were open to the idea of increasing the buffer around the house? 
44 
45 Doukas- Commissioner Fitzgerald we're very aware of you're concerns and we heard them loud and clear. We are 
46 sensitive to that and we're working through the site plan issues to make sure that you're, the entire Commission will be 
4 7 comfortable with it. There will be adjustments. 
48 
49' Fitzgerald.:.. OK. 
50 Doukas - Yes. 
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l 
2 Fitzgerald - My second question has to do with traffic and the meeting you had today and my biggest concern with 
3 traffic has to do with concurrency and I understand everybody is grappling with money and the timing and all of that 
4 and I was wondering if you could maybe clarifY how much they have right now? I don't have any idea timing wise, like 
5 you build this project and you put some more money in the pot and you do a little bit, but is it years? Did you get any 
6 sense of it? Today. 
7 
8 Dunn- There's no defmitive timeline on this project and it was what we had said at the last hearing and it was 
9 reiterated again today that a, it is our belief that this will be driven by funding and as the corridor develops and the 

I 0 vacant properties along the corridor contribute their fair share of their TIF money we believe that could be directed 
II toward the improvements along this corridor. Whether it happens in one project, you know, discussing this with the 
12 City and County officials today we think there are opportunities to perhaps look at spot improvements where we can 
13 help situations out there, whether they are queuing, intersection capacities. So there are opportunities but we've only 
14 made so much progress and so we can't tell you definitively when it will happen. All I can say is that without this 
15 project I've laid out how things will cost more later on and project conceivably be delayed further. 
16 
17 Doukas - The TIF funds that are available for this project we will, as much as possible, work within the Cornelius, and 
18 stop me if I'm off base, but within the Cornelius Pass corridor in coJ\iunction with the conversations we had with the 
19 County and the City trying to do those spot improvements so that whatever funds are available through this project we 
20 will try to make sure as much as within our power they are staying within the Cornelius Pass corridor. And, that is, 
21 typically the excess TIF fees are generated go into a region wide pool and it's very hard to control them within a 
22 specific corridor so the best effort that we can do is to try <to> actually make the physical improvements or Right of 
23 Way acquisitions within that corridor as part of our project and we will work as hard as we can to make sure it's very 
24 focused. 
?5 

5 Fitzgerald- You mentioned before that you're impact; you're expecting it to be a 6% increase in the current flow of 
l.7 traffic on that road. 
28 Dunn -That's correct. 
29 Fitzgerald- And I guess my concern, and again I don't know that there is an answer but our criteria is that the zone 
30 that you're, we have, and see that the zone that you're asking for is better suited for this area than the one it currently is 
31 in. 
32 Dunn- And the rule that applies there is the transportation plarming rule as far as, we're looking at this from a 
3 3 concurrency perspective and we have done a lot of analysis that looks at the near and long term conditions and impacts 
34 from our development. We've compared it to institutional, we've compared it to Open Space and as far as I can tell 
35 through all of the evidence in the record we have the support of Washington County Staff and we've also had a 
36 concurrence by the independent traffic engineer for the City. 
37 
3 8 Doukas - This designation is better because it will generate those TIF fees. It will generate the funding mechanism and 
39 the development efforts to actually construct improvements. Without this designation, if it remains with the Open 
40 Space, designation those improvements do not occur and the Right of Way dedication does not occur and so the corridor 
41 will continue to get worse with time and its part of the natural evolution of the City, regardless of this development. 
42 This development as a residential community will be able to exceed its impact with the improvements that it makes. 
43 That's what Brian was talking about earlier about the amount of, what was the percentage, you had a percentage. 
44 
45 Dunn- Oh, of the overall project? 
46 Doukas - Right. 
47 Dunn -It's about 7.5%. 
48 Doukas- Which is greater than our actual impact to the number of trips within that corridor, so 
49 
- '1 Coulter- Although, if I understood you earlier correctly the TIF money carmot be guaranteed to come back to that 

corridor. Again we don't know if we're going to get to utilize those funds or if they're going to go somewhere else 
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I within the community. And that is a challenge on our part because obviously if we knew that money was coming back 
2 it would make us breath a little easier and I don't know what kind ofleverage. I'm not involved in TIF funding, but 
3 what kind of outside the box thinking that might be available to try to you know, get to use your TIF funds better. I 
4 don't know what those are but <it'd> sure be nice to think outside the box because we have seen in other applications 
5 along Cornelius Pass road the County hasn't been too quick on fixing this road and it is a problem. 
6 
7 Doukas- And well, you've seen a change in that because the discussion of this project in conjunction with 
8 developments to the North or potential developments to the north, potential developments to the south have led to the 
9 design, the investment of Washington County in the design effort for that corridor. We now have a preliminary design 

I 0 for the vertical and horizontal components of Cornelius Pass so that we can look at those very specific projects. Just 
I I this project moving, coming onto the radar screen has precipitated that discussion and that expenditure. Washington 
12 County is beginning to invest in it and there is a direct correlation. 
13 
14 Coulter- Unfortunately the only dilemma is for people who drive that road everyday it 
15 Doukas- Understood 
16 Coulter- Everyday that we don't get it fixed is a problem. And I guess that <I'm> somewhat of a pessimist, yes 
17 because we see the problem, we drive the road. And so again if there's a way to force some discussion on TIF funding 
18 and how to better utilize it,.what a great opportunity. 
19 Doukas- Well, from a market standpoint also, Venture properties has a vested interest in trying to make sure their 
20 community functions as well. They are, they will be new neighbors to Hillsboro if our request moves forward and they 
21 want this corridor to function as well. <Their homes are not going to sell very well> if the 
22 Coulter- Exactly, unfortunately the other thing we have to think about is the people who are already living here. We 
23 can't sacrifice their livability either. Again, try to, if this thing does move forward I encourage you to think outside the 
24 box with the county. What avenues are there? Let's be new, let's be unique, let's find ways to make funding work. We 
25 don't always have to follow the straight and narrow path. Maybe there's some alternatives out there that we have not 
26 tried yet. 
27 
28 Dunn- And we're looking into that. We've had several meetings with the County and City staff about this measure. 
29 About how one might direct TIF funds towards certain improvements. About how the developers in the corridor not 
3 0 just Venture but others can, you know, pay their share, construct their share and go above and beyond. 
31 Doukas- We have worked very hard on a lot of this application and we know that our homework is not done tonight 
32 and .it's not done in the next few months. We've got a lot of work to do and this is just the first step. 
33 Coulter- Intel's taught all of us how to think outside the box when they moved in here, you know, they tried a lot of 
34 new things with the County and the City an I think that door should always be open to communication with them. 
35 
36 Mathews- Question ifl may? I am still concerned about, if this were to go forward and the Dogwood connection, 
37 realizing that's off your premises,<? when it gets over to 231">. But the Dogwood and 231'' intersection is a problem. 
3 8 The Max or the Light Rail, not the Light Rail but the bus stops there and everything else is there and there is not a, it's 
39 not a prob, it's already a problem for getting people over there on foot traffic an we're going to add another 100% cars. 
40 How much would Venture Properties be willing to invest in that off premises site? 
41 n.. '''' !"· 

42 Dunn- Our analyses is telling us that with the values that are contributed by our site that intersection operates at an 
43 acceptable level of service. The question comes up is a signal warranted at this intersection? No it is not, even with our 
44 site traffic added in. I think we're willing to make off site improvements that are warranted. In this case the warrants 
45 are dictated by 
46 Mathews- Warrants are by the County. 
47 Dunn- warrants are by the County whoever owns the facility. Now if there was a question which was raised, I think 
48 by you and perhaps by earlier testimony about the Max crossing and along with, I think, there was a video that was 
49 played and, I think, I'd like to touch a little bit on that. <?Got> get my notes. We all know the Max goes by there 
50 every 5 to7 minutes out there during the peak hour and the video that was shown, I think, showed about a minute or so 
51 of the situation where cars were just starting to go after waiting for a Max crossing. Operations standards are dictated 
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I by the peak 15 minute period and the average delay that drivers experience during that 15 minute period. It's not the 
2 situation where someone is waiting 30 seconds for a Light Rail vehicle to go passed and then they proceed. It's a 
3 collection of all the traffic that goes through there during that 15 minute period. So to say there's a problem, I would 
4 point to the standard that the City and County follow and say this is not a capacity issue or a congestion issue. It is a 
5 temporary situation where you have a Max going by every 5 to 7 minutes. 
6 
7 Mathews -But the, OK, I thought I read someplace in the last few hours, I've been reading so much I've forgotten 
8 where it was now, about the traffic on Dogwood, I think the number per hour were, or per minute, the number of cars 
9 per minute on Dogwood and I was trying to visualize lot of those cars are going to be backing out of their garages onto a 

I 0 very busy street and there's a car about every 20 seconds. What are we going to do to relieve that problem? 
II Dunn -A car going by every 
12 Mathews- No, yes there's a car going down Dogwood every 20 seconds. People are going to be trying to back out of 
13 their driveways onto a narrow street that's got people walking on the middle of the street, they're going to back out onto 
14 that street and there's a car every 20 seconds. That's going to make, almost make those people prisoners in their own 
15 houses. 
16 Dunn -I'm looking at one of the slides and Dogwood is a very straight street. People backing out of their driveways, I 
17 think, once they get to the street; can see behind them they can see to the left and to the right. 
18 Mathews - They can see but <?> cars coming 
19 Dunn - <?> driveway of any local street or 
20 Mathews- But is there enough break between, in that 20 second break for them to get out? 
21 Dunn -Yes, there is. One car every 20 seconds. 
22 Mathews- OK. 
23 ? -That's your tum OK? 
24 ?-Yes. 
?.5 Roberts~ Any other questions? 

5 Coulter- Yes. 
l.7 Roberts- OK. I'll take, I'll wait, go ahead. 
28 
29 Coulter- I want to go back and talk about a community of usable Open Space. There's thousand words for Open 
30 Space. At the end of the day I find usable Open Space keeps neighbors happy and keeps them from doing stupid things 
31 at times. Right now we're calling for an acre and a half, I think of usable Open Space and, have you had an opportunity 
32 to talk to your applicant about maybe increasing that to 3 acres? 
33 ' . 
34 Doukas- We have. 
35 
36 Coulter- So that we could, you know. I'm not comfortable about utilizing the school as a number here because there's 
37 too many restrictions and I think they're going to get more stringent as we move forward not less, with vandalism 
3 8 increasing, the fencing, the whole thing. So where would your applicant be on that? 
39 
40 Doukas- We have looked at the site plan and again the site plan is still up for review. We have found a good 
41 opportunity to increase it to 2.5 acres. It is still adjacent to the Riparian corridor with the Rock Creek trail adjacent to it 
42 so it·is part of a corridor which is actually very similar to many other Neighborhood Parks within your community to 
43 have that <?paring> relationship between a linear facility and an active play facility. Within the Parks and Recreation 
44 Master Plan it is very much designed around the Neighborhood Park and it's, the description of a Neighborhood park 
45 does include a description of a 3 to 10 acre size but it's more focused an the functionality of what those Neighborhood 
46 Parks are. And if you, the description of it, I can quote it for you, the areas to meet the day to day recreation needs of a 
47 neighborhood including field games, court games, individual sports, play for small children, picnicking. We've had 
48 several meetings with Parks and Recreation Department about what type of Neighborhood Park is appropriate for this 
49 land. And they are looking for not so much field sports because you do have these at the elementary school, understood 
·'I that there are limited hours for it, but there are also certain limited hours for when you're going to want that active play 

space. So what they are envisioning and would like to program in, into these preliminary discussions is more of the 
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I sports, court type of facility, picnicking, recreational structures, good parking for it. Tie it in with the regional trail. 
2 More of that type of functionality for that park. It's really when you're getting into the sports court, err the, a, the field 
3 sports, baseball, soccer, football that you need the larger size for your Neighborhood Park. They have the strong 
4 opinion that because you've already got a public facility with the school, that again it's not necessarily a prudent 
5 investment of public monies to duplicate that facility on this site. It makes more sense to tie it into that regional trail 
6 and more of the Neighborhood walkable, active play space. We've got adult gathering spaces design within the rest of 
7 the site plan so this will meet that other component that is needed for a park. 
8 Counselor Sullivan- Let me add to that, I just spoke to both of the clients and if this comes to be 2.5 versus 3, 3 is 
9 fine. We want to make sure that you get good enough space. I do think you should have your Parks Commission look 

I 0 at that though before all of this is over. And that of course you have to deal with the issue of conditions and I know that 
11 that's in your mind. And you also have to deal with the actual site plan which is not before you now. But, we're not 
12 going to stand in your way, and we're not going to jump up and down on that issue. 
13 
14 Coulter- Thank you. 
15 
16 Roberts- Are there any other question? OK. Under the heading of thinking outside of the box I have 2 ideas and they 
17 are of varying degrees of somewhere our by Pluto and another one that's further out than that. I'm going to throw them 
18 out and we can just talk about them. The first one relates to Quatama and the westerly extension of Quatama over to 
19 231" and I know that on our transportation map that it veers to the South and hooks up to Baseline , but my sense is that, 
20 and there's a question coming here so just hang on. That partially done because you try and fmd reasonable solutions 
21 for roads that aren't going to cost an enormous amount of money. Now if, instead, you think of, OK is, instead of 
22 saying, let's say money's not an issue and I'll show you how I get there in just a second. And excuse me, by the way, 
23 money is always an issue, just ask my wife.. If it was determined that going due west was the best thing for the region, 
24 is it technically, technically feasible to extend that road to the west? And I'm not even talking about Venture paying a 
25 dime of this, this is a theoretical discussion .. I mean I've driven down through there and it appears that the road would 
26 need to cross the creek at that point. 
27 
28 Doukas- It would. 
29 Roberts- Can it be crossed with a bridge? 
30 Doukas- It can, yes. Quatama and 227th currently cross Rock Creek so that you're over Rock Creek already. You 
31 have a tributary that branches to the north of Rock Creek from what I understand the topography is quite extreme in that 
32 area. 
33 Roberts- Yes. 
34 Doukas.c:You can bridge that. What I don't know right now is what the flood plain does in that location. Part of why 
35 we need to bridge on, within our site is because there's a floodway, there's a safety issue\e there 
36 Roberts- Right. 
37 Doukas- For our tributary we can do an actual culvert, box culvert, nice design 
38 Roberts- Sure. 
39 Doukas- facility. It doesn't have that flooding safety issue. I don't know what the flood was or the floodplain looks 
40 like over, for that tributary. 
41 Roberts- All right. 
42 Doukas- That would be the only gniding principle. 
43 Roberts -But, but in 
44 Doukas- because if that extends too far out then you're bridge ends up being very , very long. 
45 Roberts- That just gets back to a money issue. Correct? 
46 Doukas- You're right, yes. 
4 7 Roberts- So technically as long as we can throw enough money at it it's feasible. 
48 Doukas- Yes. 
49 Roberts-OK. 
50 Doukas- Might need to zig and zag a little bit but, yes. 
51 
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1 Roberts- Right. In my looking in a Utopian way it appears to me that one of the nicest most elegant solutions is to 
2 extend Quatama due west over to 231" and disconnect the bridge that goes up into Orenco, old Oren co and if you look 
3 at the aerial photo that's up on the screen I think you'll see kind of what I'm talking about. We're not talking about 
4 crossing a little mud puddle, there is a pretty good size process. That also would require that we'd have to modifY the 
5 Transportation Plan. 
6 Doukas- Yes. 
7 Roberts- Well I could be wrong but I think the Planning Commission has something to do with the Transportation 
8 Plan. 
9 ? - So we hear. 
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Roberts- And then you have to figure out how to pay for it. Well in my other life when I'm not here we're having 
discussions, and Mimi, I suspect that you've been involved in some of these, at least maybe on the periphery. And I 
know Kittleson's been involved. ODOT has by legislative action a new funding process where they are looking for all 
sorts of creative projects. 
? - Proposals. 

Roberts- Yes, for public private partnerships, but it's like everything else somehow or another you have to pay the 
mortgage and so ODOT is looking for creative ways to do this. One of the things they're, that they're interested in 
looking at are toll facilities and this would be a terrific toll opportunity. If people want to go east, west let them go. But 
the people that go east, west are going to pay their buck to cross the bridge. If we build that bridge we have effectively 
bypassed old Orenco with the traffic that we're concerned about. Like I said it's a Utopian world, it's outside, I'm not 
sure whether this proposal is the one that's at Pluto or if this one's the one that's out beyond Pluto but this is one of 
them and I don't know now and if we can pull that one off. But it certainly would be an interesting process to go 
through and enter into some discussions about. The other one, and I suspect this one, by the way, you'll say is way past 
Pluto. It occurred to me that, until recently and so now the rules have changed and we're now going to have to get even 
more creative. I mean, I was looking and, all right, just hang on, I was looking at the Toshiba property which on the 
North side of the Light Rail by Synopsis and that property appeared to me to have roughly the same or similar kinds of 
usable acreage. And I was wondering, just kind of wondering, the Elks and Venture Properties could approach Toshiba 
and say what about a land swap? And then talk to Toshiba about donating the property to the City. Everybody gets to 
develop something, the City gains a valuable chunk of land, Toshiba gets tax credits out of it. Unfortunately, that 
property, I understand just sold, I mean, go figure, its been sitting there for 7 orlO years or however long and it just sold 
, but the process is something that would be interesting to follow, to see if there's a way that the Elks club and Venture 
Properties could gain some valuable developable land and the property is retained as a Park because it's, it is a reality of 
public life, as I'm sure you're aware that as much as we'd like to keep that property in parkland somebody has to buy it 
from the Elks and that's a lot of money and I haven't gotten through that one yet so this land swap is a way to do that 
and.it~s away that Venture Propert.ies.wouldn't come out of this losing anything, the Elks wouldn'tlose anything. This 
one if you could pull it off would be a win- win, probably. So you can decide which one of those is out in Pluto and 
which one is beyond but they are certainly thinking outside the box to try and solve some very nasty problems to make 
all of this work. I'm prepared if we need to alter the Transportation Plan. I'm prepared to ask my fellow commissioners 
for support and see what we can do. And to nudge the City in a direction that, and we'll see what we can do. I don't 
know that that's the solution but it is at least a solution, or a part, or a package of, a part of a package of solutions. I 
don't know where we go with that. 

Counselor Sullivan- Quatama is a County road now. I understand that it will eventually be a City road, a City street, 
OK:: 'You could do an LID, <t> some broad character. We'd certainly pay our fair share of that. That doesn't get all 
the other people involved and it doesn't get those folks motivated to sign up. 
? -Right. 
Roberts -Well, somehow or another we got to get, we have to do this in a way that to the greatest extent possible we 
don't have winners and losers here. We all have to get along. Everyone has rights to their property and I've, so I'm 
just, I'm grasping here, trying to figure out if there's another way. 

Dunn -Commissioner Roberts? 
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1 Roberts- <!> out in left field? 
2 Roberts- Yes sir. 
3 
4 Dunn -I guess I would just like to point out again we're alJ aware of the functional class map and showing the other 
5 alignment down to Baseline you know, our investigation , when we were charged to go and look into the in review 
6 projects we know there is one that is going in right now. I think the application has been filed with the City for that 
7 portion that connects with Baseline, we're hearing through the grapevine at the City that the property at the comer of 
8 Quatama and 227'h may be coming to fruition as far as developing, understanding that there is a parcel, I think 
9 somewhere in the middle that's still kind of holding out or just no intention to sell the property whatsoever. I do see that 

10 connection as something that can provide a relief valve for the old Orenco Neighborhood. Putting our traffic into 
11 context, if our traffic <? Floating> out onto Quatama and that I 0% of our traffic that is heading to Baseline Road is no 
12 longer going up to Dogwood Street so there's some relief. Some of the people who live in Danbury, I think, it's 
13 Danbury Park, which on that map you can see how many homes are in that area that traffic today goes west and north on 
14 227th to Dogwood also. For those people who may want to go to Baseline Road there's a relief valve there. I think 
15 there's a reason why that future alignment is shown because it is a reasonable location that I think would be <?the> least 
16 cost in this case. 
17 
18 Roberts- Don't assume that it's either or. It may be both. 
19 Dunn ~Are you saying either or in terms of extending it due west? 
20 Roberts- Right. 
21 Dunn- I agree. I think from a traffic stand point a connection to 231" should provide some relief. 
22 Roberts- Right, but I also agree that if we can get a road south that's, that's not a bad thing at all. That's certainly 
23 would be Jess expensive than trying to build a bridge over that sensitive area. 
24 
25 Dunn- Yes. The one thing I think I'd like to say though, I mean, about the vehicular disconnect at that current crossing 
26 is, I think, there, you know, should be consideration that there may be some residents in Danbury Park or maybe in our · 
27 development that need to drop off kids at Orenco school and the only way for them to do that is by going around and 
28 what was once a transit route along 227th and then over to the school now becomes a transit route where they're going 
2 9 out to 231" up and then back in. 
30 
31 Roberts- Oh, I understand. 
32 Dunn- So there is some kind of give and take here but, I think, on the whole where you're heading at is an. actual relief 
33 valve. 
34 Roberts- But on the other hand if, in a theoretic discussion, boy is this theory if you're going to build a bridge and 
35 you're going to put a toll on it to get it paid for then you don't want somebody to be able to come up to it and then just 
36 ~?.go> off to the side just before you get by the toll bridge because that's where everybody <?would> go. So you'd 
3 7 have to build some kind of mechanism in there that, if they're going that way they know they're going to pay a buck or 
38 whatever it is. Toll roads are something or toll bridges, or whatever are something that are quite foreign to the Oregon 
3 9 psyche but guess what, they're coming and this actually might not be a bad pilot project. 
40 
41 Mathews- Mr. Chairman? 
42 Roberts- I'm sorry, that may be anarchy to a old time long withstanding Oregonian, of which I'm one, but there's also 
43 a reality that we've got to be able to build roads and right now we can't, so, somehow we got to build them. All right. 
44 Mathews- Mr. Chairman could I ask a question of the transportation? <?>concept probably along parallel to the 
45 railroad tracks coming around past the old Church and yes I think there's only one house in the way is there any thought 
46 of putting a Right of Way through that site or is there room for a Right of Way on that side and bypass Oren co on the 
47 north? You don't have any bridges on that side. 
48 
49 Doukas- You know, we discussed that, is that along Bir?, it's not Birch 
50 Dunn- It's Alder. 
51 Mathews- Alder. Yes, north. 
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1 Doukas- We talked about that. There's actually concern about the distance from Alder up to the Light Rail and the 
2 kind of tum movement conflicts that you might create. 
3 Mathews-Ole, rightthereat231". 
4 Doukas -Yes, that was, in fact Kelly, Kelly Ritz from Venture, that was the first place that she looked just because it 
5 was right up against the Light Rail, so it seemed to skirt the Orenco District on the North side obviously it would have 
6 some impacts to the community of course, but, yes the conflicting tum movements with the Light Rail. 
7 Mathews- That's where the problem was, I knew there had to be some reason, that's been looked at. Thank you. 
8 
9 Roberts- Tell me again in its current design subject to all sort of issues in front of us. This site is roughly 55 acres, 

10 Doukas-Yes. 
11. Roberts,.,. roughly how many acres are we talking about usable or active and passive open space versus residential 
12 property? 
13 Doukas -Actually within my, the submittal packet that I gave you is aetually an open space diagram. That shows it 
14 quite well, the second page in your packet. It's got your parks color coded internal to the development and it <? shows> 
15 the character of each of the open spaces. I don't have the exact acreage of each of those. 
16 Roberts- Right. 
17 Doukas- We do know that the Neighborhood Park--- [End of Tape]---<? That C >blue colored space is 2.5 acres, 
18 riparian corridor is approximately 18 acres and we know that 40% of the site is within parks and open space category. 
19 So 40% of 56 is, I'm looking at engineer, thirty 
20 Dunn -40% of 56, wouldn't be thirty, that's over 50%, 23 ok 
21 Roberts- So you're looking at 43 acres plus or minus of usable and 
22 Doukas -No. 
23 Roberts- No, 23 total. 
24 Doukas - <?> using planner map 
<5 Roberts-<?>, sold! 

5 Doukas- Oh dear. 
27 Roberts- Sorry. OK 23 acres of 55 OK. About 40%. 
28 Doukas- Yes, 40%, and that's 
29 Roberts- All right, have we fmished questions, the grilling, we can take the spotlight off of them, and the heat lamp? 
30 ? -Thank you. 
31 
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Questions to Staff 

Roberts- Do we close the testimony and go to deliberations? Questions for staff. We could do that. 
? - I would defer to our city attorney for that. 
Sercomb- I'm sorry I missed the question. 
Roberts "'-'The question is at this point do we close the testimony and go to deliberations? 
Sercomb- That's correct. 
Roberts- In deliberation we can ask staff whatever we want to. Now if something comes up that we would like to ask 
the applicant about in deliberation can we do that? 
Sercomb- You need to reopen the hearing. 
Roberts -Reopen the hearing just for that then close it? 
Sercomb- Yes. 
Roberts- OK, all right. Then we'll close the hearing and talk about deliberation. I,<?> Yes. Go ahead, anyway, 
through this process it's all going to come out so that's OK. 
II.·- ·• -

Fitzgerald- OK. My question is for Ms. Raber. I was just wondering if you could tell me, a, the SHPO staff person 
came out and looked at the site and my question is, if you could summarize what he found, if you,<? if he> conveyed 
that to you? 
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1 Raber- Last week I spoke to Mr. Roper at the State Office of Historic Preservation. We sent to Mr. Roper for his 
2 review, a copy of the existing conditions plan from the applicant's submittal , a copy of the conceptual site plan which 
3 you saw this evening, and the listing from the County's inventory on the McDonald House. Mr. Roper indicated that he 
4 was very confident that the McDonald House was eligible for the National Register. He stated that he understood that 
5 the house was an estate, that it was placed in an open area and was not surrounded by other structures. He did not have 
6 any information regarding any historic landscaping around the site but he believed that the oldest aerial photographs that 
7 might be available would actually be from the US Department of agriculture and he would look into whether or not he 
8 could get any of those photographs. He indicated that the SHPO staff felt that the larger the area that was left around 
9 the McDonald House the better it would be in terms ofthe context of the house, but he did not have any specific 

1 0 references as to acreage, as to distances, or any thing of that nature. He just, he felt the larger, a larger area around, left 
11 around the house would be more appropriate. And we have not received any written testimony from SHPO even though 
12 I did ask forit. 
13 
14 Fitzgerald- Thank you. My second question is I was wondering if you could read to me the transportation planning 
15 rule if you have that or, I've heard it referred to 
16 Raber- The statewide transportation planning rule. Counselor would you like to take that? 
17 Sercomb- <?I> didn't hear the verb on that question. 
18 Raber- Could you read to us the Transportation Planning Rule? 
19 Sercomb- I don't have it in front of me, but essentially it requires that you make determinations about the functional 
20 capability of streets that are abutting an area that is subject to a Plan Amendment and determine that there is sufficient 
21 capacity in the street, <?>you, to service the uses that would be allowed by the Plan amendment and that there be that 
22 degree of concurrency in order to justify the Plan amendment. 
23 ? -Under the 
24 Raber- Excuse me, Commissioner Fitzgerald. The applicant without having said anything that you would have to 
25 reopen the hearing for, has pointed out that in the large book that you got initially. The transportation analysis on page 
26 58. 
27 ? Estes- It's the applicant's narrative. 
28 ? -Remember it well. 
29 Estes- In exhibit E, transportation impact analysis page 58, 
30 Raber- Paraphrase this, the Transportation Planning Rule. 
31 ? Roberts- It's exhibit E, there it is. 
32 ? -Page what? 
33 ? Roberts- Page 58, NO<NO NO you're back in the, yes, there you go now go to page 58. 
34 
35 Roberts- Ok. While they're looking at this the question I have and it's, this is, in the process, at some point I don't 
36 know whether it's appropriate now or appropriate later down the road but it's going to get back to transportation issues 
37 and I believe we're going to wind up with a discrepancy between the actual engineering physical guidelines and 
38 capacity say the road can handle and the experiential capacity of what the road can handle as it relates to a Historic 
39 neighborhood. Can we allow engineering capacity, can we as a commission fmd that, that capacity, what am I trying to 
40 say, that the experiential capacity is more important than the engineering capacity? The experiential capacity in this 
41 case probably would be lower than the engineering capacity. Can we override the engineering capacity? 
42 
4 3 Sercomb -Well, again you have to look at criteria that you use to apply the Plan amendment which includes the criteria 
44 in the Plan for the standards for changing the Plan designation and then the TPR or any other standard that's imposed by 
45 state law. And as you can see from the summary here it talks about what will the proposed use allowed by the Plan 
46 amendment do to the functional classification of the roads? Will it cause the road to be no longer functionally classified 
4'7 as, or increase it so a different functional classification? And will it have, will it allow the land uses which are 
48 inconsistent with that functional classification? So that if a road is planned for a local street and it then pushes it up so 
49 that it's now at functional classification where it's a minor collector or something like that then that becomes a problem 
50 in terms of allowing that Plan change to do that so the answer is no, you need to look at the precise standard and figure· 
51 out what use, figure out what standard there maybe in looking at the Plan amendment criteria you're talking about 
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1 whether the property is better suited for uses proposed than for the uses for which the property is currently designated 
2 by the Plan. And a second criterion is that a need exists for the proposed Plan Map designation that is not already met 
3 by the existing Plan Map designations in the general area. So within the scope of the first criteria there may be some 
4 aspects of what you're talking about. That's for you to decide. 
5 
6 Roberts- The City has already set some precedent toward treating the area, traffic wise, differently because they have 
7 special street designations for that area that don't apply anywhere else. And I have a question, but why don't we jump 
8 into the big one. We've pussyfooted long enough. We're all wrestling here, I mean, really wrestling with the notion 
9 that this has to be a yes or no vote, because, in a couple of instances the applicant, well meaning and sincere, I know 

10 they are, if we say yes to their application we have vested 45 units per acre because of the SCPA zone and theoretically 
11 they could go out and sell that to somebody else and somebody else comes back in and says I want 45 units per acre. 
12 That makes me very uncomfortable, unless we can condition it somehow, I mean short of that, we're going to have to 
13 ask the applicant to go back for a different zone to get us down to a zone that is tolerable and that starts this whole 
14 process over again and that would be truly ugly. None of us, not anyone here wants to go down that road so somehow 
15 or another we have to find a way that we can ensure that we're not going to get 45 unit per acre in some kind of vesting. 
16 It would be very nice to send some kind of strong signal that says we got to pay some real close attention to how much 
17 traffic and<! whether> we allow traffic to move in and adjacent to old Orenco. And without conditions I don't know 
18 how we do that. So is there a way through this? 
19 
20 Sercomb- There may be, we talked about this as a staff and I think you're aware that as a staff we had some 
21 misgivings about whether or not we can straight up condition a Plan change as a technical device given the structure of 
22 our, of the langnage in our, in our Plan and the structure of our zoning code and the way that it deals with conditions. 
23 This is not a black and white sort of thing and it maybe that we could impose those conditions. They could be 
24 defensible but there is some concern about whether or not they're vulnerable to challenge. We talked about a couple of 
?5 other techniques that may get you to where you want to go. One might be that the Commission in approving the Plan 

6 change, the SCP A designation, might at the same time initiate a change of zone on its own motion, initiate a 
2 7 change of zone for the property, and initiate the change of zone with specific conditions that would be applied to that 
28 zone change. That would be something that would be initiated by the Planning Commission. It would be decided by the 
29 PZHB and then the Council but it would be a contemporaneous action that would serve to contour what would the uses 
30 that might be allowed under the Plan amendment. That might even be referenced in the action that you recommend to 
31 the Council as part of the Plan change, could give it some additional strength. There is also, I think, Mr. Sullivan 
32 mentioned a technique as well that is allowed in the statutes that to have a development agreement. Development 
33 agreements, I think we may have talked about that briefly last time, but they're essentially a land use actions that are 
34 before the City Council that allow for the first step to be taken in terms of a development of land, to have a development 
3 5 agreement that is a contract between the City and the property owner that would talk about and restrict the type of uses 
36 that the property could be put to. It would impose particular design or development conditions that would deal with, and 
3 7 the most often used for dealing with the amount of exactions and public contributions. They're technically used a 
38 lot in California for example as a way for government to get more in the sense of exactions at the front end in return for 
3 9 development certainty to the developers. And the development agreement would then be a standard that would bind the 
40 City in future Plan amendments and in implementing zoning actions and concept development plan or detailed 
41 development plan actions that might apply. This particular technique is not widely used in Oregon but it is becoming 
42 somewhat used in the last four or five years. It's been used here, for example, by the City of Beaverton in imposing 
43 restrictions on redevelopment at the Tektronix campus. It's been used by the City of Bend in a very heavy way in terms 
44 of restricting and allowing certain uses in the western part of Bend<?> residential development there. And it is 
45 statutory process and it is a noticed land use decision there is public participation, a hearing occurs before a Council and 
46 that's the way it is processed and negotiated. In this case there could be a development agreement that would be entered 
4 7 into after a noticed hearing and approval by the council between the developer and the City it would limit the uses the 
48 property and that would bind the property until it's changed or until the development agreement expires. The third 
49 technique I think would be to have, and this is what the council and the commission has used in the past as I understand 

') it is to have a somewhat heavy legislative history about this Plan amendment in the fmdings and in discussion by the 
J! formal recommendation of counsel that says the only reason why we're making a decision about the property being used 
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I and it's satisfYing the Plan criteria, the Plan amendment criteria on the assumption that it's going to be developed as 
2 represented by the applicant ant that it has these types of attributes or conditions as part of that development and that is 
3 the\e basis on which we're approving this Plan change and if you know in fact we believe that that creates some sort of 
4 law with respect to the property that would be a binding in terms of future zoning actions and zoning conditions because 
5 that becomes than the basis by which we're making this Plan change. You could express that in fmdings as I've 
6 understand that you've done that in the past and it would create come legislative history and some precedent, if you will, 
7 that would be effective in terms of <?conquering> future zoning actions. All three of those techniques I think would be 
8 possible in order to carry out specifics as presented by applicant here; it might have some binding effect or precedential 
9 effect in future zoning actions. 

10 
11 Coulter- Mr. Sercomb in regards to option two and option th,ree, would this follow the parcel even if it's sold to 
12 another individual so you have another, you know someone else is actually going to develop it? Would, if we were to 
13 do option 2 or 3 would it follow the property so if another developer came along they couldn't come back to us and say 
14 it's now SCPA we don't agree with that and that was not a contractual agreement between us and you. 
15 
16 Sercomb- So option 2 being? 
17 Coulter- Development agreement with a developer. 
18 Sercomb- A development agreement would be a <? Recorded> finding property restriction. 
19 Coulter- So it would bind no matter who was the developer. 
20 Sercomb- Correct. 
21 Coulter- If the property 
22 Sercomb- Until the development agreement expired. They only last a certain number of years. 
23 Coulter-"And if the development agreement expires what then happens to the Map at that point? With the Map, does it 
24 go back to its original mapping and stay SCP A and no longer have a development agreement? 
25 
26 Sercomb- I don't think that the Plan amendment would become unwound; I mean there may be ways. The technique 
27 here would be to enter into a development agreement first and that agreement might provide for the consequences if it 
28 expires as to what happens with any sort of implementing actions. Implementing actions might be the Plan amendment 
29 itself then might be, we might be able to work it in terms of its requiring a new. development agreement. 
30 
31 Coulter- I would think that would be something we have to look at. We can't run the risk that it falls apart and we're 
32 back to 45 units per acre, so to me it seems like that would have to be part of that written process and the same with 
33 option number three the heavy legislative piece. Again, the consequences if, if it takes a certain period of time and it 
34 falls apart, so that it doesn't go back to a wide open SCPA. 
35 
36 Sercomb- Short of actually conditioning the Plan change I think that the heavy fmding option would not be in a 
3 7 technical sense binding but would crate a legislative history and a precedent that would be persuasive, probably upon 
3 8 the Hearings Board. 
39 
40 Coulter- So, ifl understand this right it would be up to you to fight it in court then? 
41 Sercomb- We would have to what? 
42 Coulter- It would be up to you to be the one to fight it in court? 
43 
44 Sercomb- No, you're talking about influencing and again this process is going to be your recommendation goes to the 
45 Council. It will be in the Council ordinance that effects this Plan change that and it will be the expression of the 
46 Council that this is the appropriate zone or this what is predicted for this property. And you would think that unless 
47 there's a change of Council that, that would be persuasive to the PHZB. 
48 
49 Coulter'-' Well, I think its incumbent upon us to try to protect the land, the Orenco neighbors and the current applicant. 
50 development folks. We have to do all three. We can't leave one hanging. 
51 
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Mathews- Mr. Sercomb, I hear you say quite a few things like this might work or this could work, but if it was your 
million dollars would you put your bet on it? 

Sercomb- Well, I would never bet on the land use system with a million dollars. I'll tell you that much. I would be 
betting on something else. But the, I mean, no. The only way of those techniques, the only certain restriction in a legal 
sense on what a decision maker could do in terms of Plan change or implementing zoning or any sort of development 
Plans would be the development agreement during the time the development agreement is in place. We can get and you 
can impose and the Council could impose a condition on the Plan change that would undo the Plan change in the future 
or begin a process to undo the Plan change in the future if certain conditions didn't evolve and we could, and we've not 
done that as a City before, and we could try that as a technique. 

Mathews-You could try it but no guarantees? 
Sercomb -Right. 
Mathews - OK. 

Coulter- I think we're back to looking at options and thinking outside the box and Lord knows our community is not 
one to wait for others to do things. Sometimes we have to take the lead and in maybe in this particular arena to protect 
all parties we have to look at a development agreement option and see how we can include the consequences if things 
don't fall out like we expect them to do. And hopefully that would protect all interested parties. Again, we're trying to 
look for as much as possible everybody gaining from this and not having one total winner and one total loser. I guess 
my next question, you know, this is a, granted none of us up here is an attorney so we would have to look, I think, to 
staff for help in developing that development agreement. I don't think that's something that this group up here is 
comfortable trying to generate unless the rest of you are then go for it. But is that something that if we decide that's an 
option we want to look at is that, the next step we would take is to talk with staff to develop our final motion that lays 
out all these, the groundwork? 

Sercomb- Ifthe development agreement was the direction you wanted to go and that would essentially allow a lot 
more detail about the development of this property it would be worked out in the frrst step at this stage. Then you 
would want to consider holding action off on the Plan amendment and allowing a development agreement to proceed by 
application of the developer to the Council and scheduling that for the Council and providing input to the developer and 
to the Council as to what you thlnk is appropriate in a development agreement. 

Coulter- I think Brian said it very clear in the beginning we're trying to fmd a way not to be force with a yes and a no 
here and looking for viable options and so perhaps this is a viable option to give some sense of protection to the old 
Oren co folks and still allow an owner to develop their property if, you know, private property rights are an issue here so 
this may be that avenue. 

Roberts- So do we need to ask each of the commissioners your general feeling? Do you want to move ahead in this 
fashion? Are you uncomfortable exploring this option? I mean, are you uncomfortable if it's yes or no? Would you 
rather say no than yes or yes than no or would rather try to keep out of the yes or no? 

Jiiiz:gerald -I'd like to keep out of a yes or no but I would like some clarification, sorry, if we do go the development 
agreement way, do, you said we just make recommendations to the Council; the Council's the one who hammers out the 
details of the development agreement. I s that right? 
Sercomb- That's correct. 
Fitzgerald - Whereas if we picked one of the other options then we would hammer out the details? 
Sercomb- Well 
Fitzgerald- And, sorry, to go back a step, would the Council have a public hearing similar to what we've had here and 
would they hear all the things, testimony or would it be different process? 
~ . , "' .,. 
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I Roberts -I'm, I understand the Council has to have the final say on a development agreement but I'm personally a bit 
2 uncomfortable saying 'Council you haven't heard all the testimony that we've heard and here's the, you know, we want 
3 you to worry about traffic, and we want you to worry about buffers between the old and the new and we want you to 
4 worry about historic preservation and, you know, yada, yada, yada, work it out for us. I'm thinking that we need to be 
5 buried up to our eyeballs in working out, handing a very strong document that we hand to the Council and say this is our 
6 best shot. If you want to improve it or modify it you're certainly can be prepared or are, should be prepared to do that. 
7 I think we need to give Council our best shot. 
8 
9 Sercomb- So if you're intending to go down that route, and will the applicant to buy off on that too, you know, and 

I 0 you're at a place where you say without some controls, some better controls on this property we're uncomfortable 
II finding that Plan amendment criteria are met because we can't pin down with any sort of certainty what the proposed 
12 uses are going to be in order to apply those criteria. And then maybe the next step would be for us to come back to you 
13 in two weeks and say, OK, here's how development agreements work, here are the areas, and we can get that 
14 information to you in advance of the next meeting and then maybe have a little bit more of a discussion informed a little 
15 bit by the applicant's desires that if we were to do a development agreement process what would be the areas that would 
16 be in a development agreement and what, and you could then maybe say OK we like this idea we're interested in having 
17 some specificity with these sorts of things and here's what we'd like to do and then you could maybe make a 
18 recommendation that way with some specificity to the Council assuming that the applicant wants to go down this path. 
19 And present that to the Council directly at the hearing. 
20 
21 Mathews- Those conditions that you primarily have at development review would have to have a project borrow most 
22 of that as far as parkland, and the set asides and everything is going to have to be developed in that, which is asking 
23 them to go farther than they're probably ready to go at this point. 
24 
25 Roberts -You know, I'm not sure that it is. I think we can get enough specificity that we can get comfortable with 
26 what's being proposed if we talk about how we allow the vehicular versus pedestrian traffic to move between the old 
27 and the new. 
28 
29 Mathews- Have we talked about how we get off Cornelius Pass? That's not even anything addressed. If the County. 
30 follows what they've done in any other areas. 
31 
32 Roberts- Ross, that's more of a, Cornelius Pass I'm not as worried about because we're going to have all sorts of 
33 traffic engineers that are going to tell us what's going to work. Once we tell them how much traffic is going on to the 
34 road then they can crank through their formulas and they can get us something that will work. It' the interface between 
3 5 the old and the new community that is always the sticking point. 
36 Mathews- I'll buy that. 
37 
3 8 Coulter- I think we would also, as we've talked earlier; we would encourage Venture to try to work with the County to 
39 be very creative with the TIF fund. It's to their benefit to fix Cornelius Pass road as it is as much is ours if they want to 
40 really sell those homes. So people don't want to go somewhere where they can't get in and out and around. 
41 
17 Rol!ert~- And we have some historic, preservation issues that we need to talk about. And as long as. we can create 
43 enough of a framework that everybody agrees to them I think we can get past the yes or no because 
44 
45 ? - <?> 
46 
47 Roberts- Yes, I'm not willing to vest them now but I could be in the future if we can<? get> through some of these 
48 issues. We have to take care of the old community. 
49 
50 Coulter- I would propose then that we move forward then with the last recommendation by Counsel to maybe have 
51 you•come .back in two weeks with the.framework of a development agreement and how we can then take a look at those 

72 

666 



I areas that give us the greatest concern and ensure then we're trying to put some sideboards on this to ensure that we're 
2 trying to protect the old and the new to protect the density and those issues. 
3 
4 Roberts- I think we need to open the hearings and let the applicant weigh in on this tool and then we'll close it after. 
5 
6 Counselor Sullivan- We'd be happy to follow through. Here's what I propose. I will have in to the staff, the Friday 
7 before the hearing a draft of development agreement, we've been gathering them over the last couple weeks, and I will 
8 put in our version or what I understand your version of the conditions to be and then you can depend on that. And I'll 
9 share with Tim (Sercomb) all of the development, all of the development agreements we've been able to gather over the 

I 0 past couple weeks. 
II 
12 Coulter- I would like to request maybe that be a Thursday so that we could have it 
13 Counselor Sullivan - Sure. 
14 Coulter- for a Friday 
15 Counselor Sullivan -You bet. 
16 Coulter- and have 
17 Counselor Sullivan -You bet. 
18 Coulter- time to really digest it. 
19 Counselor Sullivan- Right. And will have it in by E-mail so that if anybody wants to call staff they can get an E-mail 
20 copy of it. 
21 ?-Ok. 
22 Coulter- Are you comfortable with that Mr. Sercomb? 
23 Sercomb- Yes, I am. I also have some development agreements that I have drafted them also in the past myself, so I 
24 think we can work out something that we can use as a prototype here and then I will give you a memo that sort of 
25 describes the process and how these. things work. 

) , Roberts-Yes, because the question that came immediately to mind is this agreement has to be in place before we can 
_7 vote. 
28 ?-Oh 
29 Roberts- Correct? 
30 Sercomb- Well you'd want to have that adopted as a predicate to 
31 Roberts- Yes. 
32 Sercomb- the Plan change. 
3 3 Roberts- Yes, so the City Council would have to take action on that before we could say yes or no. 
34 ? Sercomb- Right. 
35 Brooks- But clarification, ifl might ask the question. Would the Commission still have to act affirmatively on the 
36 Plan change, understanding that the development agreement would, a, being carried forward with that recommendation? 
3 7 Roberts- I, I couldn't do that 
38 Sercomb- I think what they're saying is that they want to know, that they want to have some certainty about the 
3 9 development is before they apply and make findings based on the Plan change criteria. 
40 Brooks- No, I understand that, but you would still have to take action on the Plan change. Is that 
41 Sercomb- Well, I, my understanding and correct me if I'm wrong is that, is that we're going to take a little break here 
42 in the Plan amendment process and we're going to have a side journey to the Council to work out a development 
4~ .· \lgreelllent '!lld once the Council takes ,action on, !hat then it will be relatively easy to make f"mdings and then to make a 
44 recommendation to Council on the Plan change. 
45 ? Brooks - OK. 
46 Counselor Sullivan- And the draft that I'll do will make the agreement dependent upon the adoption of the Plan 
47 amendment. 
48 Sercomb- Right. 
49 ? -Exactly. 
"0 Counselor Sullivan- I don't want to be stuck with an agreement 
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1 Coulter- Well, and I think that's exactly what you do. Again that's one of the<! sure> if it doesn't work things we 
2 have to have a way out for all parties. 
3 ?-You bet. 
4 
5 Raber- President Roberts? May staff ask Mr. Sercomb a question? 
6 Roberts - Oh, please do. 
7 Raber- The development agreement you have described as being a land use action, which is subject to appeal in and of 
8 itself and if the development agreement goes to the Council with recommendation from the Planning Commission for 
9 the parameters <? for> possible approval, that, the Council would take action on that and presumably the development 

10 agreement could be win or lose then appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals 
11 ? Sercom b - Correct. 
12 Raber- correct? 
13 ? -True. 
14 Raber- So we, it would then 
15 ?-Ohman, 
16 Raber- because, you know, a question of whether or not the Planning Commission wished to take action and make a 
17 recommendation on the Plan change if the development agreement were at LUBA? 
18 
19 Sercomb- What, I think that we could, we could work out some, some things and then there are, you know, the effect 
20 of a LUBA appeal is not to stay or hold in abeyance any sort of action, so there may some ways we can work through 
21 these processes even if there were challenges. I think that, I but I think that Debbie's correct, Ms. Raber's correct, that 
22 the development agreement here is going to be a fairly significant land use action. I mean it will, it will bind you in the 
23 future concept development plan, and detailed development plan approvals assuming that the SCP A Plan designation is 
24 what comes out of it. So you know it's a fairly heavy duty action and one that may be something that the applicant is, 
25 would be interested in knowing at the front end what's going to be the conditions on this? What are going to be the 
26 limitations on this development? And so it might be better to know that at the front end. For all concerned, for you in 
27 terms in terms deciding or recommending the Plan amendment and for the developer to know what it is getting into in 
28 the long run so it is possible that, that will be a major focus for opponents or any concerned person to be involved in, 
29 and it could be appealed. Do I think there are going to be issues about, it sounds from me listening, ifl might, say that 
30 at least the developer has thought about these issues enough and has investigated this stuff so its not premature, I mean, 
31 that's what you worry about when you go a development agreement route, is that it's too early in the process to really 
32 set all this stuff in stone or decide these things. But that doesn't sound to be the case here. So it may be a good<? 
33 route> to go. 
34 
35 Roberts- Well the, I mean, frankly this sounds like classic Hillsboro, you know, that we are, we are just beating our 
36 heads against the wall trying to figure out how to, how to marry all of these issues and find a way to.say yes as opposed 
37 to just say no. That's classic Hillsboro. Yes, if you've got em. 
38 
39 Cameron- One thing I wanted like to clarify is who retains ownership of the Me Donald House? 
40 ? -The Elk's. 
41 Cameron- The Elk's do. Ok. 
42 ? -But it's still part of this land use<! judge> 
43 Roberts- And the Elk's being a good steward. I'm just totally happy with that. 
44 Mathews- But the finding of the improvements around it will all be part of the cost of the project? 
45 ''· ... ., .... , ... 
46 Roberts- I suspect so, that's, you know, that's between the Elk's and Venture but, OK so let's close the hearing again, 
47 Yes, let's be real clear, I think we need to enter into this development agreement process that allows us to put enough 
48 parameters on the approval so we're certain that we can protect to the best , to the greatest extent possible old Orenco, 
49 and we need enough certainty in that agreement and if that means approved by City Council before we say yes to the 
50 Comprehensive Plan change then that's what it means. So the agreement is signed by ail parties and if we have to wait · 
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1 for an appeal period to find out if it's going to be appealed then we wait. Is that how you see it, the rest of the 
2 Commission? 
3 
4 Mathews- Do we have in this agreement, we've had a discussion about 2 acres, 3 acres, a half acre of parks and so for 
5 the, do we have to go to that detail? 
6 
7 Coulter- Well, I think we do, and I think that's part of what, I still need to see back from Counsel exactly how these 
8 things lay out so I have a better understanding of them. I think right now it's too premature to put that speci, specifi, 
9 speci, whatever that word is, you know what I'm saying, it's getting late. 

10 
11 ... ? - Midnight 
12 
13 Coulter- I need to under, I need to see the process better, I need to see the development agreement concept that you 
14 were talking about and 
15 
16 Roberts- Well, my guess is that we can, I mean, we have already categorized the issues and how we want to a param, 
17 put parameters on them and the agreement can talk about how, you, how you cinch this thing in. You know, we've got 
18 two very capable attorneys that I'm sure can duke it out and get us close. 
19 
20 Sercomb- Well, might I suggest, it sounds like what you want is frrst an overview of the process in writing before you 
21 next meet; the statute is not very lengthy. I'll give you a copy of the statute. It very<?> particularly describes what is a 
22 necessary content of a development agreement in terms of what you have to put in there and what the things are you can 
23 restrict or limit through a development agreement. It's very plain. Mr. Sullivan and I might be able to work out, you 
24 know sort of a prototypical development agreement that would, that you could look at, at least, and it would have some 
'J5 of the things that the developer is conceding that it's willing to do here. It would be the beginning points of some 

' discussion for you together with that overview document and the next time we meet you can, you can say this is kind of 
1.7 what we're thinking about or we'd like to have this drawn up more. Then we can refine it and bring it back to you and 
28 then you can forward it on to, a, with a recommendation to the Council. 
29 
30 Mathews- Are we looking at a time problem with the clock? 
31 Roberts- No, there's, this, not on this. This is 
32 Mathews- No<?> time on the clock on this one. 
33 Roberts- It's not a 120 day issue. 
34 Mathews- No 120 day issue. 
35 Coulter- And so because of that I think we need to take a due diligence time to do it right. 
36 Roberts- Yes, we really do. 
3 7; Sercomb- And again this may, if you go down this route it may in fact be a time saver further down .into the process 
38 when you're working on concept development plan and the detailed development plan, those sorts of steps. 
39 Mathews-OK. 
40 Coulter- So what do you need from us this evening? 
41 Sercomb -I think we have direction. You can make that in the form of a motion but I understand where you want to 
42 go. 
43 Coulter- So do we need to a 
44 Roberts- Just continue 
45 Coulter- just continue, is that, continue this, or table it or what are we doing? 
46 Roberts- No. You don't table. 
4 7 ? -I guess you can't table. 
48 Coulter- What do we need to do with this Comprehensive Plan? 
49 Sercomb- I wouldn't see any reason, I would just, if you want to take a motion that would be to direct the staff to bring 
·1 back information on the development agreement option and to continue deliberations. 
" ? Roberts- That works. 
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Mathews- Deliberation only? No more public hearing? 
? -Right, deliberation only. 
Coulter -OK. So I move that we direct staff to 
? Roberts -investigate 
Coulter- investigate development agreements to bring back to our February ninth meeting and the hearing will remain 
closed. 
? Roberts -for any testimony 
Coulter- for any testimony. 
Estes- Right the hearing would remain closed, as was 
Brooks- And you would continue deliberations. 
Coulter- And we will continue deliberations 
Roberts - OK. I have a motion. 
Cameron- Second. 
Roberts- It's been moved and seconded by Commissioner Coulter and Commissioner Cameron all those in favor say 
aye. 
----Aye. 
Roberts- Opposed? It's unanimous. Yes, let's take about five minutes, so, OK. 

I ., -. , .... ~ 2-9-05 (Jfearing #4) 
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Brooks - You have before you a staff report dated 2/4 which included an attachment from our attorney Tim Sercomb 
dated 2/2 which included the statute relevant to development agreements (DA). As you recall you closed the hearings 
on 1/26. You were expressing discomfort with moving ahead on the Plan change without some assurances on specific 
points that you had concerns about. The applicant has offered the idea of aDA. You've asked the attorney to come 
back with more information on DAs. There maybe other ways that we can get to the same point without a development 
agreement and with that I'll tum it over to our City attorney to discuss your options. 

Sercomb- Thank you Mr. Brooks. As Wink mentioned in the process we are at a place where the PC is seeking to 
provide some sort of way of describing or limiting the uses in a way that's dependable so they can then use that use 
determination as a basis for taking action on the Plan amendment request which is to the SCPA designation. One of the 
ideas that we talked about in the last session was to do aDA and to basically the Plan amendment process go forward 
with aDA process that would fix more definitely and at least for the duration of the DA the intended uses of the 
property and that could be the basis then for the Planning Commission to complete its recommendation on the Plan 
amendment that's pending before you. The memorandum that I have describes a little bit about DAs and for the benefit 
of others who haven't read that memorandum it basically talks about aDA, sets out the statutes. So let me just take one 
minute and describe that, summarize that. ADA is an agreement that's typically sought by a property owner to vest 
procedural and substantive rights to develop property. It gives that property owner the security that under that contract 
the property can be developed for prescribed uses during the period of time of the DA. Typically the quid pro quo for 
government, for City or county entering into aDA is that you get required dedication and infrastructure obligations 
decided up front and often times get a better deal than when you would impose infrastructure or dedication requirements 
by condition. But what it does is to describe the duration of the agreement, the permitted uses of the property, the 
density or intensity of use, maximum height and size of structures, provisions for reservation and dedication of land, 
schedule of fees and charges, a schedule and process for coming back and periodically looking at the agreement and 
deciding if the developer and property owner is in compliance with it, sorting out the responsibility for providing 
infrastructure and services. The agreement typically also is required to say what happens if there's some change in 
regional or federal policy or something that makes the complying with the agreement impossible or harder, what 
happens then, what the remedies are for a breach the extent to which it is assignable or can go to someone else and ther 
a factor which is not relevant here. A DA, a City can pass ordinance describing the processes that is uses for 
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I approving a DA. Hillsboro doesn't have those ordinances and the absence of them, we're left only with the state statute 
2 which says a DA is a land use decision and its something that is approved by the City Council so the process for aDA 
3 should we go in that direction would be for the property owner or developer to ask to make aDA to the Council have 
4 that be noticed as a land use decision where there would be notice to affected property owners there nearby , published 
5 notice as well and there would be a hearing, a land use hearing a quasi-judicial hearing that would beheld before the 
6 Council, in which people would have a chance to testifY about the contents of that agreement and what should be the 
7 bargain that's struck. Then there would be deliberation by the Council and approval of a particular form ofDA. Now, 
8 it requires obviously for it to be entered into for both property owner or the applicant and the Council to come to some 
9 agreement about the contents of a DA and so it is both a somewhat of a negotiation as well as a public hearing land use 

I 0 process. But there is full participatory rights much the same way as any other land use approval. There is some choice 
II in the level of detail for these categories. I think that in this case you might look at making a recommendation or 
12 perhaps giving instructions to the developer that this particular DA might be more of a simple DA, that the purposes of 
13 it is to nail down how many things, 3, 4 or 5 things that are important in your view that it be nailed down in order for 
14 you to get to be able to take action on the Plan amendment process. I say that because there you may want to have some 
15 wariness about investing, at least at the Planning Commission level, and at least right now a lot of time and process into 
16 the contents of a DA. It is something that is subject to, in the final analysis, to a hearing before the Council and a record 
17 that's created before the Council in terms of what its content should be and the discretion of the Council in that regard. 
18 With a lot of detail if you were to try managing the detail ofDA before the Planning Commission we might have to set 
19 up a fairly elaborate citizen participation process before the planning commission if that was your intent. It would and 
20 possibly it might limit your discretion later on should this Plan amendment be approved should Station Community 
21 Planning zoning be approved for. It might limit your discretion later on when you're looking at a concept development 
22 plan, a detailed development plan, that's truly the spot where the Planning Commission is to mange the detail of the 
23 development so be wary about creating records that influence that that outside of that process. And finally there would 
24 be issues if we set up an elaborate process before you on a development agreement about whether or not that decision 
?5 itself would be subject to review by the Council so the recommendation that I have is that if you decide to go in this 
.6 direction that you basically move to table the amendment proceedings to a time following the Council action and any 

27 requested development agreement or to a time certain whichever is earlier. That you may want to discuss and obtain 
28 consensus among yourselves not as a land use decision but just as a point of information but to try to obtain consensus 
29 on the necessary content of the DA that could permit favorable action on the requested Plan Amendment and I would 
30 assume that would involve the number and types of dwelling units, the extent and types of property dedication, 
31 transportation improvements and the treatment of the McDonald House and than after that allow some public testimony 
32 if that's what you're intent is to see if that influences your consensus or suggestions to the applicant and then you would 
33 comment to the applicant on what your think would be appropriate in the application. I make that recommendation 
34 basically to try and avoid an elaborate land use hearing process before you on this but also to allow you to express your 
35 thoughts to the applicant in terms of what you think is important and the reason why you're suggesting the DA be 
36 pursued. Now that said, there's been some, I guess, among some staff a little bit of a reluctance to start down this path 
3 7 because it is a new process for the City and one that we have, don't have much experience, any experience in and one 
3 8 that jurisdictions generally in this area have experience in. Our culture in terms of planning procedures before the 
3 9 Council is that most of the heavy lifting is done by the Planning Commission and in some cases by the Planning and 
40 Zoning Hearings Board and that the Council is sort of a court oflast resort, if you will, and is not as experienced in 
41 conducting land use hearings as the two bodies that <?> yourselves and the Hearings Board. So there's I think a little 
42 bit of, if! might read into it, wariness about creating a new and elaborate process before the Council that is a land use 
43 hearing process, that's somewhat uncharted. Which is not to say that it is not an option, which is not something that you 
44 can pursue or may even be a good option. I don't know. But there is some reluctance. So the question was raised is 
45 there any other option that would be viable here and fair to all the participants and still accomplish the a, provide a 
46 solution to the Planning Commission in terms of<? providing defmity> One process that we've been discussing 
4 7 today is for the commission to consider, the applicant to consider re-noticing this Plan amendment process and 
48 reopening up the public hearing to allow testimony on whether other Plan desigoations might be appropriate for this 
49 particular property. The Plan Amendment process does allow for the commission to recommend approval, denial, or a 
'0 modification of the request, a modification here, given there's mixed plan desigoation that includes low density 

"1 residential might include expanding that. The recommendation or the scenario I'm sketching out here would be that we 
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would re-notice to allow for some expanded consideration of other Plan designations and that in that new hearing that i· 
addition to the SCPA Plan designation that the commission could consider a recommendation on a combination of low· 
density, medium density Plan designation for this property. That would fix the density. It would allow for some 
certainty, that certain densities could not be exceeded because of the densities that are allowed in those Plan 
designations. The Planning Staff has looked at the question that if this property were designated for on the Plan as low 
density residential and medium density residential could it still be zoned in one of the Station Community Planning 
zones, in particular Station Community Residential- Village which was the desired, I think zoning district. The 
conclusion of the Staff is it could be. That the SCP A zones are not exclusively used in the SCPA portions around the 
Station Community Planning Area. It would be possible to do a Station Community Residential-Village zoning 
designation with low and medium density Plan designations, that would then allow the special developmental review 
processes for that zone. That is the conceptual development plan and detailed development plan processes could be 
employed. If all that were to hold together it would provide a very expanded public participation opportunity for how 
this property would be developed. Because of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, that is the 
most intense development review that the City has and one that allows the most public participation in terms of how 
property is developed. The scenario that I just described would also provide some assurances at the front end. That 
wouldn't be there if it was just a SCPA plan designation. It would provide some assurances that the property could not 
be developed in a higher residential density that was of concern to at least the Orenco Neighbor Organization and 
others. So that's where we are, the details of the development agreement are set out in that memo and a<that's?> 
process and than what I just described is perhaps an alternative scenario that the Commission may want to think about. 
I don't know if you have any other thoughts on that Wink or not. 

Brooks-No. 

Coulter.-, Mr. Sercomb in alternative B ifwe were to go down that road would you also maybe convey how that 
process would allow us also to look at areas like access from the development into Old Orenco. Would that< ? > 
through if we were to go through this alternate B, would we be able to adequately address the Commission's concerns, 
those areas through the concept development plan process? 

Sercomb -You would not be able to address them at the front end. The only thing that you would settle down is the 
density issues, and the residential nature of the development, I suppose that any of the other SCP A allowance. So it's 
correct that you would be able < ? > do it during the development review part of it after the Plan designation, the Plan 
change and after the zone change. The zone change is not before you I understand. The zone change could have some 
conditions· as well. But at least at the time that it then came for development review, that would be before the 
Commission and those issues about the transportation interface with the Orenco neighborhood and the treatment of the 
McDonald House and all the other issues that you've been hearing about and thinking about. Those could be addressed 
and limited and contoured and conditioned as part of development review. 

Mathews- At that point in time would we be able to review the green space that we're going to set aside that we may 
feel that is necessary as well if it's over and above what the SCPA regulation would be. Say we wanted to a block out a 
given amount, or the community wanted to block out a given amount space? What zoning rules would be guiding us at 
that point? 

Sercomb- I'd have to look in more detail at the concept development review and detail development review to advise 
you about the specifics of what it requires or allows in terms of condition development to answer that. 

Coulter- I think Mr. Sercomb that would be, I think a critical element because that is one of the things that we're really 
looking is of this property what can we keep as really usable Open Space. Again that goes along with the protections 
that we're looking at in Old Orenco Neighborhood, the McDonald House. 

Sercomb." ,<?Want> me ,to look at that right now, if you'd like? 
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l (banter) 
2 
3 Mathews- If I were discussing this, the availability of having a lot more public input has some validity. Especially 
4 since we've talked about going back to a whole new approach. Allowing the public to have more say, and being 
5 involved in development review but we've got to know what guidelines we're working with. What rules, what zoning 
6 rules we're going to be working with, that are going to say, no you can only have so many square feet of Open Space. 
7 
8 Roberts- Right. 
9 

10 Mathews- And, a, if we're interpreting as loosely as we are the ones in our PUD right now that's very hard to 
11 understand. 
12 
I 3 Roberts -Yes. Well I too, it's kind of the history of this body to make sure that people feel like they've been listened to 
14 an if we have to error on the side of having more testimony to.make sure that happens then I'm for letting that happen. 
15 My concern is the same as Commissioner Mathews and Commissioner Coulter. I don't want to do anything in haste 
16 that could create a problem, but I trust our ability to be able to hang on to the integrity of the issues that we're concerned 
17 about though the concept development plan and detailed development plan process. We've been through that many 
18 times. If we have to get ornery we can get ornery. I've done that before. My concern is will the neighborhood trust our 
19 ability to be able to do that? That's a big concern to me, so I don't know yet. 
20 
21 Coulter- Do you have an answer yet? I think probably the most critical element for me to determine either or is our 
22 ability to control those factors that we heard over and over and over and over that we are concerned about after listening 
23 to all the testimony that at some avenue down the road we have an opportunity to be able to make a decision in those 
24 areas and not be locked out of it like Open Space or the old Orenco Neighborhood or the McDonald House. 
'>5 
,6 ? - < ? a short comment > 

27 
28 Coulter- Correct 
29 
30 Sercomb- So in order to assess the viability of this option <?according> what be what degree of discretion do we have 
31 to require more than the minimum Open Space as well as transportation improvement and the other things we're 
32 concerned about, cultural resources stuff that's come before you. 
33 
34 Coulter -.That would be. correct. 
35 
36 Brooks- I think there might be another issue that occurs to me that would be an important one because it sounds to me 
3 7 like of course you would like to maintain the ability to this CDP and DDP and would there be an ability for the Planning 
3 8 Commission to initiate a zone change to that particular zone subsequent to a Plan change decision which might have 
39 certain conditions placed on it as a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board when they consider it. 
40 I just thought I would defer to our attorney about that. That is. something that we talked about as part of a mix in terms 
41 of doing it in an alternative manner to a development agreement. In either case, if you go to development agreement, 
42 you have the City Council of course has to approve the development agreement you could make a recommendation at to 
43 what things you would like to have considered in that. On the other side you have the Planning and Zoning Hearings 
44 Board which would make the recommendation to the Council on the appropriate zoning for the property so I think you 
45 need to understand that process and think about that in your deliberations. 
46 
47 Roberts- In that process if we were to go down a road that would bring our partner in the PZHB and the City Council 
48 into this decision making process, is it appropriate for somebody from the Commission to go to one of those bodies and 
49 testifY, that says this is what we have been through and this is the process that we're asking your help with. I don't 
·o know if that's appropriate or not. 
Jl 
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I Coulter- Or is it better to have a written record from the Commission to them? 
2 
3 Roberts- Well they would get that any way. 
4 
5 Brooks- Then that's something that we've talked about with respect to a, any fmdings that you might have with respect 
6 to say Plan change to something other than SCPA. 
7 
8 Roberts -Right. 
9 

I 0 Brooks- Or even with the SCP A designation you might have findings that would be instructive to another body with 
I I respect to what your intent was with respect to your decision. 
12 
13 Roberts - Somehow, if we were to do that, we need to make sure that our thought process is conveyed accurately. 
14 
I 5 Brooks- Yes, I think in any decision that you took; I think you would want to convey that thought process. 
16 
I 7 ? Roberts- Yes. 
18 t . _j;~.-~·-' ,. 

I 9 Mathews- The community has invested a lot in us, and their time in us, and in testifYing before us. They've sat 
20 through a lot of meetings here. And for us to just<!> and tum our back on, say here, somebody else make the decision 
2 I on this now, we can't do it isn't the answer I'm looking for. We have to ?<have> a lot of input into whatever happens. 
22 
23 Raber- President Roberts? 
24 
25 Roberts -It may appear like that, but I would prefer to, if we were to do that I would prefer to Jay some groundwork 
26 with both bodies so they understand what's going on so they don't come into it cold turkey, and they become partners in 
2'7' the process as opposed to, !mean, and we'd have to Jay some groundwork and I don't know how you'd do that. 
28 
29 Raber- With regards to the possible initiation of a zone change, you are authorized to do that. Section 112 of the 
30 zoning ordinance does authorize you to initiate a Map amendment. Section 114 has a list of conditions that can be 
3 I placed on that amendment and President Roberts you may remember some of these from your days on the Planning and 
32 Zoning Hearings Board. Some of the conditions include such things as off site public improvements where the rezoning 
3 3 and subsequent development contributes significantly to the need for such off site improvement. It talks about 
34 landscaping; it talks about screening and fencing. It talks about limiting access. It doesn't specifically say anything 
3 5 about Open Space. However, both of our hearings officers and I believe our City attorney have stated that this is not 
3 6 necessarily an all inclusive Jist and that it states that amendment of this zone ordinance by amending the zoning map 
3 7 may be contingent upon compliance with conditions found necessary to accomplish the purpose of this ordinance and 
3 8 implement the goals and policies of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan. To that purpose any of the following conditions 
39 and there's the list may be attached to the zone change approval. So theoretically were you to approve a resolution 
40 initiating a zone change the contents of that resolution could include your recommendations for conditions that could be 
41 place on that zone change which could address some of the issues that you've heard from the community and from the 
42 applicant. 
43 
44· Sercomb,- Also to make a note on getting back to you're question of a few minutes ago. The criteria for concept 
45 development plan approval are that the proposed concept development plan is consistent with the purposes identified in 
46 this section and the intent of the applicable SCP A district. The purposes that are identified in the section are set out in 
47 section 136, Roman numeral something or other, Band, but it talks about promoting flexibility in design, 
48 diversification, location of structure, promote efficient use of land and energy, facilitate a more economical arrangement 
49 of buildings, circulation system, land uses and utilities. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
50 features and natural resources and utilize such features and resources in a harmonious fashion. Provide for more usable 
5 1 d . b1 I d b1' " " .,. • h'' . . . "' 'b'l' . . . p 'd L • ... an smta ~Y ocate pu .1c anu. cotnmon ~.achltles w. he mamtammg uext 1 rt'j 1n sitmg uses. rovi e t.11e applicant 
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with reasonable assurances of ultimate approval before expenditure of final design cost. Provide greater compatibility 
_ with surrounding land uses than may occur with a conventional project and assume a range of residential housing types 
3 and mixed use or free standing neighborhood commercial development or other opportun.ities for employment in a 
4 matter that achieves the intent and purposes of the district. So they're fairly broad criteria that you have that give you, I 
5 think, a fair degree of flexibility in applying those criteria and in particular, with respect to Open Space it does talk 
6 about preserving to the greatest extent possible existing natural resources and landscape features and utilizing those in a 
7 harmonious fashion in the development. Again it talks about maintaining facilities and impacts on adjacent areas. 
8 
9 Coulter- And so we could also, I mean, am I understanding that we'd be still able to deal with the accessibility to old 

1 0 Oren co Neighborhood. 
II 
12 Sercornb- Yes. Because the purposes of it is to provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than might 
13 occur in a conventional project. 
14 
15 Raber- And you also have the ability to limit, or the City has the ability to limit the access through the zone change 
16 process. 
17 
18 Sercomb- There's also, you're required to also, in the, as I remember this now better, in the concept development be 
19 consistent.with the purpose of the, if it were in this case Station Community Residential -Village zoning district so that 
20 also has very expansive language about in it that allows you to get into managing the development in a flexible way. 
21 
22 Coulter- Well, to me it seems like alternative B is something the City has had probably greater experience at. And 
23 probably a, again it goes back to the ability to a communicate from this body to the bodies that would make the further 
24 decisions those elements that from the public testimony that the commission feels are extremely important to be part of 
"~ moving forward and having the ability then through the remaining processes to protect both the applicant and the 

neighborhood. So if B gets us to that point and its something that the staff and counsel are more comfortable with and it 
!. I meets what we're looking for as a Conunission that to me makes more sense that to try and go down a brand new road. 
28 
29 Roberts- It does to me also, with one caveat. That is, I want to make sure, I've been in negotiated deals before where 
30 you thought you had things figured out and you turned part of it over to another party and all of a sudden it goes 
31 "FFFT', off into a different direction, and I don't know how you spell "FFFT" but that is what it does. That would be 
32 the worst of all possible situations and so I would want a pretty high degree of certainty to know that isn't going to 
33 happen. So I think we really, if we talk about that, we really, I think we have to talk to the City Council and we have to 
34 talk to the PZHB so they know what's coming and why, and I don't know how we get that done. 
35 
36 !)rooks :-;eWell I guess I would have to ask. Mr. Sercomb if there is a way to convey you're feelings to. the Council and 
37 to the PZ or the PZHB whichever ultimate choice you choose. I'm not sure there is any guarantee against something 
3 8 going "FFFST". 
39 
40 Roberts- I'm not saying guarantee, I'm not saying guarantee. I'm saying pretty high degree of certainty. That's not 
41 100% guarantee. I'm willing to live with 90 to 95%. 
42 
43 Sercomb- I think that, yes, there are ways to, you can't 100% secure it doesn't go "FFFST" but you can do things to 
44 communicate the intent of the Commission and they're a number of ways to do that. One is, in terms of your formal 
45 action on this Plan amendment, however you turn out on it, is going to be expressed in some sort of written resolution or 
46 written recommendation to the planning council that can be, and you can state, hey, we're doing this, and we're 
47 assuming that this is the kind of development that's going to happen and this is what we're looking for on this property 
48 and you can try to influence then whether or not that becomes part of the ordinance that's adopted by Council which 
49 would carry some weight to subordinate bodies including the Hearings Board. Secondly, I think it is possible to, and it 
-" happens in other jurisdictions all the time, for the a Planning Commission representative, the President or whoever, to 

· take an issue to the Council and say this is our reconunendation and in addition to receiving a packet I want to convey a 
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little bit what the sense of the Commission is on this, orally. This is where we are, this is where we were, and this is 
why we did it and this is why we're making that recommendation to you. Even if it's not a hearing process it's still can 
be structured as a recommendation of the Commission to the Council and part of it being delivered orally. Third, we 
talked about the idea of initiating a zoning change on the zone motion that would be conditioned and that would at least 
put those conditions in play before the Hearings Board to assure they're given some review and some credence by the 
Hearings Board so, yes, there's a lot of ways to communicate what you're intent and desire is. 

Roberts- What about, boy I've never heard of us doing this one, what about a joint work session between, I don't 
know whether all three bodies would need to be convened or the appropriate two, between the Planning Commission 
and the PZHB or the Planning Commission and City Council or all three of them in some kind of coordinated work 
session. 

Raber- Staff would be a little concerned about the idea of ex parte contact in that case. 

Sercomb- Yes, I think we have to think through a little bit whose record is what. I mean I can sort that out. 

Roberts- All right. 

Brooks - And it might be what choice you made. I mean, if it were a development agreement you might want to have 
possibly a meeting with the Council. If it were the Plan change zone change combination you might want to have a 
meeting with the PZHB if that were possible. 

Roberts- OK. 

Fitzgerald -Could someone, or you guys maybe could help me, I'm tired, summarize our choices. Right now we're 
trying to decide between the development agreement and then I, it would help me to understand specific actions that we . 
would take and process. 

Roberts- The other process is to re-open the hearing and in some fonn initiate 

Fitzgerald -the zone 

Roberts- the, no actually it's a Comprehensive Plan designation that, wait a second, it's really a two step thing if we 
go to a different Plan designation then it goes back to the PZHB for a zone designation. 

Brooks- But you could initiate the zone change yourselves. 
P· _ .. : . . .. ' ' " 

Roberts- OK, all right. 

Fitzgerald -Are we then tabling the Plan amendment? 

Roberts- Even, I don't 

Fitzgerald- As an action? 

46: .Jlrooks.~.Ifyou.were to move forward with a development agreement you would table the HCP until you had a 
47 development agreement that you were, hopefully, satisfied with. 
48 
49 
50 
51 

Fitzgerald -And until the City Council has done they're thing? 

Brooks- Right, because they're the ones who approve the Plan Amendment 

.. (.~. '-,. . . 
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L. Fitzgerald- And then with the second choice would we also table? 
3 
4 Brooks -No, the second choice is that you would modifY this in a way that you would be looking at low density 
5 residential and probably medium residential combination and you would re-notice it and have a new hearing on that 
6 proposal. 
7 
8 Fitzgerald - We would? 
9 

I 0 Brooks- You would. Then if you ultimately determined and approved that, you would at that point after, and I don't at 
11 what point in the process that would occur, but at some point in the process there were approved you would be able to 
12 move forward to initiate a zone change to a zone that you preferred to see placed on this property to implement those 
13 Plan designation. 
14 
15 Fitzgerald -My next question has to do with timing. Are we on a clock? OK. Do you have any concept how long 
16 choice A would take as opposed to choice B to get to where we want to be? 
17 
18 Brooks- I, you know, because we haven't gone through choice A before I think it would be difficult to give you a time 
19 frame but we might be talking, you know 
20 
21 ?,~Well •· 
22 
23 Fitzgerald - <?> to have to notice 
24 
"5 ? -You know the Council doesn't know much about this and it's going to have to get their arms around it if you choose 

J that alternative. So, I picture 3 or 4 months. 
27 
28 Roberts- I've gone through development agreements in another state on projects. Washington uses them a lot. And 
29 it's a 3-4 months process .in a well greased system. 
30 
31 Brooks -Yes. 
32 
33 Roberts- So you can draw your own inferences. It could be six months. 
34 Fitzgerald- So then choice B. 
35 
36 Estes- Choice B, I guess, it's starting off on the time frame, then would<?> notice be required for are-notification of 
3 7 the Plan change? 
3~ 
39 Sercomb- I don't know the answer to that. Preliminarily I thought no, that what we're doing is that we are actually 
40 continuing the same process that was begun by application but we're re-noticing to assure people that one of the options 
41 that the Planning Commission is looking at is modifYing the requested Plan change to expand the amount of low density 
42 residential and to perhaps, to use medium designation as well. I think since that wasn't clear before, I think, it's 
43 appropriate tore-notice that at least to the neighbors and to the affected persons and allow for the Public Hearing be re-
44 opened but haven't thought about the 45 day<?> notice. 
45 
46 Mathews- We would not then cancel or wouldn't deny this particular application. We would leave the application 
47; open but just change the end result. 
48 
49 Sercomb- Right, it would basically be to be very clear to people that you're continuing your deliberations but you're 
"I) considering other options and you would allow people to testifY on those other options. 
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1 Mathews -And we would have to, in our mailing or in our notice, we would say what these options are, to a limited 
2 degree. 
3 
4 Brooks -You would have to be specific. 
5 
6 Raber- President Roberts, under plan B where the Planning Commission would be initiating a zone change, staff 
7 would request the Commission give some thought to how and whether you would allow public comment in your 
8 consideration of which zone or zones to which you might initiate the proposal. The question has been raised of could 
9 there be more than one zone on the property and staffs response to that would be quite possibly yes, and it would 

10 depend on what the Commission intends to do with the selected zone 
11 
12 Roberts-Yes. 
13 
14 Raber-zones 
15 
16 Roberts- Well, and once again we have always errored on the side of making sure that people have a chance to tell us 
17 what they think, and I don't want to go down the road where we say, OK, we can take it from here. This is not an easy 
18 deci, this is one of the harder decisions that I've been through, and so, I'm, this will be done very carefully. Lots of 
19 people will be involved, many more sleepless nights. OK. 
20 
21 Mathews- Can I ask staff a question? 
22 
23 Roberts- Please do. 
24 
25 Mathews- Debbie, we have multiple SCPA reg, SCPA zones there are, I mean each one of the SCP A have some 
26 different rules and regulations. 
27 
28 Raber- Thank you, I was wondering what you meant by mobile SCP A zones. 
29 
30 Mathews- Multiple. 
31 
32 Raber- Multiple, thank you, OK. 
33 
34 ? -I can't say anymore 
35 
36 Mathews- Is there anything, this particular piece of property is not technically within any of the SCPAs we have. Is 
3 7 there anything that would preclude us from describing a new SCP A with regulations for that, to cover this area? That is 
38 not with any of the SCPAs we have? 
~2 
40 Raber- It would probably require Comprehensive Plan Text amendments and Zoning ordinance text amendments 
41 because the Comprehensive Plan specifies standards for four SCP As. 
42 
43 Roberts- Yes. 
44 
45 Mathews- Don't want to go there. 
46 
4 7 Raber - And the Zoning ordinances also specifies the four separate chapters in the back for the four SCP As. 
48 
49 Mathews- Let's not go there. 
50 
51 Raber- Thank you. 
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Brooks- There are specific criteria for the location of the thirteen SCPA zones so there is criteria in the SCPA 
3 ordinance that suggests the appropriate locations for those SCPA zones. 
4 
5 Estes- I would like to also note that in the applicant's narrative they did do a preliminary review of the Station 
6 Community Planning Area zones. 
7 
8 Raber- There are only a limited number of SCP A zones that could be applied in this area based on the purpose 
9 statement of the fourteen zones. 

10 
I 1 ? Brooks- Fourteen. 
12 
I 3 Roberts- So it appears to mean that option one we wind up heading to City Council, option two, we wind up heading 
14 to the PZHB. 
15 
I 6 Mathews- However, that's done on our motion. 
17 
I 8 Estes- ? for further discussion on the 
19 
20 Roberts- Pardon? 
21 
22 Estes - and yourself frrst of all. 
23 •... , ....... , .. 
24 Roberts- Yes, yes, yes. We have a lot more work to do before we get to the PZHB but ultimately that's where it 
? 'i would go to get us across the finish line. 

Lf 
28 
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Fitzgerald- I forgot, I'm not sure if you told me, with there-notification for choice B, is again the time frame roughly, 
is it around the same? 3 to 4, maybe 

Brooks - Well, 
,, 
Fitzgerald -Or you don't? 

Brooks- If you do the development, if you don't do the development agreement, you take the development agreement 
step out of the process. 

Roberts- Yes. 

Brooks- So it becomes to some extent maybe a shorter process. They're processes that we've dealt with and we know 
generally what those processes are. The development agreement is not anything that we've done before. So it's likely I 
think, to take more time. How much more time, I don't know, but with this process, depending on how long our 
hearings take and how many times we continue it --[end of tape]-- you know we're probably talking six to eight 
months where the other may take a little longer because if you do the development agreement you would have tabled the 
Plan change, then you would have to take it back up off the table to consider it. Then you would have to till that were 
adopted, I think, and then you would have to wait till the zone change to take place. If the zone change were SCR-V 
then you would see the CDP/DDP. Generally speaking concept B may be a little shorter, I don't know. Tim (Sercomb) 
may disagree with me but it's my general feeling <? with B> it might be shorter. 

Roberts "'The scary thing is that, I mean, everyone out here is going to participate in this process until they drop and so 
- " are we. Shorter is 

Fitzgerald - Shorter is better. 
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I Roberts- As long as we get to the right place that's OK. Yes. OK. 
2 Coulter - I think what we need, what I'd like to do first is to see a straw vote of either A or B just so we know <? what> 
3 we're talking about then we can figure out how we need to language it. 
4 Roberts -Yep. So you want to start with Ross or you want to start? 
5 Coulter- Let's start with Ross. 
6 ? Roberts- A orB? 
7 Mathews- B right now. 
8 Fitzgerald - B, I guess my only frustration is that I feel like we know the issues and we know pretty much what we 
9 want and it feels like we're having to start all over. 

I 0 Coulter- You're going to with a development agreement too. 
II Fitzgerald- And that's, I guess what's frustrating is that 
12 ? Coulter-Yes. 
13 Fitzgerald -It would be nice <?to> be there 
14 ? Coulter-Yes. 
15 Fitzgerald- but I like choice B because it seems like staff's more familiar with it, we kind of know what to expect and 
16 that's easier to manage. 
17 Raber- Commissioner Fitzgerald your voice is so soft and we're so tired could you speak up so we can hear you? 
18 Fitzgerald - I said B. 
19 Roberts- You all said B. Thank you. 
20 Cameron- Is there a C, none of the above? I just feel very uncomfortable with all of it. 
21 Roberts- With all of it? But how do we get off dead center?.<? I mean> 
22 Cameron- Don't know. 
23 Mathews- Your motion is just to deny the whole thing? 
24. Roberts·~ Well, I mean, yes, that's an option. 
25 Cameron- I still have never gotten to the point where 
26 Mathews -you'd accept this? 
27 Cameron- it's a better use of the property. 
28 Mathews- I understand. 
29 Cameron- There's too many uncertainties for me. 
30 
31 Roberts- Well, I a, yes, in terms of choosing controlled development over no development, ultimately I don't feel that 
32 1,10 development is fair to all parties. It's fair to one party but it's not fair to all parties. If we choose controlled 
33 development we strike a balance between residential land inventories and Open Space inventories but to go down that 
34 road we have to be extremely careful, very, very vigilant and so on that point I would choose B and I will go to the 
35 PZHB if it's the right thing to do and testify. 
36 
37 Coulter-<? OK> I think this is a benefit of the audience. I think, I think they probably can tell we've wrestled witl1 
38 this, it's pretty challenging for all of us to try to make sure we're doing what's right for all parties and it's difficult to 
39 have a winner and a loser, and, a, you've got to balance neighborhood needs, you need to balance the needs right of 
40 personal property use and we're trying to look at all of those elements and I would concur with our president that if we 
Lit !:t.ave. tllll opportunity to m~e it a situ!!tion.that is best for everybody that is what we're looking at so I would go down 
42 with B. !think staff is most comfortable with that. Something that's this large and with this much on the table I'd 
4 3 rather have a process that we can put our arms around and move forward with. 
44 
4 5 ? Roberts- Ok. 
46 Coulter- So I guess what we need from staff is how do we now language this appropriately? 
47 
48 Sercomb- I think the Commission might adapt a motion to then to provide the appropriate motion, whether that is 45 
49 days to the <? > or not but at least most certainly the a property owner notice as well as the general public notice that it 
50 will b~ re;,opening the public hearing to consider .modifying the Plan amendment application to apply. other residential 
51 zones, low density and medium density residential zones, excuse me, Plan designations to this property and it will be 
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conducting a hearing at whatever time we say in the notice, I don't know how far out we have to go, but, you know, in 
30 to 45 days on that, on the Plan amendment application but with potential other modifications of the request to aJiow 

3 for other Plan designations, the two that I mentioned. So if you were to pass that motion we would then begin to 
4 structure that notice and to set up another hearing date. 
5 
6 Roberts- OK. You know I'd kind of like to, at the next meeting, I'd kind of like to see a chronologie outline of the 
7 steps, you know, with some timelines in between. 
8 ?-OK. 
9 Roberts- Give some thought that if there is a joint work session that needs to happen between the Planning 

I 0 Commission and the PZHB, I don't know if that can happen, but if it can, figure out where in the process in this 
11 chronology it could happen or, or if it can't happen, it can't happen. 
12 ?-OK 
13 Roberts- Just, my life revolves around schedules. When I can see it in some kind of chronology I can deal with it. 
14 Sercomb- Wecandothat. 
15 Roberts- OK. 
16 Coulter- OK, I didn't quite get that all written down fast enough so there may be pieces of this I kind of left out, that 
17 you're going to have to make sure I get in there but the way my motion would read is to adopt a motion to provide an 
18 appropriate notice to property owners and the general public, to re-open public hearing on HCP 4-04, Orenco Woods 
19 Crossing, to modif'y to other residential plan designations, will conduct a hearing on a Plan amendment application. 
20 Does that cover it? 
21 Sercomb- I,<? Think> that's correct. 
22 Mathews- We still have the option even at that point to deny, is that correct? 
23 ? -Yes, we do. 
24 Roberts- There's a motion on the table, though, I need a second. 
"~ Mathews- Second. 

Roberts- It's been moved and seconded by Commission Coulter and Commissioner Mathews. All those in favor say 
£..! "I". 
28 ---"I'' 
29 Roberts- Opposed? 
30 Cameron- That would be me. 
31 
32 Roberts- That's fair. One said nay. All right, most of you can, you don't have to wait for the rest of this, you can 
33 leave if you want and just do it quietly so we can get through the rest of this. Thank you so much for hanging in there. 
34 It looks like we've still got a road to go down. 
35 
36 ? - <?> 
37 Roberts- Yes, OK, where's my agenda? 
38 Mathews- May I ask how much of the original file is maintained? 
39 ? -Debbie how much of the original file do we need to maintain? 
40 ? Raber - <?> 
41 Roberts- New business. 
42 ,, , . "_.. .. [Discussion of an unrelated PUD is done] 
43 Mathews- May I ask<? A question> How much of this material we need to retain? 
44 Roberts -How much of it? 
45 Mathews- I mean are we going to have a suitcase to, are we just going to store it here at the office or what do you want 
46 us to do with it? 
4 7 Brooks- It would be easier if you could retain it. 
48 Estes- We've provided banker's boxes before. 
49 ? -Those are long gone. 
"'' ? -I think tbey might be beneficial 
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1 {In background: ? Roberts: I respect you for ..... And it's totally ok ..... It's just.. .. well .... Cameron: I think the<? 
2 Plan> ... is reasonable .... here ... Ok then .... going to buy the piece of property zoned the way you want ... I'm just not, 
3 .... When it's not profitable anymore ... you know, I'm just a little bit convinced at this point yet [end of tape]) 
4 

5 

6 

3-30 05 (Jfearing #5) 

7 Parks Testimony 
8 
9 Commissioner Coulter - What I would like you to do is take us through how the parks commissions decision of either 

10 wanting this property to be. used as a park or not considering it. Can you take us through the parks commission's steps 
11 so we have an understanding of where the parks commission is on this particular piece of property? 
12 
13 Kevin Smith - Well let me start by saying Commissioner Coulter that with any property irregardless of whether its the 
14 property before us tonight or any property that comes either comes onto the market in the City or we as staff go driving 
15 down the road and see a for sale sign on or the property owners come and ask us to consider this property we as staff 
16 will evaluate that property do some preliminary research on it, review the property in the context of the Parks Master 
17 Plan and then either through executive session or formal presentation with our Parks Commission either give them a 
18 heads up basically that the property's out there and possibly available and get a feel from them what that interest may be 
19 or make an actual recommendation. In this particular case the opportunity that's been presented to City Staff through 
20 the development process, through the public hearings, and the application that you have before you has been for the 
21 possible acquisition of a Neighborhood Park on that property in the area of in terms of buildable lands it started out as 
22 one and a half acres, the latest proposal we've seen has been for 3 acres. That would be in addition to the riparian 
23 corridor which is approximately 15 acres plus or minus, and would include the Rock Creek Trail component of the 
24 segment of the Rock Creek trail that would go through the property. Again, we as staff will evaluate that type of 
25 proposal and take it forth to our park commission. In this particular case the proposal of a neighborhood park and the 
26 proposal of construction of the Rock Creek trail does comply and does meet the general guidelines of the Parks Master 
27 Plan. With that recommendation we did go forward to our Park Commission, gave them basically the details. Now the 
28 tricky part we have from a staff perspective and the little bit of difference here is we're still dealing with a property that, 
29 obviously as you well know is still in the public hearing process, still in the approval process and so until that part of 
30 that segment gets cleared up we don't really have an official offer that we can take to our Park commission, however, 
31 given that, we did present it to our Park commission. 
32 
33. Commis~ioner Coulter., Was there a discussion between staff or Park's commission of utilization ofthe entire 
34 property and if so what was the determination from those discussions? 
35 
36 The rather brief discussion that we had, and this is basically a fiscal issue, is that 55 acres given the size of the 
3 7 property, given what Venture is proposing to pay for it, and given our current SDC balance it's not feasible for the Parks 
3 8 and Recreation Department to acquire. Even if the number was less and by chance it came in under our current SDC 
3 9 budget the ability to do anything with that property let alone do anything with any other property or try and do any other 
40 acquisition in the City whether that be the Walker Road neighborhood, the Witch Hazel Village Neighborhoods, these 
41 other neighborhoods that we're also looking at in terms of trying to get a balanced park system just doesn't seem to be a 
42 feasibkoption at this point in time again given what we've seen. 
43 
44 Commissioner Coulter- For this particular area where this property is, is there a need according to the Parks Master 
45 Plan for a regional type of a Park or is it a Neighborhood type of Park that the Parks Master Plan is calling for? 
46 
47 Smith- The Park's Master Plan is calling for a Neighborhood Park and just to refresh everyone's memory and put it all 
48 in perspective Neighborhood Parks tend to be our smaller parks the desirable range is 3-10 acres even though we have 
49 parks that are anywhere from a little over an acre in the City's system and that's all dependent, again on land 
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availability, our ability to purchase and other extenuating circumstances and recreational opportunities. A Community 
_ Park would be the next level up. Let me refresh my memory on the typical size of a community Park, Community Parks 
3 are generally 12-30 miles, excuse me 12-30 acres in size and we have currently identified a need for two additional 
4 Community Parks in the City of Hillsboro that's shown in our Master Plan. The first additional Community 
5 Park is envisioned to be on our properties that we own on NE 53"' avenue, pretty much in the geographical 
6 center of the City. The second community park is envisioned to be in the NE segment of the City, and even 
7 though that hasn't been specifically defined, through the course of workshops and whatnot, it was envisioned to serve 
8 primarily people in the Tanasbourne area, and north of highway 26 and that's indicated on our map that shows you 
9 those areas, again to give you a little more reference, our Neighborhood Parks are envisioned to have a half mile service 

10 area, in other words its envisioned that people will be able to walk to those types of parks. Community Parks are 
11 envisioned to have a 2 mile service area, and serve a different function and our existing community parks again just for 
12 reference would be Shute Park and Rood Bridge Park and if you can envision those types of functions in terms of 
13 concerts, in terms of shelters, rentals , that maybe the river house weddings, versus a McKinney park, a Bagley park, 
14 turner Creek Park even to some extent, that in a very simple way is kind of the vision that defmes those two type of park 
15 areas. And so, Commissioner Coulter that's a very long winded way of saying that what is envisioned in this 
16 neighborhood in this particular area is a Neighborhood Park and its viewed that the 53"' avenue properties in terms of a 
17 Community Park already services this area. 
18 :1'., ).<ill\11\. . •' '• do ,. , ·,,, ,,. -' ' . 

19 Commissioner Coulter- Do we have the funding currently available to do the 53'd park or if we fmd the other NE 
20 sector Park is the funding available or projected for those to come into play. 
21 
22 Smith - In our Parks Master Plan we have identified the needs for development of parks both on lands that we own and 
23 lands that are yet to be acquired wherever they may be in addition to facilities. Currently we have a need for 81 million 
24 dollars worth of improvements and we do not have the budget anywhere near that. With that said one of the main 
,., ~ charges of the Park Commission is deciding of the 8 million plus or minus of SDC revenue that we currently do have 

where to distribute that and whether that goes towards aquatic centers, whether it goes to development of 53'd avenue 
.L.•l. property, •Whether it goes to development of the Drake Lane properties. We have many more needs than we 
28 unfortunately have dollars for and you know certainly we wish we could do it all but again that's the decision the park 
29 commission has to make and allocate those resources. 
30 
31 Commissioner Coulter - And if you were to obviously seek out additional funding through bonds is your prioritv 
32 through the Parks Master Plan then to take care of those properties already owned? 
33 
34 Priorities for a bond could certainly vary, not necessarily. Its opportunities, honestly we haven't seeked a bond since 
35, the late 90's, and that was for a water park up at the Gordon Faber Complex that failed a couple of times back in the late 
36 nineties. Since that point in time the direction for bonds has been primarily focused towards libraries. We have not 
3 7 reinvestigated where are prioritv would be but ifl were to speculate the next bond type thing would be more towards a 
38 facility, whether that's indoor recreation centers, aquatic centers, something along those lines. 
39 
40 Commissioner Coulter- Thank you. I think that's my list. 
41 
42 Commissioner Fitzgerald- Could you remind me again the average size for a Neighborhood Nark? 
43 
44 1'1Ilitil,-. :Tite. average size .to .l:>e honest with you_ Commissioner Fitzgerald I don't know offthe,top of mY head, the 
45 desirable size in the Master Plan is 3-10 acres, but again I say that fairly loosely in terms of again there's a lot of factors 
46 that go into it when we view that, again affordability is certainly a major factor that we look at, location of other 
47 facilities, whether that be schools, rec centers those types of things, even though they don't per se are focus, if we're 
48 looking at a piece of property and two blocks down there's a school with basketball courts and playgrounds even though 
49 we recognize those aren't available all hours of the day, we take those type of issues into consideration. 
''I 
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1 Commissioner Fitzgerald- I know that you've mentioned budget, so in terms of the feasibility for the City to purchase 
2 more than three acres, have you looked at that, has the City looked at that? 
3 
4 Smith- For this particular site? 
5 
6 Commissioner Fitzgerald - Yes 
7 
8 Smith- We have looked at the three acre scenario and that's the one that's been presented to us and so that's the one 
9 we've taken seriously and considered. 

10 
ll 
12 
l3 
14 
15 To look at anything above and beyond starts again to the complex of what all development of that property would 
16 involve and what all in terms of maintenance that would involve, and if we get into larger parcels then we're looking at 
17 having to do similar type improvements that the developer is having to do in terms of Cornelius Pass Road, riparian 
18 improvements, those type of issues and then the other factor is the maintenance issues. We are pretty much maxed out in 
12, f~flllS ,\>f.Wh<lt our growth, has. been in the last ,s~v.eral years in terms of new park development, in fact we just had a 
20 construction fences go down today on a brand new park in the west side of Hillsboro and so that's the other factor that 
21 we have to take into. And so again we generally look at these things in terms of what's being proposed to us. A 
22 three acre park we think we can make fit and work and that's what we're comfortable with. Anything above and 
23 beyond that you know, we'd have to go back aud look at it. 
24 
25 Commissioner Fitzgerald - Thank you. 
26 
27 Commissioner Mathews -Mr. Smith we all have a vision in our mind of what a Park is. I know what Bagley Park 
28 looks like or McKinney Park or Shute Park. Those are; In relative let's say we had a 3 acre park. What would be the 
29 type of, what would that look like? In rough figures. Would you have? I think of a Park as having a baseball field and a 
30 soccer field. Somebody else thinks that's picnics and this type of thing. But what type offacility would you normally 
3 l put in a 3 acre park? 
32 
33 Smith- Commissioner Mathews you're absolutely right. If you ask 5 different people what they would view in a Park 
34 and you would probably get 5 different answers. Generally speaking terrain is the first thing we look at. If you're 
3 5 dealing with a bunch of slopes, or a bunch of trees. something along that line that's going to preclude some of the ball 
36 field tvoe elements. Ob"i(>usly a soccer fi~ld you're dealing with something that's 50 yards by 100 yards.on a relatively 
37 flat level surface and so if the make of the terrain doesn't work that way that's not going to happen. This particular 
3 8 site again given the natural features, it's a beautiful site and for the neighbors, for the Commission we recognize 
39 the beauty of the site and to be honest with you we wish we had the millions to be able to acquire the site and 
40 maintain it and develop the site and those type of things. The three acre site again would be probably more of a 
41 natural type area, picnic shelters, picnic tables. The appeal of the 3 acre site being adjacent to the riparian area and the 
4 2 Rock Creek trail is it really opens up more. My guess is not having been on the site recently other than with golf clubs 
43 in hand is that even though 3 acres is the official buildable park size it would have a much large size given the riparian 
44 area similar to when your at Rood Bridge Park. You know it's a 70 acre site maybe 30 of it's buildable but when your 
:12 \0ol<;ing.Qut,over.thevista.!I!Jhe wetlands, .at the. natural areas you have a large feeling. . ... , , 
46 
47 Commissioner Mathews- Could you give me the size of Bagley Park? 
48 
49 Smith -Bagley, I believe is 1.9 acres. 
50 
51 Commissioner Mathews - That gives me something to compare. Thank you. 
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Commissioner Cameron- What is the closest Neighborhood or Community Park to this area? 

Smith -Commissioner Cameron the closest Neighborhood Parks are going to be up in the Orenco Station area. That's 
going to be the Central Park and the Rose bay Park and that would be probably physically as you drive. Maybe in terms 
of that's the cow flies, excuse me it's been a long week, as the crow flies, we're probably looking more at Orchard Park, 
which is up to the northeast along the Rock Creek and this property almost I would say is equidistant between Orchard 
Park to the northeast and Noble Woods to the southwest. 

Commissioner Cameron - Thank you. 

r:t·'· :-~"-: :.,: ... ..,;. .· . 
~·,,-Applicant Testimony 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Counselor Sullivan - ... Tonight you have a different application before you than the one that you've spent so many 
months on previously. It is the same project, it is the same proposal but it has a different plan designation to make both 
you, us and the public more comfortable with the outer parameters of the intensity of the use. You now have instead of 
a possibility on paper of doing 834 units you have a maximum or 298 proposed. You no longer have to deal with the 
possibility of future zoning and worrying that, a, if the Plan designation goes through short of a condition that the 
zoning might go to the full limit not withstanding the representations we've made to you. With all this done the issues 
before the Commission are still the same. There's still this discussion of why should an Open Space designation be 
revised to a residential designation. And we've given you our best shot on that. The designation is Open Space on the 
Plan. The zoning designation is Institutional, the County Institutional which allows a number of Institutional uses in 
addition to Open Space. You have, we believe a superior way of dealing with the concerns for the preservation of the 
riparian corridor for the availability of a public park and the protection of the historic property on the site. You have 

~, that power through the Plan amendment before you and the implementing zoning CDP and DDP. You have a number 
of issues relating to transportation. We have as the Commission has suggested, but not required, given you the option of 

27 closing off a portion of the site to alleviate some of the concerns of some of the neighbors, but Countv and quite frankly 
28 us too have a concern over whether or not the transportation travel rule will allow this to be done. We will of course do 
29 what you wish to do. We raise that concern to you. You have to make that determination and we will follow that 
30 determination. On the transportation matter we have given you a supplemental report. It deals with the transportation 
31 issues. It is before you. You have it in your packet and the Commission on the transportation issue has to make the 
32 determination of whether or not to close some or all of the accesses. We have given you a proposal on parks and open 
33 space. In addition to the riparian corridor that will be preserved there is a three acre park. We have carefully spoken 
34 with the Parks and Recreation Department. We know that this will fly with them and that the systems development 
3 5 charges that this application will generate, if approved, will go a long way to making the not only the acquisition but the 
36 maintenance and improvements for this park a reality. I did look at the packet that you have before you and you have 
~ 7, seen, a!l<;l_you 've heard tl!i.s before abqJ.It the Qpen Space designation placed on the site back. in the. ea,r:ly 1970's. If in 
38 fact you've read it carefully you'll see my name on that, I was County counsel at the time. I was certainly at the board 
39 of Commission's meeting. What you need to know about this is that the designation that was placed on the site was 
40 done for tax reasons it was already Open Space because it was a Open Space area in the 1964 Aloha Plan CPO (sic) 8. 
41 ( JL- He meant POD #8 -Plan of Development #8) The reason it had to come back was because of a case called 
42 Tualatin Development Company versus Departroent of Revenue. In that case the Department of Revenue lost the case 
43 on the assessment of a golf course and the reason they lost that was because the golf course was part of the overall 
44 development, didn't have any independent value on its own because all of its members were the adjacent residents and it 
45 enhances their property values and what the tax court and the Oregon Supreme Court found is that you can't double dip, 
46 ifthe Golf Course is there and enhances the property values it has no inherent value so what the legislature did in the 
47 '71 session was to come back and say we're going to do a process for Open Space assessments whereby you ask for an 
48 Open Space assessment, has to show on the Plan Map, already did on in this case but once you do that there's a special 
49 preferential tax assessment given to that which has to be given back if the land is converted, that's all that happened 

here. The land was already on the, a the Plan Map as Open Space. You've heard from the Park and Recreation folks at 
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1 the City. You've heard from the transportation consultant to the City as well as the City staff and you've heard from the 
2 City's long range Planning staff on residential need. The issues are there. We propose to undertake this proposal if 
3 approved by the City, there is no measure 37 claim made in this case. We will listen and respond to whatever questions 
4 you have and to whatever comments are made by the public. I'll ask Ms. Doukas now to speak. 
5 
6 Doukas - ... Since our last meeting we have completed a little bit more homework cause we enjoy doing homework. In 
7 the packet we noticed that Washington County, although we had, the transportation department, although we had done 
8 the analysis for this property if there were not street connections to the west. We did that for a short term analysis we 
9 did not yet include that for a long term analysis so since that time we have completed that. I have a report from 

10 Kittleson that shows that and I will turn that into staff as soon as my comments are done for you to look at and we can 
11 forward that on to the County. The other thing we have done is we have with the state historic preservation officer as 
12 staff mentioned and I have a letter from Mr. Roper as well that mentions that the McDonald House is a quality structure 
13 and would qualifY for listing. So we will submit that into the record as well. That is not the last conversation we will 
14 have with Mr. Roper but I think it is a good start. The other thing that we have done is some land use analysis based on 
15 what we believe your direction was in the last meeting. We wanted to do some homework for you so that you would 
16 have some better tools to make your decision, whatever that may be and that is in my March I Oth memo which I believe 
17 you've received. It outlines what the density calculations would be with the medium density residential designation 
18 across the majority of the property. It clarifies the criteria, the Plan amendment criteria and that we stiJJ believe that we 
19 meet that, that our supplemental reports, traffic, parks analysis and market analysis still support the concept of changing 
20 from Open Space to residential, that was a more general discussion because of the unusual nature of station community 
2.\., planning areas .. This doesn~t. fundamentally change our position or our supporting documents .. And detailed density 
22 calculations are included as well. As staff pointed out those density calculations are based on our current site plan but 
23 we believe that that is a, I'll say typical, although I think it's more exceptional, but a typical development pattern for 
24 what could happen on the property so even if that was a completely different developer which I know is a fear, were to 
25 come in the density would still be somewhere in that range. And, the other thing that we have done since our last 
26 meeting is we were requested by some of the neighbors to sit down and chat again and so City staff was kind enough to 
27 host another summit and so we sat down with some of the neighbors and chatted with them about some of their 
28 concerns. There were some good recommendations brought up specifically to transportation improvements. We will 
29 work on those issues through the site plan process to see if we can incorporate some of those comments. Specifically if 
30 there is a connection to the west how do we do that? If there is or if there's not how do we deal with transportation 
31 connections on the east (sic) side of the property so we're looking into that. Again it's a little preliminary to go into 
32 gobs of detail but there were good suggestions and we're going to do some homework on that. Aside from that I think 
33 we're open for questions. Brian Dunn from Kittleson is here if you've got specific transportation questions. 
34 

35 Questions to Applicant 
36 
37 Roberts- Any questions? 
38 I'• • • ·. 
39 Mathews- Thank you for the work that you've done on this. And you've made a comment this evening and the last 
40 thing I want to is get into looking at drawings of houses and so forth. I'm not going <?> but you were mentioning the 
41 parks, someone from the Parks said there would be, a, been looking at an allusion to a larger park. You just mentioned 
42 a 3 acre park. I haven't seen that in writing in any place. <?>not in the staff report. It may be here and I just missed it. 
43 In your letter I didn't see it. 
44 
45 Doukas- It's not in this record. It was in our presentation on; I have an exhibit that we could submit to the record. 
46 Mathews- I realize that<??> going back to that I want to make sure that all those things are carried forward. 
47 Doukas...c0habso1utely,"· · ·' ··· '' 
48 ? - <?> 
49 Mathews- All the testimony<?> the prior testimony you're willing to carry forward. 
50 Doukas- Oh absolutely. 
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Mathews- So in that particular presentation you were talking about an acre or something of that nature. 
Doukas- We modi, our original proposal was for an acre and a half. And we have modified the site plan. 

3 Mathews- Where is that modification? 
4 Doukas -I have a drawing behind me. 
5 Mathews- But that, it is for certain 3 plus. 
6 Doukas - Yes, It is 3 acres adjacent to the riparian corridor which as Kevin has pointed out. 
7 Mathews- And how much land around the Houses of Ruth? 
8 Doukas -The current site plan has at least half an acre. I believe it has more but I don't know off the top of my 
9 Mathews- we'll get into those, realizing 1hat all these details will come back in 1his, and the community will have a Jot 

I 0 oftime to talk about 1his as we go along. 
I I Doukas- Absolutely. 
12 Mathews- There's a reason for going 1his route. 
13 Doukas -And, 1he oilier 1hing that will help document 1his is 1he Findings for this land use action 1hat will come before 
14 you again when you finalize 1his order will include all of the transitions and commitments that we've made 1hrough 1his 
15 process so it will document the 3 acre park. It will document how we've discussed 1he House of, the McDonald House, 
16 1he historic preservation issue, 1he <creek?> corridor, the transportation issues, all of that. 
17 Mathews- Thank you. 
18 
19 Fitzgerald- I want to thank you for all the work that you've done and my question is about transportation. Forgive me 
20 if you've already said what you've done. !just need a little clarification. So the, I'm looking at the Jetter from 
21 Washington County, It's dated 3/23 and on page 2 when they discuss a Jetter from Kittleson dated 1/24 my question is 
22 th,at;;did you actually, have you done the analysis yet under the scenario that the streets, that there's no<?> connectivity 
23 to the west? So that's been done. 
24 
,.,~ Doukas- It has been done, It's been done in 2 steps, so I'm going to Jet Brian Dunn walk you through 1hat a little bit. 

L7 Dunn - ... the 1/24 Jetter that you're referring to Commissioner Fitzgerald is, at the request of the Planning Commission 
28 we prepared a short term analysis for the year, I believe, 2006 which analyzes the transportation system under a scenario 
29 which there are no western street connections to the old Orenco Neighborhood streets. The Jetter that you're referring to 
30 from, I think, Greg Leion at Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation made anolher request, 
31 since we. only analyzed the short term conditions for 2006 with that scenario of no access. They would also like to see a 
32 · supplemental analysis that looks at the long range condition for the year 2020 which is what this 3/30 letter that we're 
33 submitting today, a performs 1hat analysis and looks at the long range conditions. 
34 
35 Fitzgerald- Would you be able to summarize the report? 
36 
3 7 Dunn - .. if you recall going back in time. The original transportation impact study that we did and I think it was 9/2004 
38 we included a long range year 2020 analysis for the full build out of this site assuming a cap of 400 units. This letter 
32 !wre presents a year 2020 analysis for the proposed new Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium density which 
40 would essentially place a cap of, I think, 298 units so we're analyzing the situation wilh a lower number of housing 
41 units but 1here is one caveat here 1hat this analysis now includes no connections to the west through the old Oren co 
42 neighborhood and what has happened is our estimated site trip distribution now sends slightly more traffic out onto 
43 Cornelius Pass road which is 1he reason why, I believe, Greg Leion made 1hat request is to see how things would work 
44 on Cornelius Pass. But we also are sending traffic to 1he west only along one route which is defmed by 227th avenue, up 
4 5 to Dogwood street and the connection out to 231 '·'- The end result is that we do send slightly more traffic along 
46 Dogwood because it is 1he only primary east-west travel route to 23 I". And in doing that what our 2020 analysis 
4 7 indicated is that that intersection at 23 I" and Dogwood would function acceptably in 1he PM peak hour. It's the AM 
4~ P.e'll> bQD~.where the level of serviceJs estim'!ted to go to "F" which is one step beyond,what's.the acceptable 
49 standard. The solution would be a traffic signal at that location which should 1hen lower the level of service to 
-~ something much better than now. We did some further analysis and <?that's> at the end of this letter that also looked at 

traffic signal warrants for this intersection for that condition and the estimated amount of traffic for 1his intersection, not 
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just for that one peak hour but over more, a, the Washington County typically looks at signal warrants for the fourth and 
the eighth highest hourly flows and neither of those conditions triggers signal warrants so our feeling is that eventually 
this intersection could be a candidate for a traffic signal but you wouldn't want to put one in until you <?meet>, until the 
intersection both functions at a level service "F" and you meet the signal warrants. We don't see that happening .... 
[End ofTape] .... more than 20 years. 

Fitzgerald- Could you also address the issue that was brought up earlier, I think it's also brought up in the letter<?> 
letter about the Transportation Rule not being met if <roads> to the west is closed. What does that mean? <?> does that 
mean? 

Dunn- I think that's representing the opinion of Washington County Department ofLand Use and Transportation. 
They, in Greg Leion's letter. stress that they are not necessarily encouraged by<?> having no access to the west 
because what that means is having more traffic on the County system and not on the City streets, such as Alder, Birch 
and a portion of Dogwood. He was questioning the transportation Planning Rule as well as Washington County's, I'm 
sorrv. Metro's street connectivity standards which encourage more connectivity. 

Counselor Sullivan - Commissioner Fitzgerald, ifl could add to that There is an inherent problem and we have to 
be clear eyed about this. If you cut off the connections to the west there is a good chance that you can be found in 
violation of the Transportation Planning Rule because that rule requires that you have connectivity through. I 
understand what some of the neighbors want which is to cut off the connections to the west and we've told you if that's 
your judgment to do that we will do that. I want to raise though that there is an issue whether or not that would 
violate existing law both TPR as well as Metro's connectivity standards which are carried out in your owu plan. 

Fitzgerald - OK. Thank you. 

? Coulter- I'd like to ask and additional question here. When you were doing this study and I haven't also had time to 
review it yet just having received it. Were you taking into account the widening aspect of Cornelius Pass or just the 
current road use and if you were anticipating widening what change to the current road would that be? 

Dunn- The assumptions that we made are based on the projects in the Transportation System Plan. They are projects 
that really <?> came out this year is the understanding that Cornelius Pass moves to a five lane section from its current 
2-3 lane section. The other assumption that we· made is that on the side streets of Quatama where it intersects Cornelius 
Pass you would have an additional turn lane there assuming opposing left turn packets. Right now what you have are 
only single lane approaches. 

Coulter- And was there a time frame of that five lane widening in your analysis? Or is that just something you're 
looking at happening by the year 2020? 
Dunn- The analysis assumes that the planned project is in place by 2020. 
Coulter- Thank you. 
Dunn- That is the standard methodology. 
Mathews- Is there anything from the County that confirms this? 
Dunn -There were several letters by Washington County confirming our previous analysis that we've done that we are 
in compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule. And then Greg Leion's most recent letter also confirms that that 
this Comprehensive Plan designation change is in compliance with TPR. 
Mathews -It has nothing to do with actual asphalt going on the ground. 
Dunn - Well the Transportation Planning Rule is, is the definition of meeting that is that you can demonstrate that the 
planned system functions adequately. The planned system being that incorporating the projects that are in the adopted 
transportation system Plan. 

.llJ <I . '. 'l' I. I' '~ ; ' .• ·, , • •< · " IiI· 

Doukas -That's the standard methodology and the prescribed way that you do an analysis for a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment. We do apologize for the late transportation information. We did only receive Mr. Leion's memo on 
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Wednesday so Kittleson's been working very hard to try and get you a response to that by today so we apologize for the 
_ short time to review it but we're trying to get the information in your hands. 
3 
4 Roberts- So in a nutshell what we're talking about is 231'1 and Dogwood. Under the proposed connected plan that 
5 intersection has 20 right turns on AM peak hour and without the connections that intersection has 60 right turns. So it's 
6 a difference of 40 cars per hour through that intersection. And at PM peak coming back through the intersection 
7 without, with connections it as 25 vehicles turning left onto Dogwood from 2331" and without the connections it has 75 
8 cars turning left. Is that correct? 
9 

I 0 Dunn- It's a difference of approximately fifty. 
II Roberts-Yes, 50 cars coming back, 40 cars leaving in the morning in addition to what you had calculated before. 
12 Dunn - <?> That's correct. 
13 Roberts- OK. Thank you. Are there any other questions? Unbelievable but I guess we move on. 
14 Dunn- Thank you very much. 
15 Roberts -OK. Is there anyone else that wishes to testify in favor of this application? Seeing none is there anyone who 
16 would like to testify in opposition to this application? ... 
17 
18 Opponents Testimony 
19 
20 Wanda Fitzpatrick- ... would like an over 55 community like at Jackson Creek ... one story housing ... 
21 
22 Tom D- ... NW portion is not consistent with HCP section 2 Urbanization IV A 5 regarding infill compatibility ... the 
23 Plan states "appropriate measures shall be taken to insure that new development in infill areas is compatible with 
24• existing development areas";+;.the community·adjacent to the NW portion of the proposed development is currently 
~"i designated OTC a low density residential community as defined in the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning 

, Ordinance ... designating the NW parcel as medium density residential therefore is not consistent with the 
27 Comprehensive Plan. Designating this portion of the property medium density residential also does not allow the 
28 Zoning Commission to provide appropriate zoning of either SCR-V low density residential or OTC either of which is 
29 more consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance. A designation oflow density 
30 residential is warranted for the NW portion of this property. The Planning Commission has also discussed preserving 
31 the context of the House of Ruth, a heritage of the old Orenco Townsite. Every effort should be made to preserve the 
32 natural settings of the home by restricting development and traffic from intruding on this grand estate. 15% of the 
33 develoiiment must be set aside as green space. The northeast portion of the property is the foreground to the House of 
34 Ruth. This knoll bound by a creek, river and light rail should be set aside as Open Space in the Comprehensive Plan for 
35 a subsequent development's green space. Designations proposed by this testimony may look something like this and 
3 6 would be much closer to the vision of the Comprehensive Plan. I urge the Planning Commission to encourage the 
3 7 following changes to the applicant's request: One, change the designation of the NW portion of the property to low 
3 8 density residential; two, leave the knoll and the land in front of the House of Ruth designated Open Space. If this 
39 proposal is unacceptable to the applicant the applicant could withdraw their application and the Elks Lodge could 
40 reopen the bidding on the property. As unique as this property is there is very little doubt that a developer, in light of 
4!. these P!Q9.eediugs, could ,envision a mqre C.ompxehensive development plan with a Street. of Dreams concept in mind. 
42 With a primary school on the one side and a significant natural resource on the other, nestled quietly on the far side of 
43 the historic community this development could be a hallmark of the Planning Department while enhancing the existing 
44 community. I urge the Planning Commission to consider this alternative before taking a final vote on this matter. I 
45 personally do not believe the current application meets the criteria before the Planning Commission, specifically, this 
46 entire property is not better suited for medium density residential development and these alternative designations will 
4 7 fulfill a greater need while preserving the intent of the Comprehensive Plan. This proposal could be a true win, win, 
48 win for the Elks Lodge, Venture Properties, and the Orenco Community. Thank you. 
49 
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Dan Bloom- .. .less suitable for housing than for a park ... the needs for housing are being met. .. these things are so 
nebulous, "suitability" and "needs", that what becomes important is whether or not there's a will, you know, a will on 
the part of the Planning Commission. I think it can be interpreted either way. So what's important is what kind of place 
do you want to create? What is throwing me off now is hearing about the Transportation Rule which has come up in 
discussions amongst ourselves several times. Oh yes they showed us no connections at the last meeting. But of course 
maybe they won't be able to do that. even though they would like to maybe not make those connections maybe 
someone's going to make them make those connections. That bothered us ... Light Rail riders, if they saw an area not 
used up ... a big park would show that City government cares about the public 

Lubischer- ... three basic principles I) the Elks should be allowed to do with their property just as they could 
have when they purchased the property 2) the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan is essential to help our community 
achieve the highest level of livability as possible 3) the Orenco Townsite Conservation District should not be 
adversely affected ..... discussed housing needs using numbers provided by the Planning staff; initially a deficit 
determined of about 4000 units, and then reduced to about 2000 after Commissioner Coulter on 1112 asked about 
County "island" capacity, also at that 1112 hearing Commissioner Fitzgerald asked about capacity outside the City 
Limits but within the UGB. This was later determined to be 132 acres and reduced the deficitto 1100 or so ... butwhat 
has not been determined yet is the capacity of refill and redevelopment ... don't know if there is a deficit or a surplus 
without this ... discussed the Shute Road addition to the UGB for industrial use but no increase was made in the UGB for 
residential. .. Does a need exist? There's two parts to this. Does a need exist that is not already met by existiog plan 
map designations, you would interpret to say that 'does a need exist for the whole City?, well I understand that, that's 
what the numbers refer to but it also includes "in the general area" and the general area ... [presents pictures of many 
of the high density developments in the general area around the Orenco golf course] ... this area has done its part for high 
density ... in the general area, this is the general area, we have lots of density ... Is this property "better suited" for houses 
than for Open Space use? That is the big question ... [Then reviews and rebuts] I 0 arguments that the applicant 
presented in 37 statements. either oral or written that the applicant has made in their attempt to show that the propertv is 
"better suited" for residential than for Open Space : 1) golf course losing or not making as much money (irrelevant to 
the criteria ... when the Elks purchased this property they were buying property classified as Open Space ... details 
given), 2) essentially saying the Comprehensive Plan is meaningless ( ... Plan Maps are important. . .! see no evidence 
that there was any "understanding" that the Map would be changed), 3) better suited because a housing need exists 
(wrong criteria, this argument cannot be used for the "better suited" criteria), 4) area well served with parks (applicant 
says 241 acres, Parks Department says about 95 acres half of which is floodplain), 5) the McDonald House wiii be 
better preserved (Open Space can do better, the McDonald House deserves to be surrounded by generous Open Space), 
6). p,rovide accessibility and preserve into perpetuity (58% of the site will be lost to the housing development) 7) 
protect natural resources.(residential will impact the area more because of the two bridges to be built and because of the 
significant loss of trees, 8) it's within one-half mile of two light rail stations (only a bit of the NW portion of the 
property is), 9) miscellaneous: site abuts residential to the west (to the west is the Orenco Townsite which will be 
adversely affected by the traffic of this development), north (no, it abuts the Light Rail track), and south (high density 
Brownstones and single family units (density needs to be balanced by Open Space) -- the site abuts an elementary 
school (Poynter will be overcapacity and this does not include all the other new developments, school capacity cannot 
be used for denial or approval as a sole reason unless it deals with a Plan Map change ... ) -- supported by the SCP A 
plan (not dealing with a proposed SCPA anymore) -- sufficiently serviced (not sure how that makes it "better suited") 
rr. supp()rted by the urbanization planning.policy (we also have a Parks Master Plan that needs to be considered), I 0) 
better complements the Orellco Townsite Conservation District than institutional use, commercial and office use 
(irrelevant as that is not what we are to be comparing with but rather to Open Space uses) and no adverse effect to 
Orenco from traffic (see information that has already submitted) (All of this is detailed in the written submission called 
"Findings'} .. 

Joan Krahmer- ... agrees with Counselor Sullivan that to close off those street connections to the Orenco Townsite 
will be very difficult ... 15 feet on Birch Street ... mentions that when 231" extends to the south and connects with TV 
highway traffic will be even worse ... until there's pavement on the road there must be dollars ... believes that the Elks 
~)lpJ.!l<l re.~<e~ve fair compensation, ... bl!t must be ~omething better than 298 houses on small .lots ....... , ., . 
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Commissioner Coulter- I have a question. Thank you for your testimony, though one thing I didn't see anything 
3 about was, given that we've heard earlier from the City of Hillsboro Parks Department about the Park's Master Plan. In 
4 the Parks Master Plan and the Parks Commission has had a decision not to go after a Community Park in this area, that 
5 being one issue. The second is I didn't hear anything here how you seeing us paying for this as a City. How would you 
6 find the funding to pay for a Park, a Community Park, purchase of and the maintenance of this Community Park given 
7 that it's not in the current desires of the Parks Commission or the Parks Master Plan? 
8 
9 Lubischer- ... the Parks Master Plan of2003 actually states "The planning process identified a need for two 

I 0 additional Community Parks. The City owns one undeveloped site in North-Central Hillsboro that would be 
II suitable for development as a Community Park", this is the area at 53nl. , the Soloflex property ... "A Community 
12 Park will also be needed in the Northeast section of Hillsboro", that's where the golf course is located ... "The City 
13 should seek to acquire land to develop land to develop a Community in this area." Ifland is not available then 
14 perhaps around the Gordon Faber Recreational Complex. So there is in the Parks Master Plan an identified need for a 
15 Communitv Park in that area. 
16 
17 Coulter- According to his testimony though that's not the area they're desiring. 
18 
19 Lubischer- I understand. 
20 
21 Coulter- What we have to do as a Commission is look at the entire City. That's one of our roles, not to look at a sub 
22 regional area only when we're looking at things, that's why we asked specific questions of the Parks Department. Their 
23 Parks Master Plan and Parks Commission did not identify this area though as the desired piece of propertv. 
24 
')~ Joan- discussed there are four members on the Commission and that there has been flexibility in their decisions ... 

wouldlik~;~tohavethatexplored ... , ., . ,, 

""' 28 Coulter- Well that's why we had the Parks Department here this evening. 
29 
30 Joan -Yes, but four Commission members. 
31 
32 Coulter- Granted, but that's specifically, we asked the staff person to be here to give us the 
33 
34 Joan -I heard what he said and I've talked to him before. 
35 
36 Lubischer- ... This is what the Parks Master Plan does say and I understand what the Parks testimony has been. In 
3 7 talking with the Parks Department they are essentially looking at what is available and what is offered to them. And 
38 then they really work with that and see what can be done. This property has not been offered to them and nobody's 
39 asked them if it's, well, property was offered to them would it make a good park. And I think it would. We have to 
40 remember that if it's developed, we lose this opportunity forever. We may not be able to pay for it tomorrow but we 
41 may be able to in the future. When we lose this space we lose it forever. . .. discusses 3.5 million dollars for more 
42 property at the 53'd property ... we're short of park acreage ... we're trying to be proactive .. .ifthe Parks Department had 
4~ \1- willing seller, and hopefillly in the future they will they would look at it very seriously ... as far as paying for it ... 
44 question of value for Open Space ... may be a lower amount...Elks deserve fair market value ... 
45 
46 Coulter- In testimony this evening the Parks Department though has stated that this is not an area for a Communi tv 
4 7 Park that their siting. 
48 
49 Lubischer- Well 

) 
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1 Coulter - I'm just telling you what we heard this evening. And they're looking at it as a Neighborhood Park. That is 
2 from the Parks Department through the Parks Commission and the Parks Master Plan. 
3 
4 Lubischer- The Parks Master Plan does exactly state we need one. a second Communitv Park in Northeast. And I 
5 understand that he has said that but I think as a citizen if we're going to have a Community Park, a nice Community 
6 Park not just a sports stadium, a flat place on NE 53ro •.. that's going to be a sports park ... what we're looking for is a 
7 nice park 
8 
9 Coulter- Again, that's what you're looking for and I appreciate your testimony. 

10 
11 Lubischer- That's why I'm here. 
12 
13 Coulter- But that's why you have a Parks Department, Park Commission and a Parks Master Plan and they have to 
14 look at what's in the best interest of the entire Community and that's what I wanted to hear this evening, you know, 
15 from them as well as what your testimony was. I still haven't come to grips with how we would pay for this. 
16 Everybody seems to want to have this Park but no one's really willing to pay for it. The City has many needs, it has 
17 needs for greater police, it has, we're starting to feel the wrath of meth like every other community does and how, how 
1~ (11"<:' \Ye going to put a park need like this infrontofthose other funding needs? 
19 
20 Joan- suggests part as a park, part as high density, ... there are options 
21 
22 Lubischer- ... mentions the Trust for Public Lands which can help in situations like this ... if there's a will there may 
23 be a way ... if it's preserved as Open Space it could happen, if it's not then not going to happen ... Thank you 
24 
25 Coulter- Appreciate your testimony. 
26 
27, Dan Florea - ... I'm disappointed that there seems to be a leaning towards developing this piece of propertv and I speak 
28 of that as probably being the oldest ranking Orenco person in the room. I stated in my first testimony that I wanted to 
29 be able to take my grandchildren down to the creek and look at the lampreys making there way up the stream, an 
30 endangered species that sits on the protected Jist or something like that. The fact is that Washington County can be 
31 described from many of the places that I've traveled in the world as bland and pretty uninteresting architecturally. And 
32 I find that the slide show of tomorrow's slums being crated today and I'm not picking on the individual architects but 
33 the one on behind your head should be testimony to the development that has gone on here and the legacy that you folks 
34 are leaving us. I'm concerned that livabilitv issue; That should be a Park! And, and personally I heard somebody 
35 whining up there about whose going to pay for this. Well, I'm a member 
36 
3 7 Coulter- I expect you 
3 8 Florea- of Orenco 
39 Coulter- Sir 
40 Florea- and I'm more than glad 
41 Coulter- I expect you to stay 
42 Florea- to pay for it. 
4 3 Coulter-You need to stay respectful. 
44 flo rea"'· Oh, I am being r\'spectfuL 
45 Coulter~ That's not respectful. 
46 Florea- I think 
47 Roberts- Sir, sir I would agree with it 
48 Florea- I think a Planning Commission that is leaning heavily toward the developer is <!that we have a right> to say 
4 9 something 
50 ? Coulter- If you cannot remain respectable you will be removed from the dais. 
51 
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Florea- What I am trying to say sir is that I am more than willing to pay more taxes to have that a Park and I think 
_ there's quite a number of people in Orenco; the Parks Commission never talked to me once about what they wanted or 
3 what they needed. They have created non-descript, bland looking pieces of land all over Washington County which are 
4 good for skate parks, but for a place to have qualitv experience like the Chinese Garden downtown, we do not have that 
5 here. And if you don't take and look at what you have here as, as a great piece of beauty you're making a serious 
6 mistake! And you're going to be the legacy that we're going to look back on 20 years from now and when this place is 
7 one great big, low wage slum! Thank you. Good night. 
8 
9 Coulter- If you testify again 

1 0 Florea- Yes. 
1 L. (::oulter.'7 Please remain calm 
12 Roberts - Eh, let me say something. 
13 Florea- I don't like seeing you sell my children's future down the road! 
14 Roberts- That sir 
15 ?-<?> 
16 Roberts - Sir, we listened to you, please 
17 Florea- Thank you. 
18 Roberts - Please stay for a second. 
19 Coulter- What we're asking you 
20 Roberts---The commissioner is absolutely correct, everyone here deserves respect, everyone, and for,. for, for you to 
21 make comments about us is not appropriate. 
22 Florea- I see a Planning Commission that has sold Washington County down t~e tube. That's what I see sir. 
23 Roberts -Thank you. 
24 Florea -I was gone for 20 years 
"'i Coulter- You 

Florea- and I see nothing but slums before me. 
L7 Coulter- You can leave. 
2~ RQberts- Yes. 
29 Florea- Thank you. 
30 Coulter- Thank you. 
31 Florea- Good night. 
32 Roberts- All right we're going to have to state this one for the record. We will remain respectful, we will remain 
33 calm, we will remain as neighbors when we're done with all of this. If we have another outburst like we just had we 
34 will stop the meeting inunediately and we will adjourn until that person leaves. Is that abundantly clear? Thank you. 
35 
36 Laine Young (Orenco Neighborhood Organization)- On a calmer note. 
37, !· .. , .· ' '· .(·::·. 
3 8 Roberts - I would appreciate that. 
39 
40 Laine- You bet. .. [refers to submitted written summary] ... we have met the housing needs almost completely within 
41 Oren co for the whole City and so therefore more housing in Oren co does not appear to be a need ... traffic will change 
42 our neighborhood forever. .. we have brought forth so much information about the needs for more housing and 
43 about the suitability of the land and quite frankly I'm really, really concerned that that has failed to be a 
44 dialogue in the last two hearings ... "state law specifically prohibits modeling of a project, in other words the 
45 transportation modeling of a project prior to the funding being in place for the carrying capacity for that transportation 
46 system and it appears... [End of tape] .... why does anyone think that this area can provide the carrying capacity for the 
47 density of housing that was proposed. And now it appears that the 800 pound gorilla has put on a little weight in the last 
48 month or so. Now on top of it all we have an even bigger project before us that seems no more plausible than the last. 
49 Specifically regarding Open Space, I want to say that. .. now with the newer development projects that will be built 

1 before 2006 we're close to 80% of the land transforming ... no long range goals ... just developing this and that 
parcel. .. we've done traffic counts ... traffic speed through our neighborhood is concerning ... we need Open Space to 
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1 balance the impact of the rate of development ... stated in the Comprehensive Plan, I do not understand why is that not 
2 included in the dialogue. It appears to me that pretty much what we're discussing is how to make this project 
3 happen rather asking ourselves should this project go forward in the format that it's in ... the capacity is not 
4 available ... what is an appropriate use? ... unfortunately this process is not about discussing alternatives ... this area is 
5 becoming unlivable [discusses traffic congestion]. .. presents some options that might be compatible with the area .. .I 
6 present three alternatives: First- 3 acres around the historic McDonald House, 19 acres of habitat restoration, 
7 ... discusses the wetland mitigation bank where another developer could develop on their wetland if they offset it by 
8 paying for the purchase of wetland at another site ... $75,000 per acre ... could generate $1.5 million for this riparian 
9 area ... high density, commercial and residential on theSE part of this property. Second- similar to number one with 

I 0 habitat restoration of 11 acres, wetland mitigation 20 acres, but with 46 houses on the NW area which could be 
II compatible with the Orenco Townsite ... my fear is that we will lose the Oren co Townsite because of the traffic 
12 demand ... they would change the conditions to support the demand and destroy Orenco ... Third- do nothing 
13 proposal...the historic development of the McDonald House can't happen properly with this proposed 
14 development. .. like Salem's Deepwood Estate ... we could do that too ... 
15 
16 Mathews- Thank you for the hard work that you did in getting this all put together. On your first page you have this, 
17 the one statement in red where it says the state law specifically prohibits construction projects. Do you have an ORS # 
18 for that? 
19 
20 Laine- It's the Transportation Planning Rule and unfortunately it doesn't prohibit construction. I was, I found some 
21 specific information a little late to change this.· What it prohibits is the modeling of a transportation system based upon 
22 projects that have not been funded because the capacitv may never be there, so it's the Transportation Planning Rule. 
23 
24 Mathews -Thank you. 
25 
26 ? Airaguanam- discusses crowded nature of this area ... why build more ... decreases living conditions ... this is one of 
27 the very few beautiful places in Hillsboro ... 
28 
22 Kathy Bloom- ... the Orenco Townsite will be adversely impacted ... Elks deserve to receiw money for their property 
30 and Orenco should not be adversely affected ... sources of funding can be found for public purchase ... to leave a legacy 
31 for this community ... to save one of the last big Open Spaces in this community ... 
32 
33 Bonnie Kooken- ... [submits transportation report that critiques and challenges the applicant's traffic report]. .. I did a 
34 traffic count on Monday between 7 and 9 am on the comer of Dogwood and 228" street and on the following Monday; 
35 with school not in session the number of cars was162, and with school in session it was 435 cars ... these numbers are 
36 larger than Kittleson's ... and the numbers from the Arbor Garden traffic studies are also larger than Kittleson's ... a 
37 question for the Commissioners: If this property is best suited for the Oren co woods Crossing development why 
~~ ~o.es. ~l!is,!levelopment pr.es.ent so m11ny neg;ttives to all the surrounding communities? .••.. and,especially the 
39 Townsite of Orenco? That the Comprehensive Plan has had to be gerrymandered in order for this Orenco Crossing to 
40 come forward. Can you answer that for me? Would you like to consider it? Would you please consider it? You're 
41 smiling. 
42 
43 Roberts- I'm not quite sure how to answer your question. This whole process is a matter of ... something that we 
44 haven't been involved with much over our years. We're pretty experienced in a lot of arenas but in this arena even staff 
45 is being taxed and so for it to be a bumpy road in terms of how you get from point A to point B is pretty understandable. 
46 I thihk that is really more a reflection of that than anything else. That's why I'm smiling; it's been quite a journey for 
4;7, allofus .• , .. ,. .. ,. ;· 
48 Bonnie- Isn't it though. 
49 Roberts- Yes. 
50 
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' Coulter- May I add one comment to that. And maybe it will help the rest of the audience. Our role is to hear all sides 
.c and to receive all testimony and that's what we're doing, currently have been doing, and then based on criteria we have 
3 to meet either approval or denial, then we take the testimony of all sides and make a determination and so after you I'm 
4 sure there's many more people that want the opportunity to talk to us as well as an opportunity for the applicant to 
5 provide rebuttal. We need all that information before we can make a sound decision and so what we're going through 
6 and you're in the middle of it, trying to seek validity in the different statements and the being able to make a decision 
7 based on the criteria and that's what we will be doing. 
8 Bonnie- Thank you. 
9 Coulter- You're welcome. 

I 0 Bonnie -And would you consider also having the hearings left open while you study these reports? 
11 Roberts- I think we need to, I mean, if there's testimony that has been entered into the record and what you have done 
12 and we haven't had a chance to read it, it's going to be a little difficult to made a decision. 
13 Bonnie- Thank you. 
14 
15 Tom Wolf (Chair of the Oregon Council of Trout Unlimited, member of the Hillsboro Vision 2020 committee)- I like 
16 living in Oren co ... it's different ... we don't have sidewalks .. ,we don't have streetlights .. .it's very unique .. .I think that 
17 concerns about green spaces, about protecting the stream, about traffic; those are all legitimate concerns. So, I, you 
18 know, I go to a lot of hearings, I hear a lot of things, and I think that we have a real issue of livability. The livability of 
19 a part of Hillsboro and a very close friend of mine, Shirley Huffman, once told me that livability, making Hillsboro 
20 a livable community is the most important thing that we as citizens of Hillsboro can do and I've been part of the 
21 Hillsboro Vision 2020 Plan for seven years. We are desperately trying to look at ways to make Hillsboro a more 
22 livable community and I think protecting the Townsite of Oren co, to address the concerns of the people so that 
23 they can continue to live in a wonderful area is a very big part of that livability. Thank you. 
24 
'"''i Margaret Whalen - ... I've lived on the comer of Alder and 230th in Orenco for the past 28 years ... there are tons of 

people walking on Alder to get to the Orenco Light Rail Station from early morning to late at night.. .I mow the 
L7 shoulder of this narrow. unlit street so people can walk when 2 cars are coming and there's no place to walk ... take into 
28 account the alternatives ... the roads and livability are important...ifthey built senior housing on the course I'd like to 
29 live there .... 
30 
31 Tim Stout - ... regarding Mr. Sullivan's comment on the Transportation Planning Rule and connectivity ... connectivity 
32 is encouraged if a traffic grid is in place to connect to ... the problem is the Light Rail track is on the north 
33 boundary ... your discretion ... there is a pedestrian zone overlay in Orenco ... the Comprehensive Plan defines this as a 
34 preference given to pedestrians over cars ... both pedestrian and traffic use the streets and the applicant's traffic study 
35 does not address the pedestrian's use of the road in relationship to traffic and if they wanted to get a correct idea of the 
36 impacts to the safetv and welfare of the pedestrian and problems of traffic they should do a multi-modal traffic study 
3 7 which takes that into consideration ... the lawful width of any vehicle that can travel along a City street is 8 and a half 
3 8 feet in width but cannot exceed that width, the problem is, we have streets in Oren co that are 14-15 and a half feet in 
39 width, it's a physical impossibility for two vehicles of that size to pass and still maintain safety to any children going to 
40 school.. .if approved, an actual imposed density cap should be put in place ... there should be an actual condition limiting 
41 the housing number ... keeping a right of way of 50 feet on the streets to Orenco could be a Trojan Horse to open streets 
42 up later ... should condition limiting to I 0 to15 feet, whatever's necessary just for emergency vehicles ... questions if this 
43 process· should be a legislative action.:. 
44 
45 John Vangrunsven- .. .I own a rental in Orenco ... I'm a retired commercial real estate broker ... kind of a pro 
46 development type ... this really is a serious issue that kind of warrants some thought. .. in some of the things I've worked 
4 7 on Kittleson has done the traffic studies and always done a better than adequate job but on this issue I think they really 
48 kind of missed it .. .I've really tried to stay out of this whole thing but now .. .I heard something .. .I listened to Mr. 
49 Coulter and he used the word criteria and it seems to me a huge criterion is involved here ... has to do with a tremendous 

increase in traffic through a little town that isn't going to handle it. I understand TIF. I don't know what the fees are but 
I'm going to assure each and everyone of you it isn't going to touch what it's going to do to that community and 
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1 everybody's going to be stuck with a problem of how do we pay to rip up these streets. rip down these trees re-institute 
2 storm. sanitary evervthing that comes along with it. TIF's been gone; I mean that doesn't even necessarily go to the 
3 community anyway. It goes I think more to the fund. But back to Kittleson, they referred to Dogwood and 231 " ... in a 
4 way of calculating ... when Light Rail came in one of the ways this thing is it was lobbied ... the way they satisfied 
5 numerically was by saying, ok we increase the zones therefore we'll have so many people down the road, ergo, we have 
6 enough people, now let's build, let's get our railroad uniforms on and we're ready to roll. Going back in my 
7 ruminations toward Kittleson. there at the intersection of 231" and Dogwood and they're making 60 cars to the right 
8 which is convenient because that's the easiest turn. it does less damage to traffic. Using the same calculation 
9 marmerisms that Metro use which is counting in the future it seems to me they should count at 231" when that opens up 

10 to the south. It seems to me because I've been involved in the project and brokered them, there's a theater, a shopping 
11 center and a bowling alley and several other developments and quite a bit of land not even developed and that 35 cars 
12 per left at peak hours isn't even close to what you're going to deal with there ... I guess what this really begs of is for you 
13 folks to sit down and realize that we need way more time to do this. Thank you. 
14 
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Procedure Discussion 

Roberts- At this point I'd like to talk to the applicant. There's a, has been a discussion about testimony and rebuttal 
and where we're going from here in terms of procedure, not about the issues and what I'd like to do is ask the applicant 
if, what we're contemplating is closing the hearing at this point with, but leaving the record open for written, any 
additional written testimony that anybody wants to submit for seven days and then seven days for any written testimony 
that somebody wants to rebut something that has been written in the first seven days so there'll be letters flying all over 
the place for fourteen days and then at the meeting on the 27th the applicant would have the right, because the applicant 
always has the right to final rebuttal so on the 27th we would hear the final rebuttal and then deliberate and then make a 
decision one way or the other where we're going. Does the applicant have any feelings? 

Counselor Sullivan- Perhaps maybe a modification ... [End ofTape] .. .ifwe go seven and seven you're not going to be 
able toTead it and render a decision on all of the stuff that you have before you so that we're really looking at the 27th. 
We regret that but it's part of the process. The only request for leaving the record open as I understand it had to do with 
the traffic. If we have, the traffic report that we just saw at the, you know, end of Mrs. Kooken's testimony, you might 
think about limiting the response, because we think we've made our record, to the traffic report. We are willing to get 
that response into you within seven days. If you wanted to we could get you our written comments right after that and 
before, in time for staff to distribute to you for your meeting on the 13th and you could dispose of it on that evening after 
hearing our final oral rebuttal. You have two or three things that you could do and let me run through so you know. 
One is how much rebuttal do you want and much more paper you want to read in this stuff. The only thing that we saw 
that we feel we have to respond to and mainly because it had a lot of numbers and we're not sure until we've read it 
carefully is the traffic report put in by Mrs. Kooken. We would move that you give us seven days to respond to that and 
then we will give to you on 4/4 and even if you wanted to the first our final written comments. No new evidence. The 
evidence would only be in that first seven days and only relate to the traffic report and then you could dispose of this on 
the 13th. Alternatively you can leave the whole thing open for anybody to put in anything and we will accommodate 
you, we will do our first response in seven days, we will look at whatever anybody else has put in response, respond to 
that written seven days and then you'll have two clear weeks to deal with it. On the 27th we'll give you our oral closing 
and then you can go and do that. So you got two things going. First how much do you want to see and what date do 
you want to decide? 

.' ! :: 

Roberts- So from your standpoint you're ok with either one of them, you just have a preference that limiting it and 
getting it done sooner rather than later. 
Counselor Sullivan- We'd like to get this done finally, yes. 
Roberts- What you don't like coming back here all the time? 
Counselor Sullivan- There'll be other cases. 

102 



' Roberts- OK. This I don't think is open for any other discussion and I understand but what we're doing now is we 
_ have listened patiently and in one case impatiently about a lot of testimony and there have been a lot of people that have 
3 put in an enonnous amount of work on both sides of the issue but at some point we've got to come to the point where 
4 we think we've heard most or all of the issues and we can make a decision and so that's where we're at right now. 
5 We've think we've heard as much as there is but we're giving everyone one more chance it we go with option two. But 
6 we'll just do it in paper and it. Yes my evenings will be really fw:i Itell you but that's not part of the deliberation. We 
7 have to do this for what's best for everybody. That's what's going on. At this point I need discussion amongst us. 
8 
9 Raber- President Roberts? Just one thing you might want to take into consideration is the timing as to whether or not 

I 0 you should continue to the 13th or the 27th. Quick discussion among staff, the items that you have already scheduled .... 
11 Coulter- ... the 27th. 
12 Mathews- Concur ... 
13 Roberts- I will close the public hearing but leave the record open for written testimony for 7 days and rebuttal to the 
14 written testimony for an additional 7 days and with that I need and oral rebuttal on the 27th and deliberations. 
15 Coulter- Move to close ... [Motion specifics repeated ... ] 
16 Roberts- Thank you. We're really not trying to make it tougher or more complicated but it sure seems to get that way. 
17 

18 4-27-2005 (Jfearing #6) 
19 [Staff report] 
20 
21 Roberts- ... I have had conversations with the Planning Director and felt that the issues are complex enough, the stacks 
22 and reams of papers that we have reviewed are complex enough that I would appreciate it if applicant would take 15 
23 minutes worth of rebuttal instead of seven just so we can get through most of this stuff ... 
24 

Applicant Rebuttal 

27 !)>unselor Sullivan- ... This is our final opportunity to present our case to you ... We have been before you almost every 
28 month since our first hearing in November in 2004. In addition we have held numerous meetings with neighbors, with 
29 City, County, and Regional Planning, Transportation and Park staff. We've viewed hundreds of pages of testimony and 
30 tried our best to bring forth a proposal that will meet the needs of the region, the City and the Orenco Community. Let 
31 me set out the issues as we see them, give you our position on these issues. and invite your questions or comments to me 
32 or to my colleagues at the conclusion of our presentation. Let me begin as staff did with the Plan amendment criteria 
33 which implicate all of the issues raised thus far in this case. We suggest that both the "best suited" and "need" criteria 
34 are met The property is better suited for a number of reasons to the low( sic) density residential classification than for 
35 the Open Space Plan designation carried out through the institutional zoning designation, medium. Let me go through 
36 some of the· reasons. One, there is no reasonable prospect or desire for public acquisition of the Elks' property. There is 
3 7 simply no need for such an acquisition by Metro or the City. It's not on any plan and even if it were on the plan there is 
3 8 no money to acquire the property. Other uses are available for this site and if we are not idlowed to realize our careful 
39 mixture of parks, housing and Open Space, the market will fmd other uses. Two, this proposal presents an excellent 
40 opportunity to provide for Three acres of Park land for the public to meet local needs for recreational purposes. Three, 
41 the proposal also presents the opportunity to provide for a continuation of the Rock Creek trail as well as the 
42 maintenance of Open Space in the current property along the Stream banks by a future Home Owners Association or for 
43 the potential acquisition for that Open Space by the Hillsboro Park Commission. Four, this proposal also, prevents (sic), 
44 presents an opportunity for the further preservation of the historic McDonald House as well as funds for the Elks to 
4 5 continue the good works that they've undertaken there and elsewhere. The Hillsboro Lodge has committed to work 
46 with the national chapter, national organization to determine the feasibility of obtaining a federal historic site listing for 
4 7 the house. Finally, we have offered and continue to offer tonight conditions by which this development will work with 
48 the existing Orenco neighborhood. We have suggested a Parks and Open Space configuration that takes advantage of 
~ ~ the natural resources of the site. We have offered to connect fully, to block connections, or to leave room for some or 

all connections with the existing transportation system in the adjoining Orenco Neighborhood as the City may see fit; 
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I We have also provided the fmancial wherewithal by which the capital improvement programs for the area for 
2 transportations including Cornelius Pass might be realized. 
3 
4 We're aware of the transportation concerns of our neighbors but we've also taken positive steps to alleviate those 
5 concerns both by providing our fair share of the funding for the improvements which we as well our neighbors would 
6 use. We believe our proposal provides the best chance to meet the funding needs for transportation improvements for 
7 the life of the City and county transportation systems plans and we are willing to time our proposal for development to 
8 assure that there is no lack of capacity during the planning period in regard to those plans. We have presented you 
9 expert transportation testimony which has been verified by City, County and Regional transportation staffs and outside 

I 0 consultants to the effect that this proposal meets all of your applicable transportation standards. And if the Commission 
11 finds that there are special circumstances by which the normal requirement of connectivity is not applicable we will 
12' support that conclusion. That special circumstance may be found in the commitment of the adjacent Orenco 
13 neighborhood to smaller rights of way and improvements that may not work well with direct connections. If the City so 
14 determines we will work with the City and the neighborhood to assure the traffic flows well other than through the 
15 Neighborhood. We ask the Commission to render its decision tonight. We're prepared to assist the commission with 
16 findings, to address the necessary criteria in the event the commission determines to recommend approval and we now 
17 stand available to answer questions you might have. 
18 
19 Questions to Applicant 
20 
21 President Roberts -Are there any questions? <Prolonged pause> After all this, there are no questions? 
22 
23 Commissioner Mathews - I gness I may ask a couple three questions. You know me. During the opponents 
24 discussions a great deal of discussion has been placed on the obligation of the commission to review transportation as 
25 well as school needs on a Master Plan change. The last study I saw for the High School district and the testimony that 
26 was given as I recall at one of the many hearings we've had here showed that the school district was at capacity and that 
27 they were going to have to bring in temporary buildings into the brand new school we just built. Can you speak to me 
28 as to how we've met the need of the school district by allowing an additional350(sic) homes to be developed in a 
29 school that'is already over capacity? · 
30 
31 Doukas- When we first received the service provider letter from the school district we reviewed the long range plans 
32 for the school district. They have long range plans for additional elementary school capacity. I don't have that 
33 information right on the top of my head. I do have it in my file. They are anticipating additional growth. They do not 
34 have the capital facilities today but they are anticipating them, they know that growth is coming for Hillsboro at all 
35 levels for the school district and so they are planning for it. That's the best answer I can give you right at the moment. I 
36 do have some documentation on some of the efforts that they have gone through for their facility planning. I can dig 
37 that up if you need that. 
38 
39 Mathews- The other question then has to do with transportation. Again, speaking to funding, ifl were to sit here and 
40 believe that the county is going to improve Cornelius Pass in my lifetime, I'd probably be stretching my imagination. I 
41 watch them trying to improve Baseline. That is supposed to have been done years ago. We're still, Baseline is still torn 
42 up. We recently turned down a project on Cornelius Pass road because of transportation and safety problems. How 
43 would we be improving the community if we decrease the value of the transportation systems to a system that is already 
44 at a sub-standard basis if there is no funding available? If they have to go to a bond issue, which may or may not pass, 
45 which the county commissioner may activate sometime in the future I 0 or 20 years from now. How is that going to 
46 speak to the need for your 350(sic) houses there today? 
47 
48 Dunn- To speak to your question Commissioner Mathews. There were, I think, several parts to the question, one 
49 starting out with your, I guess, position on improvements that are made along Cornelius. There have been several 
50 projects built in Cornelius Pass over the last several years and if you'll notice North of Highway 26 that corridor was 
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1. recently widened to five lanes from I believe, US 26 all the way up to West Union including all signal lights and 
L. improvements. 
3 
4 Mathews- There was. 
5 
6 Dunn - So there are projects that are going on. There is an ongoing project south of Baseline Road to widen that road 
7 to an urban 3 lane section. That's a Washington county project, design project, going on right now for implementation. 
8 To address some of your comments about Baseline, it's my understanding that the Baseline project was a phased 
9 development, being done in increments. And what we 'reexperiencing now are the improvements that are going on 

10 throughout and past Cornelius Pass to the west all the way up to and just past 231" to bring that facility up to an Urban 5 
11 lane section. So there are substantial improvements that are going on now. Regarding your statement about the 
12 substandard level of the capacity today on Cornelius Pass our analysis is telling us that the intersection that our site 
13 would feed into directly there at Quatama and Cornelius Pass is operating under acceptable standards today, based on 
14 the Washington County operational standards which is a level of service 'D' or better and a volume to capacity ratio of 
15 .95 or less during peak hours. To address your comment on would this project contribute to the detriment of the system 
16 of Cornelius Pass Road and my answer I think is no because this project is going to result in not only site frontage 
17 improvements for our section of road along Cornelius Pass. It will contribute towards the TIF fees which are pooled 
18 together to implement projects such as the one that we think is needed eventually here on Cornelius Pass Road. There is 
19 the preliminary design project that's going on right now by Washington County to design the 3 0% plans for this 
20 roadway section all the way from Walbridge down to Baseline Road so my answer is there are wheels in motion. I 
21 . think what could accelerate this project is developments like this and others that go on in the corridor which can 
22 contribute to funds towards those improvements. Essentially increase the probability that Washington county and the 
23 City could work together to accelerate the construction schedule for this project knowing that there are private 
24 development funds out there that can be used. 

Counselor Sullivan- Let me supplement that response Mr. President. There are 3 things I'd like to say. First of all it's 
L- 7 on the Transportations Plan. The problem as I know Hillsboro had and I know you know Hillsboro has is that we're an 
28 integrated system with the County where the County gets the money and then gets to decide how to spend it and the 
29 City doesn't direct that. It can ask but it can't direct the expenditure of that money. But it is on the Plan to be done 
30 within the planning period. Secondly,. this development will give a significant amount ofTIF money so that the money 
31 can be used. Again, I can't say that it will be used because that's the County's call and that's the difficulty all 
32 developers live in, in Hillsboro. And the third thing is that I mentioned in my closing arguments that we are willing to 
33 look at the timing of the development of this project so that it meshes with the necessary improvements. 
34 
35 President Roberts- <has brief discussion regarding protocol regarding time allotted to applicant ... more than 15 
36 minutes if answering questions> 
37 
38 Fitzgerald: My concern all along has been the mitigation of the impact that this development's going to have on the 
39· immediate neighborhood, the Orenco neighborhood. And I know your aware of that, your very sensitive to that and you 
40 said in your closing that your willing to work with the City to mitigate that impact and I guess what I'm grappling with 
41 is how to condition it so that harm does not come to this historically significant neighborhood? And so I go back to the 
42 criteria which says, you know, the burden of proof is on you to show us that this new designation is better suited for the 
43 uses proposed than the current use and I guess my question is, you know, your first response to that was that it's better 
44 suited for low density residential than the Open Space designation and your reasoning is because there's been no 
45 reasonable, there is no reasonable prospect for public acquisition of the property. And I agree with you and I also, so I 
46 agree with about on half of your argument. But some of the neighbors presented some alternative plans with even lower 
4 7 density proposed. With the lower density abutting up against the historic neighborhood and the higher.density out 
48 toward Baseline (sic) and I guess my question is: Have you considered that as a feasible option? 
49 
-~ Doukas: We have considered that. Within the development we do have a variety of densities. At this scale its not 

always possible to see the differentiation between those densities. We are at a point in time where a low density 
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1 development is 4000 square foot lot. It's not the world we grew up in per se, where you can do a quarter acre lot or 
2 something like that. Low density residential is still fairly intense. So we have designed the project to transition the 
3 density within the development from the Orenco side of the neighborhood to the Cornelius Pass side of the 
4 neighborhood. I know you haven't looked into the development plan in large detail, or I'm assuming you haven't. 
5 You're going to have plenty of time to do that we hope but we have done that level of detail and there's been a large 
6 amount of thought in how that occurs. We're also trying to strike a balance with the goals and policies of the SCPA 
7 reads that talks about the efficient use of land and some of that is reflected In market forces and I know developers are 
8 notorious for always talking about the bottom line but the bottom line matches that need for efficiency in how we deal 
9 with our land and I know from a public perspective that's analyzed a little differently but the reality is that you have 

10 only so much land to deal with within your City Limits, within the Urban Growth Boundary and you want to make sure 
11 that your providing a future for the City of Hillsboro whether that is jobs, or housing, or parks. And when you as a 
12 community invested in Light Rail you priu. ill<.<;& thii;g:. And that prioritization says that yes we're going to be 
13. sensitive to a historic neighborhood like Orenco and we're going to give it a special district and we're going to pay a lot 
14 of attention to it but we're still going to use our land efficiently and wisely and be good stewards of it. We believe that 
15 this plan accomplishes that and granted it is still at an urban density but is a sensitive density. It is single family 
16 detached homes adjacent to Orenco and the time you're going to get to spend on that is really through the conceptual 
17 development plan and the detailed development plan. 
18 
19 Fitzgerald: Could you go into a bit more detail about the phasing you had mentioned earlier to coincide with 
20 
21 Counselor Sullivan: The issue is whether or not the transportation improvements will be on line sufficient to be 
22 concurrent with the development and what Mr. Dunn has told you and what the staff has told you it's. in the plan and 
23 that we know that within the life of the plan it will be done. You may look at this in a way that you time the 
24 concurrency of the development of this project with the necessary traffic facilities that is more a zone change 
25 consideration. But I'm telling you that in order to look at this overall, you can make the determination that yes its in the 
26 plan and yes it will be done at the end of the day but we're going to need to look at detailed development considerations 
27 before the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board and the DDP and CDP and that's what I was talking about. 
28 
29 Fitzgerald: OK, that's all I have for now. 
30 
31 Mathews:• • It would help me a great deal if you could show me in our regulations where it says when we review 
32 Comprehensive Plan changes the time frame or the element that we're dealing with. You say there is no effective, now 
33 meaningful offer on the table now to develop that property and I understand that, but a Comprehensive Plan as I 
34 understand it is a long term project. When <!?we started out> this Comprehensive Plan we didn't know there would be a 
35 Light Rail either and so lot of things happen over a period of years and so <the> Comprehensive Plan is more than what 
36 is on the table today. Can you show me where we have to look at what's on the table today in our decision on making a 
3 7 change in the Comprehensive Plan? 
38 
39 Counselor Sullivan: If you're asking me whether or not there's something in the Plan that says, a, hold it up until you 
40 have the money for the Park. There isn't anything there. Nor is there anything really for residential use. All you have 
41 are the two vague criteria which Mr. Estes read to you and what I have to say is that the Light Rail accommodation was 
42 done by a Plan amendment and this is also a Plan amendment. It's also to keep up with the changing needs of the 
43 community. The fact is that this golf course or Open Space use is not going to be available to the public. It may go to 
44 be something else. But it will not be available as a public Open Space and in order to deal with the realities with the rest 
45 of the policies of the Plan and the state wide planning goals you've got to take a broader outlook. What are those needs 
46 and those resources? Those needs include the need for houshig for the western end of the region. The fact that there is 
4 7 a need for public Open Space and recreational area that is not going to be available designation unless the City or 
48: Region. decides to buy tl,le property and the fact that it might occur, it could occur for any vacant property in the region. 
49 What you've got to look at is what's the most appropriate designation for this property. Our suggestion is that you have 
50 a need for residential use and you have a prospect of doing at least three other public goods in the meantime by granting 
51 the designation. You have the dedication or the purchase of a piece of property for parkland three acres. You have the 
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1. preservation by a mechanism that is not drawing from the public fist to maintain the Open Space around the creek and 
L then you have the preservation of the historic McDonald House. None of those things can be realized by just leaving 
3 everything in place until somebody gets the inspiration to buy the property because it isn't on anybody's priority list and 
4 it's not likely to be on that priority list. And you've got to look not only at what you'd like to have but what the realities 
5 are for the current land use scheme that's my argument Commissioner Mathews. 
6 
7 Roberts: Other questions? I have one question that is a transportation related. This is a detail so we can <go> through 
8 it fairly quickly. All of your traffic analysis has revolved around the capacity of the Intersection of Quatama and 
9 Cornelius Pass and how traffic flows through that intersection, what level of service is. The question that I want to ask 

I 0 you is the same question that we asked a previous applicant down the road a ways. That was saying the same thing, that 
II the intersection works it moves traffic through to county standards but that road is a notorious bottleneck. Traffic backs 
12 up to the intersections significantly at am peak and pm peak so the question is. Ifl was driving down the road and hit 
13 th~ queue as it backs up, is my wait time, which a road capacity question, not an intersection capacity question. Does 
14 my wait time decrease, stay the same or increase after you've made the improvement to the street and to the 
15 intersection. Is the impact to me as I'm driving down the road the same, better or worse? Not as you move through the 
16 intersection. 
17 
18 Dunn: Are you talking about the improvements about the improvements along the site frontage itself. 
19 
20 Roberts: No, I'm talking about the time that I'm sitting in my car that's, there's a queue out there now, it exists and 
21 when I drive down the road am I going to sit in that queue, I assume, isn't going to go away until the whole road is 
22 improved significantly so is my wait time in the queue going to stay the same, is it going to go down or is it going to go 
23 up? 
24 
"S Dunn: I can give you two ideas of what would reduce your wait time at that, on the approach to that intersection. One 

is by adjusting the signal timing. It is an isolated intersection. It's not inter-connected to any others out there in the 
L7 corridor. It services the side street demand when the call comes in from the intersection. So there is an opportunity 
28 perhaps to provide are-timing which is a very simple improvement. There is also an opportunity to provide on our side 
29 of the street and I think on the east leg of Quatama to provide another turn lane so that instead of a single lane approach 
30 you have two lanes on the approach. By instituting something like that you could cut down on the green time needed 
31 for Quatama and put that green time onto Cornelius Pass Road. Your question is also very, it is a microscopic question 
32 because• it.addresses only your perception as an.individua! driver whereas traffic engineering practice when you look at 
33 operations for an intersection or a roadway you also, you are really looking at the average delay for all drivers entering 
34 that intersection or along that roadway for a one hour period, or the peak 15 minute period I should say. 
35 
36 Roberts: Well, but the problem is with your definition versus mine is exactly the issue we're dealing with. As we take 
3 7 traffic in a proposed development, as we take traffic through old Oren co traffic engineering logic says, yes, the streets 
38 can handle the capacity, the intersections can handle the capacity but the people that live in the community can't handle 
39 the capacity. The people that drive down Cornelius Pass road, when they are already queued up from Baseline 
40 intersection back through the Quatama intersection and we're adding more capacity to that intersection and so the queue 
41 is not just what's happening at that intersection but is being affected by Baseline and we are adding time, real honest to 
42 gosh time to somebody's travel through that couplet. That's a problem and if that's, it can be handled engineering wise 
43 but conventional engineering logic doesn't get us there and so I'm having, I'll ask the question again. Will my wait 
44 time be more, or less or the same as I drive down Cornelius Pass? 
45 
46 Dunn: I think that with the two items that I had discussed with you, your wait time would be less than what it is today 
4 7 with this development in place. 
48 
42 Roberts: .OK 
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Doukas: You also have anecdotal information within the public testimony that came in within the last couple weeks 
that explains that when the signal at Quatama and Cornelius Pass was broken and there were flaggers out there the wait \ 
time went down. So that signal is a big component to that timing and granted it's anecdotal information but it's coming 
from the residents of this neighborhood. 

6 Roberts: OK 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Dunn: One other thing, ifl could add one more comment, because you referenced the area down at Baseline and 
Cornelius Pass and the queues that develop there. There is construction going on at that intersection or throughout the 
Baseline corridor for several months now and they are increasing the capacity of that south bound approach quite a bit 
with additional tum lanes, signal improvements. 

Roberts: I understand, but when asked that question of the applicant that was before us. We asked it of the applicant's 
traffic engineer and we asked it of the Washington County engineers that were here testifYing, which was extraordinary 
by the way, and they both concurred that even after all the improvements were done when you put the additional traffic 
on that intersection that was going to happen because of that development and we have to assume that that land is still 
sitting there and it's going to get developed at some point. When you put that capacity into that intersection the queue 
time on the north leg of Quatama of that intersection. They all agreed that wait time was going to go up even after the 
improvement. So what that tells me is that we have a road capacity issue not an intersection capacity issue. That's 
anecdotal also. So, I don't know where we're going to go with this but I'm not sure where we're at on traffic. Any 
other questions? Then thank you very much. 

[Staff discusses procedure, then the public hearing is closed, President Roberts responds to a question from 
the audience explaining that sufficient chances for public testimony have been made] 

25 " 

26 Deliberations 
27 
28 Roberts: Discussion. I think we all need to have some discussion on this and to also when it gets down to a vote what 
29 we're going to do is we're going to start at that end of the dais and everybody's going to say what they think and how 
30 they vote and I will reserve my vote as last to be a tie breaker if needed. So discussion. 
31 
32 Coulter: I have some question for staff. Not that they didn't expect it. In considering, it seems like in the years I've 
33 been· onthe commission we're never been ·able to, and I guess I'm looking for clarification; we'venever been able to 
34 take into consideration school capacity in our decision. It's something we haven't been allowed to. I guess that's a 
3 5 question. I need to understand when we're looking at this Comprehensive Map Plan change; do we have that in our 
36 ability to look at? 
37 
38 Estes: Staff has investigated this issue somewhat and we have reviewed ORS 195-110 which is entitled school facility 
39 plan for high growth school districts. There is a section in within this portion of the ORS which states "notwithstanding 
40 any other provision of state or local law, school capacity shall not be the sole basis for approval or denial of any 
41 residential development application unless the application involves changes to the local government comprehensive 
4 2 plan or land use regulations". I would also like to go back and state that planning staff has <end of tape> district 
4 3 regards as to whether or not the Hillsboro school district classifies themselves as, as high growth school district and 
44 there has not been a specific determination I guess one way or an other whether they classifY themselves as a high 
4 5 growth school district. In reading this language the Planning Commission would have to somehow tie this back, this 
46 issue, of schools to the approval criteria and as far as whether or not the Planning Commission chooses to make a 
4 7 decision based upon the need for schools I guess it falls back onto the approval criteria and the ORS provision does state 
48 that the, I guess I'll read the language again: "unless the application involves changes to the local government 
49 comprehensive plan". There would have to be some interpretation from the Planning Commission that this would 

108 

702 



1 involve a change to the local comprehensive plan and thereby, you know, could possibly be considered in conjunction 
L with the approval criteria. 
3 
4 Coulter: Again, in the years I've been on the commission I'm not aware of any time the school district has provided any 
5 input into a hearing before the Planning Commission as to capacity. 
6 Brooks: They've tended to stay neutral. 
7 Coulter: And that's my question, I haven't seen anything in my years. 
·8 Brooks: I'd have to defer to Mr. Estes but was there a letter submitted by the school district? 
9 Estes: There was testimony provided by, I believe the applicant which gave information regarding capacity at certain 

10 schools within the area but as far as weighing in one way or the other they have not done so. 
11 Coulter: Has the school district, are they informed as to "we are looking at this as an application?" 
12 Estes: Yes they are, and in'fact there has a, there, I have had conversations with the school district about the application 
13 specifically. Nothing, in general, but just they are aware of the application itself. 
14 Coulter: And at this point they have not made any, or provided any written testimony as to their feelings one way or 
15 the other? 
16 
17 Estes: I have the response from the school district which was provided on 12-15 -04 from the school district where they 
18 state at the time of this response the proposed development is located within the following attendance areas with 
19 enrollments noted. Please note that this information does not reflect that the service level is or is not adequate to serve 
20 the proposed project. And they do provide the school, the elementary school being Orenco, the middle school being 
21 Poynter, the High school being Liberty with the capacity and the enrollment as of October I, 2004, and then they 
22 provide some analysis which includes the number of students which could be generated by the proposed development. 
23 
24 Coulter: Again, from my recollection there they've made no determination either way for us. 
1 'i Estes: Right, they do state, they state specifically "please note that this information does not reflect that the service 

level is•oris not adequate to serve the proposed development". 
L7 
28 
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Coulter: A couple of our City departments are tending to go that direction currently, making our job just a tad bit 
tougher. One of the things that the applicant was discussing was the possibility of looking at the, if this were to go 
through, the phasing of the development tied in with the transportation and I guess, if this was to pass and it was to 
move down the road in zoning and CDP' s and all the rest of our hearings will we have the opportunity to as a 
commission to make sure that were to occur so that we wouldn't have any greater detriment to our current transportation 
system there at Cornelius Pass Road. 

Estes: There was discussion at the time the commission was considering whether or not to re-open the public hearing 
for these alternative comprehensive plan designations about how the commission could possibly suggest conditions of 
approval to be placed on the zone change and there is some discussion that should a comprehensive plan change be 
approved the Commission could choose to initiate a zone change for the properties, remembering again that the zone 
change hearings go to the Planning and Zoning Hearings board but the Planning Commission does have the authority to 
initiate zone change's on subject sites and also to recommend conditions of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Hearings Board. That could possibly serve as an opportunity to allow the commission to suggest conditions responding 
to your concerns regarding traffic. 
lc, f ,_-..,, , , .. l. 

Coulter: And given the obvious importance of the Old Orenco neighborhood and the people who live who've been 
there forever and our <P-, we would have, I know it's probably unique, and but then again we're a unique people. The 
ability to site special circumstances so we can keep traffic out of the west. 

Estes: That is something that has been discussed as something the commission has expressed interest in doing. There 
could be further discussion about that I would note that the a zoning ordinance lists specific conditions which can be 
applied to zone change's and those are included in section 114 of the zoning ordinance and those include street 
improvements abutting and within the development area, street improvements and street dedication abutting within the 
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I development area joint use and access agreements, improvement agreements for the installation of necessary on site 
2 public fucilities, utility easement, landscaping, off street parking, storm drainage, offsite public improvements when the 
3 zone changes and subsequent development will contribute significantly to the need for such off city public 
4 improvements, development review approval by the Planning Commission, screening , fencing, limiting access, surety 
5 and performance bonds, and non-remonstrance clause. 
6 
7 Coulter: So it appears that the one vehicle in there is the possibility of limiting access. Again this is a unique piece of 
8 property that we're looking at. It has a unique neighborhood, an old neighborhood that's around it. It has roads that 
9 don't fit into our normal road system. It would seem that we need to, if we even look at doing this we have to look at 

10 ways to try and protect old Orenco neighborhood and I just want to make sure that we would have that opportunity by 
11 reading that. 
12 
13 Estes: I think there are defmitely, you want to have some discussions about it and there may be some a 
14 Coulter: I'm going to want to make sure there's teeth. 
15 
16 Estes: you probably want to have some discussion regarding opportunities maybe for providing future access to deal 
17 with some other connectivity standards that we have for the City and maybe also dealing with some pedestrian and 
18 bicycle connections but is something that the commission could choose to discuss further and suggest as a condition of 
19 approval to the hearings board. 
20 
21 Coulter: Every once in a while it makes sense to look at an exception and we do them for other things and it seems like 
22 at some point this would have to be something that we have to really be able to do. As much as I appreciate the Elks 
23 and I appreciate, I mean, I'm a nursery man, I love Open Space but I also appreciate that people live next door and 
24 we've got to try to make, if we even try to do this we have to make it look like it's a system that works for those people 
25 as well. Through there. OK that's my questions of staff Mr. President. 
26 
2'1 Cameron: Getting back•to housing needs. We've heard so much testimony from the applicant, opponents and staff 
28 regarding the number that we're going to need by 2020. Anywhere, think the number was from 2200 to 4400. 
29 Brooks: I didn't hear the numbers. 
30 
31 Cameron: We talked about the housing needs that we'll need by the year 2020 anywhere from, I think the numbers 
32 range from anywhere like 2000 to 4000 depending on whose numbers you were listening to. Is that an actual, do we 
33 know what the actual number based on what we have today arid what's in the works today what our needs really are? 
34 
35 Brooks: Well, I think you can look at it in terms of the constrained forecast that we looked at and argue about the 
36 numbers in that context. ·I think the long range view, and I think I stated it before, is that we have a significant amount 
37 of employment capacity in the community that has not been realized that we may realize at some point in the future and 
38 if we do there is not a significant, there is not enough housing inside the City to accommodate that and we have actually 
39 planned for that and assumed that not all of that housing would actually be inside the City so because not everybody 
40 who works in Hillsboro will live in Hillsboro. So its not an easy question. You can wok around the narrow edges of 
41 this very defined number but there's a larger need out there that will not be met in the future, could be met in Hillsboro, 
42 doesn't have to be met in Hillsboro. 
43 
44 Cameron: Thankyou. ,, 
45 
46 Roberts: I have one <question>. It appears to me that we have two paths here and I'd like to just, I don't know what 
47 the answer is here and I don't know whether we need to get an interpretation from the City Attorney or not. The two 
48 paths are, if we were to say no, don't worry the other path is yes, so you're going to hear both sides of it. If we say no 
49 then we leave the property as Open Space on the Hillsboro comprehensive Plan, have the Planning and Zoning 
50 Hearings Board leave the zone unchanged as county institutional because that would have, because our City Attorney 
51 has determined that the Comprehensive Plan trumps the zone. So whatever zoning is on the land has to be compatible, 
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, 1 the use that they choose under that zoning has to be compatible with the comprehensive plan so in an institutional zone 
_ it would have to be a golf course use, or it would have to be some other kind of use that was possible, a mega! optic 

3 building would not be compatible as it relates to the Comprehensive Plan. At any rate let me go on here. This would 
4 have the effect of the property use for Open Space because the Comprehensive Plan trumps the zone designation. By 
5 doing this though have we defmed the economic value of the property cause isn'tthat part of what we do with zoning? 
6 And if we haven't defmed the economic value, do we, are we required to? 
7 
8 Brook: I think you; this won't answer your question directly. I don't think you're required to determine any specific 
9 economic value. 

I 0 Roberts: Well it's a relative value, I suspect. 
I 1: ·Brooks: Well it's a relative value but if you're concerned about a taking, I'm not, I don't know if that's your concern or 
12 not there are economic uses, albeit lower in the lower economic uses that would occur most likely if it were left as Open 
13 Space. 
14 
15 Roberts: My only concern is that if we go down this path or the other path I just want to make sure we're going 
16 through it by the numbers. Making sure that we're not doing something that isn't defensible. That's my only concern. 
17 And then the other possibility is that if we do decide to say yes, what we do is up change the Comprehensive Plan to 
18 residential and request a residential zone and then it goes to Planning and Zoning Hearing Board and then we' II have to 
12 work wit!l.tbe Planning and Zoning Hearings Board to put the conditions on the property that we think we important, for 
20 all the things that we talked about for quite a while. That's really the two paths. But that's the, if we say no that's just 
21 so people are fully aware, that's what the mechanism is that should basically we'd just leave it alone, the county zone 
22 would apply but the Comprehensive Plan trumps, and since the Comprehensive Plan is a Hillsboro Plan even though the 
23 zone is a county plan the Comprehensive Plan trumps the a 
24 
25 Brooks: The way it was explained to staff by our attorney, the way I understand it, is that the Comprehensive Plan 

would control the uses that would be compatible with the Comprehensive Plan designation so Open Space uses such as 
~ i golf course, park, cemetery are Open Space types of uses, maybe arguably, you know, antennas because basically it's 
28 one. pole in the middle with things out,to the side. So 
29 Roberts: Yep 
3 0 Brooks: There's a limited number of uses in an Institutional zone that would implement the Open Space designation. 
31 Roberts: OK 
32 
33 Brooks: But it also puts us in the position of having to basically manage another jurisdictions zoning ordinance. I 
34 might also add that you had talked about in the past, and I think the City attorney had talked about it in the past if you 
35 were to go ahead and pass this you could write fmdings that would give direction to the Planning and Zoning Hearings 
36 Board about your intent with respect to things that wouldn't make this meet the criteria in your view. 
37 
3 8 Mathews: Mr. Chairman in regards to the transportation aspect of it, if I recall correctly many hearings back, I thought 
3 9 we had the thing all resolved and we had, we were going to be able to cut off all transportation, all traffic going west 
40 from this development. It was then drawn to our attention, not only by staff, by others including a proponent, the 
41 opponent, or the proponent that the connectivity of the Transportation Plan would trump what we were doing and in 
42 fact, no matter what we put down there the, would have to have transportation involved and so my question, <?in> the 
43 discussion we had earlier as to our ability to restrict transportation going west from this site. And because I recall it so 
44 well I was so let down that particular day because I thought, hey, we have a solution then all of a sudden that solution 
45 wenr out the window. And I'm not certain that we ever changed that problem. 
46 
47 Roberts: Well, it's my understanding that in the State land use regulation requiring connectivity, it is state land use, 
48 right? Not Metro, it's state land use? • 
49 Brooks: It's the state transportation----
<1) Roberts: That's what I thought. That if there is a special need or special condition that requires a modification to the 

connectivity you can build a case for it, and in a specific instance you can suspend the rules. Is that it in a nutshell? 
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1 Brooks: Well I, go ahead Brett. 
2 
3 Estes: I would also note that there could be findings which would deal with how the transportation planning rule, or 
4 connectivity standards could be accomplished by possibly having the ability for future connections, have in the right of 
5 way there but not having the improvement built at this point in time, and having some other mechanics where it could 
6 be provided for at a later time, addressing the other issues such as pedestrian and bicycle connectivity which would 
7 allow pedestrian and bicycle flow from this development to and through the adjacent development over to the Light Rail 
8 station. That"s another way <?they can go>? 
9 

I 0 Roberts: And what would happen if, one of the things that I was wondering about when I was having a dialogue with 
11 a traffic engineer that we have a certain amount of traffic that has been calculated that will flow to the west out of this 
12 development, some of it goes to the east to Cornelius Pass, some of it goes to the westto 231 ". What would happen if 
13 we would require that in their calculations they sent no traffic to the west? Can we do that? 
14 
15 Estes: Well they did provide the updated traffic figures which analyze the development on the site with no direct 
16 connections to Old Orenco. 
17 Roberts: Right 
I 8 Estes: So that was provided for already and but as far as the 
19 
20 Roberts: But see I'm talking about the other traffic that gets filtered down onto Quatama and then goes down Quatama 
2l. and, across. the bridge and. back through, the cuLthrough anyway. Some of that's going to happen. But if we had them 
22 send from a traffic engineering point all of the traffic to Cornelius Pass so the traffic impacts on Cornelius Pass were 
23 greater and any improvements that needed to happen to accommodate that extra capacity the improvements happen on 
24 Cornelius Pass. To encourage traffic to go that way. 
25 
26 Coulter: I kind of think that goes back to our discussion about is there the possibility of tying phasing of the 
27 development to the ability to meet the transportation. 
28 Roberts: Oh, yeah. 
29 Coulter: improvements on Cornelius Pass. 
30 Roberts:• Yes 
31 Coulter: So you could tie the two together. 
32 Roberts: So it's not a theoretical discussion. 
33 Coulter: No, you'd want to make it a non theoretical discussion. 
34 Roberts: Yes, very much so. 
3 5 Mathews: John, are you saying that you would tie this to the bond issue being passed by the voter? 
36 Coulter: There's a number way of ways to get funding. I think bottom line what you're saying is that Cornelius Pass 
37 road has to be fixed in order to allow the development to phase on and until it does it wouldn't phase on and I, you 
38 j(now, .where they get the money, I don't care if it comes from the moon as long as the money comes and they fix the 
39 road. 
40 Roberts: Would we have to provide some kind of defmition of what the trigger point is? 
41 Brooks: Well, I think if we get into a very detailed discussion of this we would probably want to consult our legal 
42 counsel with respect to how you might achieve your goals. 
4 3 Roberts: Yes, yes. OK 
44 Fitzgerald: Mr. President I had a quick question to staff. Old Orenco, it had a conservation overlay district. Correct, as 
45 I remember myself, right, there's a design 
46 Brooks: Yes, yes. 
4:Z f:itzgerald; .If we wanted to extend that to the new development at what process, what's the-------- that happens? Is 
48 that the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board? Would they do that? 
49 Brooks: No, you would have to do a zoning ordinance amendment to extend the standards or the district and 
50 consequently the standards of the district into a larger area. 
51 Estes: There's, I guess there's the initiation process. 
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10 

Brooks: Yes and the Planning Commission would initiate it. 
Estes: Right 
Fitzgerald: But that would be a separate? 
Estes: Well. 
Brooks: If the applicant submitted their development application prior to the time that you had completed your, there 
would have to be an agreement of some kind. Because they would be, if they submitted prior to the time that you 
completed your zoning ordinance amendment they would be, the rules that had been in place prior would be the 
applicable rules not the new rules that you are proposing. 

Roberts: They'd be vested with the old rules. 
Brooks: They'd be vested with the old rules. Right. 
Roberts: Do we have any more questions? Do we just want to pack up and go to Hawaii? Or Albany? OK. Well. 

Mathews: Mr. Chairman may I ask a question? When I think of something that's happening in Hillsboro I think, if it's 
good for Hillsboro, I don't think if it's a square block, downtown where the courthouse sits. I think of the<?> 
If something's going to happen for the whole community of Hillsboro. As I look at Orenco. Oren co to me is more than 
the golf course. It's old Oren co too. And as I look at this<?> is this a better use? Can I say is this a better use for 
Orenco considering old Orenco and the golf course. Because then that's really all part of the same community. If we, 
but if we're going to say that it's only good for the golf course then that's another issue but old Orenco is really part of 
it, in my way of thinking. Now, do we have that right to look at old Orenco as, is this good for old Orenco or is this just 
good for the property in question? 

11 
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24 

Coulter: I think you have to go and read <it?>, the criteria again. I think our entire decision rests strictly on the 
wording that's in that criteria and it says the property is better for uses proposed than for which the uses the property 

.., 5 currently designated by the plan. So whatever you decide we, our communication, when we go to vote we have to tie 
our views specifically into that criteria as it is read. ) 
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Mathews. I don't necessarily agree with you, but OK. 
Coulter: That's, you know, when you're talking about a Plan, or any kind of legal definition you've got to look at the 
definition as it is written. 
Mathews. But, is not the purpose of this board, this commission, to look for the good of this City!. 
Coulter: At the same time, you know, you're talking about defensible, you've got to be able to defend, and a developer 
has to have the ability to, I understand what they have to meet. 
Mathews: Right. I understand that, that's what's bothering me too. 
Coulter: It goes back to the old saying, you know, if we don't agree with the process we have to find a way to change 
the process, but we can't change it in midstream, so whatever we do tonight we have to tie it to the language in the 
criteria. [Pause] 

Roberts: Any other comments? Questions? 
' .. ,, 

Mathews: I'm still not comfortable with the transportation phase of this. We have had several interpretations of what 
we might or might not do. The last thing I want to do is postpone this for legal advise because it might take this til who 
knows when, but I an very uncomfortable with that going up in the air, so we might talk about that and we might be able 
to do something about but we really don't know. And until we really know for facts black and white I'm not in a 
position to vote. 

Roberts: Well let me ask a question. If we were to go down the road of saying yes. We need to write the conditions 
that get built into the fmdings and I don't think that we can sit here tonight and write those, so would it be a tentative 
approval and then we look at the findings when they come back? Or 
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1 Estes: Depending on whatever the commission did they would need to be specific in why they felt they made their 
2 decision and if you made tentative decision staff would want to hear the basis for how you'd apply the criteria so that 
3 findings could be returned. 
4 
5 Roberts: Oh, I'm sure we can get you through that but I just. I'm still looking at both roads I'm right smack in this 
6 fork in the road and haven't decided which way I'm going to go. If we're going to write findings I don't want to say 
7 yes, OK, until we've had a chance to chew on the findings. 
8 
9 Coulter: I think something that's <this?> critical, it would have to be a tentative, <it> you even went down that road. I 

I 0 think we need to see how the fmdings are written. 
11 
12 Brooks: And that's very appropriate and that can be done because your approving the findings so if you were to give 
13 direction that you wanted to go and be specific about the kinds of things that you would like to see included in the 
14 findings we can work with legal counsel to write findings for your review that would capture your desires and of course 
15, we'll do that either way. 
16 
17 Estes: And as we always do when we have fmdings prepared we bring them back for the commission's consideration 
18 and therefore they have the ability to comment on them prior to adoption because they are adapting the fmdings as their 
19 own. There could be discussion, you know, regarding those whenever we bring them back to you at a, any subsequent 
20 meeting. 
21 
22 Coulter: We would have the ability to amend the findings if they're not the way we think they need to be. 
23 Brooks: Right and legal counsel could be available as well. 
24, <;oulter: ,Qne day we may just get a normal application again that's easy. I keep holding out. 
25 Roberts: I don't think so. OK. Are you ready. 
26 Fitzgerald: I have a list. 
27 Roberts: She has a list. Mr. Mathews are you ready? 
28 Mathews: No, I'm not. 
29 Roberts: Would like me to adjourn the meeting for five minutes while people kind of collect their thoughts? 
30 
31 Mathews: Well, if you wanted my decision now I would make that decision. If that's what you like. My decision is 
32 this at this point. I have read this material, I've studied it, I've spent more time on this than I can think anything else 
33, lately. I appreciate the work everybody does at the Elks and what they try to do but I fail to find why they have 
34 illustrated this is a better use, that it is, they have failed to show on the overall, that this, the need for housing is greater 
35 than Open Space, in my way of viewing, of seeing it and so I would vote to deny. 
36 Roberts: Commissioner Fitzgerald. 
37 
38 Fitzgerald: This is going to be interesting. I can tell. OK. I feel the applicant has met the approval criteria. I believe 
39 they've shown that is better suited for the uses proposed than the current use specifically because there's no reasonable 
40 prospect for a public acquisition of the property as Open Space and a two there is a need that exists in the general area 
4 ~ for housing and this fulfills the need for that housing. I would like to see the following conditions passed on to the 
42 Planning and Zoning Hearings Board. I'd like to see the three acres of park land, the continuation of the Rock Creek 
4 3 Trail, the preservation of the McDonald House and meaningful Open Space around it and funding for the Elks to 
44 nominate the house for the national register and whatever necessary maintenance of the house they might need. I would 
45 like to see some phasing of the development so that it's concurrent with transportation improvements on Cornelius Pass 
46 and the limiting of access to old Orenco to mitigate the impact of the new development. Did I go too fast? 
4 7 Roberts: I don't know. It'll be on tape. 
48 Fitzgerald: OK 
49 Roberts: Commissioner Cameron. 
~()' Gl!mer!IJ!;"Based on the ,extensive ml!terials and, testimony received I cannot justify approval of this comprehensive 
51 land use map change at this time based on: One, I don't feel the applicant has proven to me that there is a need for 
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housing, additional housing at this time. Two, this area is severely lacking in infrastructure to accommodate this 
density, the proposed density of this development, or any other development, so therefore I can't say that this 

3 development would be a better use of this land at this time. 
4 
5 Roberts: Commissioner Coulter. 
6 
7 Coulter: In looking at the two criteria I'll look at the second criteria first. Testimony given over the <?several> 
8 meetings that's shown we have a need for both parkland and more housing. I cannot agree that we draw a small circle 
9 only around the old Orenco neighborhood when making decisions that affect the entire community. There will be parts 

10 of our community through zoning that cannot do the same percentage of residential <or?> parkland as the old Oren co 
II neighborhood because they are zoned commercial or industrial. Likewise old Orenco cannot do the same amount of 
12 commercial or industrial as other parts of town because it is primarily a residential zone. We have to look at the whole 
13 of HiJisboro when making these large decisions not just a small area of the City only. My opinion is that the applicant 
14 has made a sufficient case for the need of additional housing. They have addressed infill and redevelopment in their 
15 studies. Criteria number one: "Better suited": The Hillsboro 2020 vision and its action plan outline the following: 
16 action 18.1 - involve local community in analyzing existing parks land inventory to match new parks with population 
17 needs for recreational land. Action 18.2- IdentifY and consider properties that include existing structures for their 
18 cultural and recreational potential and incorporate this information into the Parks Master Plan. Action 19.1 -Complete 
19 the City's Park Master Plan update. Action 10.1 (A) As a component of the City of Hillsboro Parks and Recreation 
20 Department's master planning process, inventory existing facilities and determine the need for new or renovated ones 
21 city-wide. (B) Involve members of the community in the planning and development of facilities. All of this has been 
22 completed. The Hillsboro Parks Commission along with the City Council accepted the Hillsboro Parks Master Plan in 
23 2003 as written. This was a community driven process. The Parks Commission reviews Park acquisition opportunities 
24 against goals and objectives for the Parks and Recreation Master Plan and to the annual Park revenue projections. We 
'? §, must defer, .to the Hillsboro Master Plan as .the. guiding document in determining where Parks are situated in our City and 

how large each Park should be. Testimony from the Parks department has stated they do not have funding sources to 
L.! purchase the Orenco Woods property. The City of Hillsboro Parks Department, in using the Hillsboro Parks Master 
28 Plan, evaluated the Orenco Golf Course for Neighborhood Park only. The Parks Master Plan did not give them the 
29 approval to look at this as a community Park. We should defer to the Parks commission and the Parks Master Plan even 
3 0 if we do not agree with it. If we do not agree with it we must go through the correct process to change the Parks Master 
3 I Plan and receive approval from the Parks Commission and our City Council. We must respect those we have asked to 
32 serve or to lead. If we disagree we need to go through the proper process to change the Parks Master Plan. We gave the 
33 City Parks Department the opportunity to tell us if they wanted the whole 55 acres through this process. They said they 
34 didn't and what they wanted was a Neighborhood Park. Personally, I would love nothing more than to see the entire 
35 site be a Park. However, the Parks Commission who is responsible for looking out for the entire City of Hillsboro does 
36 not agree. Their plan has property on NE 53"' street being used for one Community Park and then looking at land 
3 7 further north and east for a second new Community Park location. The Park commission much like the Planning 
3 8 Commission must <? not only> look at how a decision affects those closest to it but how it may affect the entire City. I 
39 understand and empathize with those who have been here to testii'y against this application. Had the application been in 
40 my neighborhood I can teJI you I would be testifYing as well. This proposal as developed will give the City 23 acres of 
41 Open Space. The applicant has stated that they will develop a three acre neighborhood park and provide pathways 
42 through the remaining riparian area. The applicant has stated they will insure the McDonald Hous.e is properly taken 
43 care of including the adequate amount of land around it so it can apply for its historical status. The applicant has stated 
44 that they will go either one or two ways on the issues for roads. They can either have local traffic move through the old 
45 Orenco neighborhood or they're willing to not have it go through old Orenco neighborhood. They're willing to defer 
46 the decision to the Planning Commission and I would strongly recommend no connectivity to the west, into old Oren co 
47 Neighborhood. The applicant states that it would create a high quality community that balances protection of natural 
48 resources, provision of parks, and Open Space and the efficient use of land within the City Limit and adjacent Light Rail 
49 station. The applicant has shown there is a need for additional land for housing to meet the City's long term housing 
~'1 requirement. It is my belief that the City should use the limited public dollars within the Parks and Recreation 

gepartQ:1ept budget to develop currently owned property such as NE 53"' avenues property .. I can tell each of you that as 
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1 this application moves forward, this commission will be involved as it lias to this point with insuring the adequate 
2 protections are put in place for best protecting the old Orenco Neighborhood and the land resource as the law will allow 
3 us. If this application moves forward it will come back before this body a number of times we will review each piece of 
4 the application with as close to detail as we have with the parts that we have so far in this application. Each of you 
5 would have the opportunity to continue to engage in this process and help us with evaluating the application. <If?> the 
6 application moves forward this Commissioner will closely watch how we take best care of traffic consideration, of 
7 density, of protection of natural resources and how we protect the McDonald House with historical preservation. I will 
8 be expecting the applicant to be a great neighbor. Given that, in my opinion, the applicant has shown they meet both 
9 criteria and I'm recommending we approve this application. 

10 
11 Roberts: You had to do that, didn't you? 
12 Estes: President Roberts? 
13 Roberts: Yes 
14 Estes: I would like staff to review the planning commission by-laws, I believe that we need to take a look at what 
15 constitutes a majority of the Planning Commission in this situation since we do not have two commissioners 
16 participating in this dialogue and to determine what is required in order to approve or deny an application. 
17 Roberts: That's a good question. It's my understanding that it's a simple majority of the voting commissioners as long 
18 as there's a quorum. But it's a good idea, let's check it. [Break] 
19 
20 Roberts: Well, we were referring to Roberts rules of order and there's some obvious jokes I could go to in that arena 
21 but I won't. What we determined was that it is simple majority of the quorum present. So it comes down to this. I 
22 believe with this property change is inevitable. One way or another it's going to change and that is an aside to the 
23 approval criteria but that's a fundamental truism with this property. And so when I go to the approval criteria I agree 
24 with Commissioner Coulter. I could state the same things he stated but I agree· with Commissioner Coulter. I 
25 reluctantly <end of tape> more than you'll ever know that this could have been Open Space and Parks. I don't 
26 fundamentally believe it's possible and with that with the statement that this property is going to change, not because 
27 there's a bad guy here, it's just because things never stay the same. Sometimes it takes a long time to change, but things 
28 change, so with that I believe that the needs analysis has been met, that the proposed designation is better suited than the 
29 current designation and the outcome will be that we will add both residential and Open Space to the City of Hillsboro's 
30 inventory that are both deficient. But I reserve a final opinion until we<?> the fmdings. If the vote goes as it appears 
31 it will go I will also be going as the President of the Planning Commission to the Planning and Zoning Hearing Board 
32 and testifYing before them to re-enforce the importance of what we are doing. To make sure that <?> the applicant 
33 but the surrounding property owners have the best representation they can get. Ok. Now back to the vote. We now 
34 know why everybody was going to do this. Let's just go down the row and take a vote .. 
35 
36 Coulter &Mathews: We need a motion. 
3 7 Roberts: That's trne, we do. <Laughter> I give up. 
3 8 Coulter: In the motion are you looking for us to outline now what we're expecting in the findings or are you going to 
3 9 review the tape to do that: 
40 Estes: I feel as though we have some direction already provided to us by the comments which have been provided over 
41 the past few minutes that I feel as though could be incorporated into the fmdings. 
42 Roberts: You know, just to be sure, why don't we go down the dais and why don't you read the ones you've got, if 
4J you~ve 11lready got them. If you can r~ad your scribble or we can go through this and just take the,tiJneto go through it. 
44 Estes: If you'd like to just provide a brief synopsis of each one of the commissioners reasons why they feel as though 
45 they 
46 Roberts: You know, because this is all going to hinge on the fmdings, so let's take the tiroe to do it. Then we also need 
4 7 to have clarification as to who would prepare the findings as well in the motion should it be that the a the commission 
48 chooses to recommend approval the initial applicant in this case would prepare the finding with staff's 
49 Brooks: I think review by our legal counselor as well. 
50 Roberts: Well, yes, we need to build into this our concerns. And a, then, there, that's in addition to the findings that 
51 the applicant would prepare and a and then yes the city attorney needs to be involved so, why don't we, pardon? 
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? : Start with Kim's list? 
_ Roberts: OK. Kim's got a pretty good list. Let's start there. Do it slow. Cause somebody's going to be taking, would 
3 that be, so would Dawn be the person taking these notes? OK. 
4 
5 Fitzgerald: So, you want me to start with what I'm voting or just the list? 
6 Roberts: Just the list. 
7 Fitzgerald: The three acres of park land, the continuation of the Rock Creek trail, am I going too fast? The 
8 preservation of the McDonald House and a reasonable amount of Open Space around it as well as funding for the 
9 nomination of the house to the National Register. 

1 0 Roberts: Do you have a sense of what reasonable is? 
11 Fitzgerald: Funding? 
12 Roberts: No 
13 Fitzgerald: For reasonable space? 
14 Roberts: Yes 
15 Fitzgerald: Well I guess I would like to see it the three acre park somehow designed to fit in with that. That would be 
16 my ideal, but 
17 Roberts: I thought they were putting a half acre around and the, there was a foot path over to the school. 
18 Fitzgerald: There was a linear 
19 Roberts: I don't know that that was three acres. 
20 Fitzgerald: No, I think the 3 acres 
21 ?Roberts: The 3 acres was the <?south> park. 
22 Fitzgerald: So you k.now, I think all this can be determined in the design review. 
23 Roberts: Didn't the state, didn't SHIPO have some acreage goal? A half acre or three quarter of an acre? 
24 Fitzgerald: Yes, I think they did. So, whatever SHIPO recommended. 
"5 Roberts: OK. All right. Just want to give everybody a kind of a <?> as close a definition as we can. 

L.l· Fitzgerald: OK. Then, to transportation phasing of the development so that it is concurrent with transportation 
28 improvements on Cornelius Pass and limiting access to old Orenco to the west 
29 Coulter: I had no local 
30 Fitzgerald: no local 
31 Coulter: connections to old Orenco. 
32 Roberts: Well, but pedestrians and bicycle? 
33 Coulter: Well, yes, pedestrians and bicycle. 
34 Roberts: No vehicular. 
35 Coulter: No vehicular 
3 6 Roberts:· access to old Orenco, zero vehicular traffic. OK. Is there anything else? 
3 7 Fitzgerald: That's my list. 
38 Roberts: Commissioner Mathews did you have anything else? 
39 
40 Mathews: Let's go ahead and, I'd like to, the rest and I have a couple things<? want to hear> 
41 Roberts: Ok. Commissioner Cameron did you have anything to add? 
42 Cameron: <?Nothing> 
43 
44 ]lob~rts:.The only othe(,thing that I had was the buffering of the property adjacent to old Orenco., r:d like to make sure 
45 there is significant, not only property buffering but significant landscape buffering the new development and the old 
46 development. And I'm not sure how you define significant. I don't k.now whether that's a 30 foot heavily landscaped 
4 7 buffer or a 20 foot or a 40 foot. It's not 5 or I 0. That's not significant but I don't k.now, I don't k.now how to do that. 
48 
49 Brooks: I think you would work that out in your subsequent reviews. 
'') 
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1 Roberts: Yes, I just, we need to make sure that they're really aware that buffering is going to be an issue. OK, and 
2 that's all I had along with the others. Did you have any Commissioner Coulter? 
3 
4 Coulter: And I'll be asking staff to make sure we didn't miss anything. 
5 
6 Roberts: As for, as the transportation, do we need the, a timing of the transportation. The phasing, do we need to a set 
7 some kind of a trip wire that says OK you can start now once this has happened? 
8 
9 Brooks: I think again you should state your general intent as specifically as possible and leave the details to your 

10 subsequent review. 
11 
12 Roberts: OK, all right. Yes, I know that somehow or another the a, the notion that I'm absolutely certain the traffic 
13 engineers can get traffic to flow through an intersection but Washington County has this uncanny ability to forget about 
14 the roads. And I want the roads looked at. I know the intersections are going to get taken care of. And so it's a matter 
15 of, it gets back to that old question of, and I'm not talking about creating a<! trip> through the intersection to say well, 
16 I'm just saying when a guy drives up, excuse me, a person drives up to this intersection or the couplet system that's 
17 __ through there and they hit the queue at PM peak hour orAM peak hour. When we're done with this development 
18 I don't want that wait time to be any longer than it is right now and that's not an intersection issue that's a road queuing 
12 i~sue., , 
20 
21 Coulter: So basically what we're saying is there can be no greater negative impact on that road than it is today. 
22 
23 Mathews: Another question I meant to ask on this. If we're having no traffic west bound through old Orenco that 
24 includes traffic crossing the bridge on that feeds off of Quatama, that goes through the south side of old Orenco. 
25 
26 Roberts: Right. 
27 
28 Mathews: So there will be, in essence we're going to close that bridge is what you're saying. 
29 
30 Coulter: We a, I don't think you can do that. 
31 
32 Roberts: I don't think you can 
33 
34 Mathews: I don't think you can do that, that's what I'm saying. 
35 
36 Roberts: Yes, I don't think you can close the bridge, 
37 
38 Mathews: OK, so we need to defme where, what roads we're talking about. 
39 
40 Coulter: Well, I think, there is no western boundary traffic going through old Orenco neighborhood. 
41 
42 Roberts: The problem is southern boundary. 
43 
44 Estes: You talking about direct connections? 
45 
46 ?Coulter: Yes. 
47 
48 Mathews: OK, you have, so there would be a 
49 
50 Roberts: We could define the streets if that's what you're after Ross. 
51 
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Mathews: No. What I'm looking for is to make sure that people don't come out onto Quatama and turn right and go 
right back through Oren co. Well 

4 Coulter: I think inevitably your going to get a little bit of that but you can't, I don't think you can prohibit that bridge, 
5 you can't stop them. That's going to be a, again, if they have to go all the way up to the intersection of Quatama and 
6 Highway 26 (sic) there's not going to be a great advantage of turning all the way and going down Quatama circling 
7 through. I play golf down there every once and awhile an it's, to me it would make a lot more sense to get them on 
8 Cornelius Pass road and work with Washington County and the City to get that road fixed. 
9 

I 0 Mathews: A question I might ask of the commission is then to what extent are you talking about the correction of 
II. Cornelius Pass? One of the biggest hazards is the bridge right south of Quatama on Cornelius Pass. 
12' 
13 Coulter: It goes back to the, when you're looking at requirements and nexus, you have, basically have to say that their 
14 development will not impact negatively, at all, Cornelius Pass road from where it is today. 
15 
16 Mathews: And a safety factor. 
17 
18 Roberts: Well 
19 
2() Mathews: I mean, !just want to make sure when we write the 
21 
22 Coulter: You can't, it goes back to, if there is a safety factor there today you can't get any worse with their 
23 development 
24 
JS Mathews: OK, <?if> there's five people walking down the street now we can't have six tomorrow. 

""I Coulter: No. That's not what we're saying. What we're saying, we can't have, it cannot create a more negative 
28 situation than it does today. I think what is going to start to occur is the City is going to be a, I think, leveraging some 
29 time with the county to really try to get this thing done. 
30 
31 Brooks: And we've already actually been talking to the county about that 
32 
3 3 Mathews: But what surety, OK, in these conditions I would want some surety that the state, since this is a state law 
34 we're dealing with not a local or county road law that has to do with connectivity, the state transportation plan. I would 
3 5 want some surety before I finally could vote on this is that we have that, will not be overridden, whatever we write will 
36 not be overridden by the state connectivity plan, state transportation plan. Do we have that ability? 
37 
38' Brooks: Well, I think we'll do an analysis. Certainly we've made exceptions in other areas of the city. Arbor Roses is 
3 9 a good example, we did not connect Hollow street through with respect to vehicular traffic but we did connect through I 
40 believe emergency access and bike and ped access of through the a Jackson Hollow. 
41 
4 2 Estes: Magnolia Estate. 
43 
44 Brooks: And Magnolia Estate where we did insist on some connections but not other connections, I think. So, it 
45 varies, but you're right each property is a unique circumstance and we have to evaluate it on its merits .. There are some 
46 instances where we have_provided formore restricted access. 
47 
48 Mathews: We have promised the people ofOrenco that we would not negatively impact their community and unless 
49 we are able to some way assure that they're not going to be negatively impacted I'm still having a real problem. I'm 
ClJ moving towards, and even though I realize that I'm in a negative position I think that, the first thing, the main thing has 

been transportation. When the, when the attorney for the applicant stated that the state transportation connecting plan or 
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state transportation plan would not allow us to do this, as I understand him, cut off the west bound transportation that's 
what blew me out of the saddle. That is still a very major concern since I've not had anybody from, with more law, you 
know more experience than I have said otherwise. A, and so until we have that, I would want to make clear, our 
attorney, our city attorney and make sure that that's not going to come back and say well the state's trumps our plan and 
no matter what we do to protect the people of old Oren co the state just trumps our plan and so that's very concerning. 

Roberts: We should have that from the City attorney when the, when we review the findings. 

Mathews: OK. 

Roberts: And you can vote yes or no on the fmdings at that point. OK. Are there any other additions to our concerns? 
Does staff have any issues? 

Estes: Not at this point. 

Roberts: OK. Is there a motion? 

Coulter: Mr. President I move approval ofPUD, oops, looking at the wrong sheets, let's try that again. Too many 
things to look at. I move approval ofHCP 4-04 Orenco Woods Crossing, directing applicant to prepare findings with 
staff assistance notating those items that the commission has asked to be a part of the findings. 

;[,, .,' ''- · .. '"-' -1· 

Estes: Correct. And also if you, could we clarify the <?>recommending approval to the Council. 

Brooks: And I think at this point the way that you've structured it you would like this to be a tentative. 

? Coulter: That's correct. 

Brooks: And then you would approve the fmal action at your next meeting. 

Coulter: So it's a tentative approval ofHCP 4-04 Orenco Woods Crossing directing applicant to prepare findings with 
assistance from the planning department. 

? Estes: Correct. 

Coulter: Notating those items that the commission has expressed and directing the planning staff to prepare resolution 
and bring back to the May 11 

Estes: Correct. 

Coulter: 2005 meeting. 
Fitzgerald: Second. 
Roberts: It's been moved and seconded by Commissioner Coulter and Commissioner Fitzgerald. 
? Coulter: Would you like a roll call on this? 
Roberts: Yes, I would, roll call. 
Dawn: Vice-president Coulter? 
Coulter: Yes 
:Paw~;,C:::ommissioner Mathews? 
Mathews: Yes 
Dawn: Commissioner Fitzgerald? 
Fitzgerald: Yes 
Dawn: Commissioner Cameron? 

''·· ,. 
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Cameron: Oppose 
Dawn: President Roberts? 

3 Roberts: Yes 
4 Dawn: Four yes' and one no. 
5 Roberts: All right. 
6 Brooks: Five minute recess? 
7 Roberts: Motion passed. Good idea. Five minute recess. Don't !brow your papers away. 
8 

9 5-25-05 (Jfearing #7) 
10 
II Roberts- The other thing we're going to do for a couple of reasons. We have as you can see up here potential quorum 
12 issues and what we'd like to do is take Orenco Woods Crossing HCP 4-04 out of order and do it first. Primarily so one 
13 of our Commissioners can balance the duties of being a Commissioner and also being a parent. And just so you know 
14 we're going to try and move through here very efficiently because she needs to leave no later than 8 o'clock and I've 
15 already told her that family comes first. So if we're not done with that item by 8 o'clock we'll postpone to the next 
16 meeting because at that point we won't have a quorum. So with that let's get cracking. 
17 
18 (Commissioner Fleisher******** and Eyre recused themselves, N.B.- Commissioner Mathews is not present and is 
19 excused] 
20 
21 Raber- The Planning Commissioners have received a staff report dated May 20th ... as you may recall you began a 
22 public hearing on the Plan change on the Elks Lodge property in November oflast year and continued it into January of 
23 this year. At that time the original plan change was to Station Community Planning Area, low density residential and 
24 floodplain. During the public hearing you received testimony in favor of and in opposition to the change and at your 

February 9th meeting you noted to re-open the public hearing in order to discuss alternative Plan designations for the 
_J subject site which might include the low density and or medium density residential designations. The reopened hearing 
27 was held on March 30th and you again received additional testimony in favor of and in opposition to the alternativ,e 
28 designation. After discussion you closed the public hearing but held open the written record for receiving new 
29 testimony and subsequent rebuttal. You heard the fmal rebuttal arguments on April 27th and deliberated on the 
30 application. Following discussion you voted on approval of the alternative medium density, low density, and flood 
31 plain plan designation and directed the applicant to provide the supporting Findings. You were originally to hear this 
32 application ·at your previous meeting earlier this month, however the applicant requested continuation in order to allow 
33 them to, additional opportunity to work with the City attorney to revise the Findings. The Findings which you received 
34 attached to the May 20th staff report were the second draft of the Findings. Subsequent to their transmittal to you they 
35 were again reviewed by the City attorney who additional comments and the third draft was forwarded to you via E-mail 
36 last night. You have also received this evening a hard copy of the 'revised-revised' Findings. My copy is annotated 
37 revised 5-24-o4 (sic). We now have to date these things to keep track of 
38 
39 ? Roberts- That would be 05, correct? 

40 " 
41 Raber- 05, thank you. The draft resolution was prepared by the staff. The Planning Commission may wish to discuss 
42 the Findings. The City Attorney and the applicant's attorney are also here to answer any questions you might have. 
43 The public hearing is closed, however the attorneys are here to answer any questions and the Commission may wish to 
44 modifY the Findings if they choose to do so. 
45 
46 Roberts- OK, I guess we need to discuss things at this point.. Who wants to go first? 
47 
48 Fitzgerald -I can. 

Roberts- OK. 
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1 
2 Fitzgerald -I have on, on page 6 from the newest draft number three. I'd like to change it to read retention of at least a 
3 one-half acre parcel around the McDonald House to provide context to the House with an add, with specific design to be 
4 addressed in DDP/CDP review. 
5 
6 Roberts- Ok, so the goal here is if we can either, I appreciate that ok; so the goal is if there are things here we want to 
7 modify let's get them modified as closely as we can, make sure that the City attorney is on board with it. 
8 
9 Fitzgerald -Right. 

10 
11 Roberts- And then we'll discuss that process, because it would be really great if we can move this thing forward so 
12 that's the first one. So you've got item three that we've revised. Is there anything else that you wanted to 
13 
14 Sercomb- Mr. President we·didn't hear the language of 
15 
16 ?-<!> 
17 ? -<?> 
18 
19 Roberts- We haven't de-bugged the room yet. Maybe that's not the right term. 
20 
21 Fitzgerald- You want me to read it again? OK. After house, period or is it a comma, with specific design to be 
22 addressed in DDP/CDP again. 
23 
24 Roberts- OK, so Is there anything else? 
25 
26 Fitzgerald- I did have another one but I want to, if someone else can go, I don't happen to have it 
27 
28 Roberts-You haven't totally formulated 
29 
30 Fitzgerald- I did it with the old draft and then I didn't 
31 
32 Roberts- I understand, OK, is there anybody else that wished to comment? [Pause] Well we need wait until we've 
33 got<!>. We are commenting and asking questions. So we are now technically in deliberations so everybody can hear 
34 this. 
35 
36 Coulter- My question is for Counsel. I just want to make sure one of the issues that we had in our regular 
3 7 deliberations was making sure that, and I want to make sure I know where the appropriate place for this is, but wanting 
38 to make sure that as this development phases it doesn't impact any more negative to Cornelius Pass Road than it 
39 currently is today. 
40 
41 Sercomb -I think the appropriate place for that is going to be in, either both in the discussion with the respect to goal 
42 12 and the consistency of the Plan change with the Transportation System Plan and in the Directions portion of the 
43 decision where you're giving Directives or expressions of your intent with respect to future planning actions because the 
44 phasing and the transportation improvements or not that would be required in connection with those phases would be 
45 the subject of the future processes. 
46 
4 7 Coulter- So in regards to your last portion of your statement are you thinking then that like on page 22 under number 
48 5, is that wording that's currently there going to meet the discussions that we've been having along those lines or do we 
49 need to amend it a little to a 
50 
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Sercomb- Yes, I mean it, it the, um, this issue of making sure that the pace of development, a, keeps up with the 
_ requirements of the transportation, a, network is a part of the Transportation Planning Rule as it's been interpreted in the 
3 <?Jaepa?******* case>. And there is an amendment to the Transportation Planning Rule to more fully explain how 
4 that works, that's in consideration by the Commission at the moment at LCDC. But this would be, I think, that the 
5 intent of this Directive is to say that we want there to be, we want that requirement to be followed in particular in this 
6 case, that, that, say**** the development be phased consistent with the capacity of the streets in terms of their 
7 classifications. 
8 
9 Coulter- OK. Thank you. 

10 
11 Fitzgerald -My next one actually ifl may, go to page 9, er, yes, the new 9 and it falls right into that discussion and so 
12 I'll tell you what my proposal is and if you could tell me whether it's over the top. Ok, so I'm just going to read it as I 
13 propose it. Therefore site development shall occur incrementally in phases to avoid road capacity or intersection failure 
14 over the development period. End of sentence. 
15 
16 Sercom b- I think that the intent of the text, even though I'm not the drafter to this is that, gee, if you can make all of 
17 the improvements at once, you know, prior to the time that any development occurs that will be sufficient to meet the 
18 demand from the transportation network that would be made by full development of the site. They could do it all at 
19 once, or you can, you can do it in phases as the project grows and the transportation demands increase consistent with 
20 that, you know, increase in demand. That's its present intent. Now I, I think if you changed it you would say no, it has 
21 to develop, the transportation improvements have to be done over time as opposed to the front end as opposed <?> 
22 versus giving the applicants a choice that way so. I didn't know if that's what you're 
23 
24 Fitzgerald -Well, it actually, based upon the information that I gathered in testimony it didn't seem very likely at all 
~., that the Cornelius Pass Road was going to be concurrent with the new development so !just wanted to make it very 

clear that I would, I don't know how the rest of the Commission feels but I would rather see in phases, and if you by 
27 some miracle 
28 
29 Sercom b- But is your language would be therefore site development shall occur incrementally in phases. 
30 
31 Fitzgerald -Yes, to avoid 
32 
33 Sercomb- As improvements are made to avoid road capacity, intersection failure over the planning period. 
34 !;, 

35 Fitzgerald- Right. 
36 
3 7 Coulter- Again, I think if we're fortunate and they so chose to choose to do it all at once and up front that's great for 
38 all of us. 
39 
40 Roberts -Yes. 
41 
42 Coulter- I think we have to just; we, we just want to make sure that we protect the current road integrity as it is today 
43 so we don't burden it any greater through the phasing of this project. 
44 
45 Raber- Mr. President may staff request a clarification? 
46 
4 7 Roberts - Certainly can. 
48 
49 Raber- When the Commissioners are referring to when 'if they do it all at once' are you referring to the site 

improvements on Quatama and Cornelius Pass directly adjacent to the site which they would be obligated to do 
_ anyway? 
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1 
2 Coulter- No. We're referring to the changes in the road system that probably Washington County well be held 
3 ultimately be responsible for. In fixing Washington County or Cornelius Pass Road because currently we have a current 
4 amount of traffic that's currently on there. If we increase that traffic. we're going to have more negativitv on that road 
5 than we do today and we just want to make sure that as we build out this particular phasing that the road improvements, 
6 not only what is required just at the shear frontage of the road, but the Cornelius Pass issues are also dealt with so that 
7 we're not just pushing the bottleneck out further in either direction. 
8 
9 Raber- Ok, thank you. That's what I thought you were referring to. 

10 
11 Roberts -Are there any other comments? 
12 
13 Cameron- I guess I have one. Again referring to page 6, item 3, retention of one-half acre parcel around the 
14 McDonald House. I have a concern with that. If this propertv is to be placed on the Historic National Register a half 
15 acre, I can't imagine that being sufficient for grounds and parking. I'm concerned with that half acre, that just seems so 
16 small to me that it 
17 
18 Roberts- Well, but we did have testimony from SHPO that said a half acre is kind of the minimum threshold. It 
19 wasn't the precise size. 
20 
21 Cameron- But I'm not clear on this if it's placed on the Historic Register do they, <!>, do they need to be open once a 
22 year to maintain that? So where' s, where do you park the cars? 
23 
24 Roberts -Yes. 
25 
26 Fitzgerald -Well that's why I wanted to change the language to say at least, and then we would address these issues in 
27 the 
28 
29 Roberts -In the CDP? 
30 
31 Fitzgerald - CDP 
32 
33 Roberts- Yes, yes. 
34 
35 Coulter.- I. think concurrently they'll.be, part of their requirement is to allow for the application. of this home. To go 
36 through the process and we'llleam more about what is needed to, to get this done. 
37 
38 Roberts- Yes, so it's, it's, it's at least conceivable in the CDP process that on this site there is also a 3 acre park being 
39 planned and it is conceptually possible to require the park to be immediately adjacent to this property and so you could 
40 get some shared uses out of all of that but we'll see, that's down the road. Ok. Do you have anything else? I have a 
41 comment that probably needs to be inserted, the same comment in two places. If you look on page ten and again on the 
42 back page, item 5, I think the same comment inserted at the end after the period will a, a will get us to the point. What 
43 I'd like to insert is a co, and I'll just read it, then I'll read it slower so it's: No site emanated traffic shall be assumed to 
44 travel west through old Oren co or its neighbors. And for planning purposes all site traffic is assumed to travel east to 
45 Cornelius Pass Road. Just make it reaL real clear that a. there's, there, there's no assumption that any traffic is going 
46 west from the site so. And it, it looks to me like at, on page I 0 at the top there's two sentences. The end of the second 
4 7 line, is 'reported by Kittleson and Associates', period, and if we inserted that, that statement, that would a, give a real 
48 clear indication of what we're thinking. Do you want me to read it again so you write it? Ok. No site emanated traffic 
49 generated, that would be just as good or better, that's why we're doing this slow, a, shall be assumed to travel west 
50 through old Orenco or its neighbors. And for planning purposes all site traffic is assumed, a. OK [pause] to travel ease 
51 to Cornelius Pass Road. And so if we inserted that at the end of the second sentence on page 10 and at the end of item ~ 
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on page 22 that ends with OR 660 Division.12,0 12 period. Say that again right there. We've said it in the goals in our 
_ response to the state land use goals and also in our response to the City ordinances. 
3 
4 Raber- President Roberts, so the sentence you wanted this language added to actually begins on page 9? 
5 
6 Roberts- Yes, yes. 
7 
8 Raber- The in the event any new trips generated by this site, etc., etc. shall not exceed the capacity of those roads and 
9 intersections serving the site indicated in reports by Kittleson and Associates. No site generated traffic will be assumed 

I 0 to travel through etc. 
11 
12 Roberts-Yes. 
13 
14 Raber- Ok, thank you. 
15 
16 Roberts - Yes. 
17 
18 Fitzgerald -I have one more. 
19 
20 Roberts- Sure, now is the time. 
21 
22 Fitzgerald -Yes, on page 16, I guess the fourth paragraph down. I'd like to strike after the Commission where it says 
23 'believes the evidence presented by the applicant regarding housing needs for the City' and just have it say more, 
24 moreover as noted by the Commission determines. 

Roberts- You're on page 16? 
27 
28 Fitzgerald Yes, am I on the wrong one? 
29 
30 Roberts- I don't know. 
31 
32 Fitzgerald- Oh no, I might be on the wrong one, number 5 talking about policy 5. 
33 
34 Roberts- Oh, Ok. 
35 
36 Fitzgerald- The, on 
37 
38 Roberts- Number 5, ok then 
39 
40 Fitzgerald- Sorry 
41 
42 Roberts- Ok, so then 
43 
44 Fitzgerald- Was that 
45 •. ·;, ., .......... ' 
46 Roberts- You said four so 
47 
48 Fitzgerald- I did, so actually, no it's on page 17 on the new, sorry, I have to get rid of this 
49 

Roberts- I know . 
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I Fitzgerald- old one. 
2 
3 Roberts- Yes, just set it aside. 
4 
5 Fitzgerald- So second paragraph, page 17. 
6 
7 Roberts- Ok, yes, what are we striking? 
8 
9 Fitzgerald- I'm striking after the word Commission 

10 
J 1;-).~ober,t$. 7 ,qk. . .:.~-,·~ .-. 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Fitzgerald -believes the evidence presented by the applicant regarding housing needs for the City and just have it say 
'moreover as noted above the Commission determines that there is a need for housing.' I guess in my mind it, that 
phrase implies that there might be a possibility it might not be true. I mean it's Finding of Fact, so, we either determine 
it or we don't. 

18 Roberts- Well let's talk to 
19 
20 · Fitzgerald~ Then after · · 
21 
22 Roberts- Let's talk to Counsel if, if you think it needs more teeth that says, that basically says we say there's a need. 
23 
24 Sercomb- Well, was there, and I don't know the record in this case despite having been here on a couple occasions in 
25 its regard. But was there conflicting evidence about housing need that was put into the record? 
26 
27 Roberts- There were people that, that testified that they didn't think there was a need. 
28 
29 Fitzgerald- Yes. 
30 
31 Roberts -There, there was substantial evidence and I believe that the Commission did agree that the, a preponderance 
32 of the evidence showed that there was a need. 
33 
34 Sercomb- Well how about if we say, ifl might suggest, continuing with your strike, but it say moreover as noted 
35 above the Commission determines that the evidence shows that there is a need. 
36 
31 Rob.erts. rr. Yes .. 
38 
39 Fitzgerald- That's perfect. 
40 
41 Roberts -That would be good, yes. 
42 
4 3 Fitzgerald -I wanted to take that element of uncertainty 
44 
45 Roberts- Yes 
46 •:·;, rt· .,. •• ~,,• 

4 7 Fitzgerald -out of it. 
48 
49 
50 
51 

Raber- I believe that the 'as noted above' phrase refers to a paragraph on page 8 which talks about the Commission 
notes the many estimates of needed housing over the next 20 years, blah, blah, blah. For this reason the Commission 
finds that this site will contribute to the inventory of needed housing for the City. 
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10 
11 
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15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Roberts- Yes, Well we're being forthright here, you know, leaving no doubt. We've been at this long enough. By 
golly we better take a stand. Ok, is there anything else? After all this, that's all there is? Ok, then at this point let's 
have a discussion, er, about what's next. We've, we've made, made some assess, we've made some minor changes, not 
changes, we just tweaked three or four items in this 22 page document. Would it be appropriate to ask the applicant if 
they a, agree with all of this? We have a closed hearing but they're here to answer questions. 

Sercomb - I think that, I mean, if you're going to ask for comment on it you might have to ask for more than just the 
applicant, if other people want to comment on the Findings or not, 

Roberts- Yes. 

Sercomb- so you may not want to go that direction. If the applicant wants to communicate ................... ] with one 
of us or something if they're, you know, dying about some change or something then we'll see whether or not we <r> 
your attention. 

Roberts- Yes, I don't really want to open it up to every, everybody, not that I don't like hearing from them, it's just 
that we need to move forward, so. Alright, it, well I'm not certain that anything we've said materially changes what the 
applicant is intending to do anyway so. Ok. 

Coulter~! think too the Findings, what we wanted to make sure and that's why we appreciated the draft and there­
draft and review was to make sure that it hit the elements that were critical to the Commission and that a, we're all very 
clear about where the process allows us to go next and where our relationship will be in discussions with the Zoning and 
Hearings Board moving forward. I think that the Findings support what we were asking for. I think tonight we just 

~, wanted to make sure that the, we just had very simple specific terminology that allowed us to be there. So I'm 
comfortable with the way they've been written and a, obviously Counsel has reviewed them and a, you know, that's 

1. 7 what they do is they check to make sure that it protects the City. 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
4'7 
48 
49 

Roberts- Then on that basis do we need a motion to adopt these or do we just move forward? We, we have a 
resolution but, but it attaches Attachment B. 

Raber- Yes, and we do not have this evening obviously a copy of the Attachment B with the revisions that the 
Planning Commission just made. 

Brooks- I, I guess I would suggest that you could go ahead and adopt the resolution with the Findings as amended. 

Roberts -Yes, that's kind of where I was hoping you would go. I mean we were very clear as to the language and 
l ,; __ ,j (._, 

Brooks -Yes. 

Roberts- that was to be inserted and I'm pretty comfortable that, that we just, you know, reference it as noted and I 
think we'll be ok. 

Coulter- All right, I move approval of resolution #!496P as amended at the 5/25 Planning Commission meeting. 

Fitzgerald - Second. 

Roberts- Been move and seconded by Commissioner Coulter and Commissioner Fitzgerald. All those in favor say 
"1". 

? -I, I 
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1 
2 Roberts- Opposed? 
3 
4 [No pause, simultaneously]: Roberts- Passes unanimously. & Cameron- That would be me. 
5 
6 Roberts- Oh, nope, nope. Didn't pass unanimously, sony, I get so used to this process. It almost passed unanimously, 
7 one, one person of, dido 't. 
8 
9 Cameron - <?> 

10 
11 Roberts- It's ok, it's ok, it really is. Ok, on that note we'll move on to the next item on the agenda. Now 
12 
13 Sercomb- I'm going to take your leave and thank you very much. 
14 
15 Roberts- Thank you very much and I really do thank you for coming out and helping us through this. The biggest 
16 burning question I have on my mind is that I have a stack of stuff on this hearing. Can I leave that here tonight? Do I 
17 need to hang onto it? 
18 
19 Brooks -I believe you can leave it here tonight. You have, you have made your decision. It will go on to 
20 
21 Roberts- Good answer. 
22 
23 Brooks - other venues. 
24 
2!i Roberts- Good answer, ok. 
26 
27 Sercomb- I mean, the only, the only reason that why you may want to retain part of it is in case you, as the 
28 Commission President wanted, want to refer to it in any sort of advocacy in future proceedings, you know, about with 
29 the PZHB or something like that. 
30 
31 Roberts- I was afraid you were going to say that. 
32 
33 Sercomb- I mean, it's just a practical thing. You may have your own notes or recollections or whatever. 
34 
35 Roberts- Ok, thank you very much. Alright, let the record show that Commissioner Fleisher and Commissioner Eyre 
36 are back on the dais and that Commissioner Fitzgerald has left to be a mom. So, now we get back onto the regular 
37 agenda and start with PUD 3-05 .... 
38 
39 [End of Planning Commission Hearings on Orenco Woods Crossing] 
40 
41 
42 ' 
43 
44 
45 Respectfully transcribed and submitted by Jim Lubischer, 8-8-05 
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From: Lori Klingler [mailto:lori@klinglerfamily.org] 
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 8:48PM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Subject: Orenco Neighborhood 

I wanted to let you know that I would be very sad to see this neighborhood turned into a retail 
area. It would bring much unwanted traffic into the neighborhood, as would all of the 
town homes. To me it feels as though there is a lack of integrity in the thought of building 
neighborhoods. The more one can fit in, the better. Don't get me wrong, I'm not for wild areas 
at the expense of people either. But I think there needs to be a balance. I miss the feel of a quiet 
neighborhood, quiet streets where my children can safely play. As it is there are already a lot of 
cars that go too fast down Quatama. That would only get worse with these new additions. 
Please reconsider the plan that you have. I think the first plan that you had was just fine, though 
still on the crowded side with 252 new homes. One does like some yard with which to do things 
with, like garden or plant or play. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts. 

Lori Klingler 
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From: Bonnie Kooken [mailto:wekookens@verizon.net] 
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 9:19PM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Cc: RON AND PAM BULMANN 
Subject: Fw: Testimony regarding Orenco Woods Crossing modifications 

Ruth: Will you please add this to the Planning Commissioner's Orenco Woods Crossing 
Modification October 8 meeting packet. 

thanks 
bonie 
-- Original Message -
~-f9Jil~tPameiaWt1If~i~lk~~~4ffl~*I:~~l~~~f ~!~~i~t~~~Wlilft~l~~~ill!~~£:n~~fiXY\tJ!~";f.1W:~~tiit-F~t§;;f:~1i~.~~~~~ 
To: 'Bonnie Kooken' 
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 6:17 PM 
Subject: Testimony regarding Orenco Woods Crossing modifications 

Bonnie, 

Could you please forward this on to the planning commissioners? If you'd rather not, 
could you send me their email addresses? 

Thank you, 
Pam 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

From: Pamela Bulmann 

Re: Venture Properties Modification of Oren co Woods Crossing plan 

Commissioners: 

I live on NW 227th Avenue, about Y. mile from the "bridge". I would like to add my vote 
of concern for the additional traffic that the proposed project would create and send 
through our neighborhood. I'm confident that the traffic on the bridge is already more 
than the bridge was ever designed to handle. 

Ms. Dukas indicated that the bridge was wide enough to accommodate 2 cars passing in 
opposite directions. This would be possible if both cars were VERY SMALL. The 
photos provided by a neighbor very clearly illustrated what actually happens every day 
on the bridge. 
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Our hope is that the bridge will be closed to vehicle traffic, leaving it in tact for bicycle & 
pedestrian traffic. Closing the bridge would eliminate our cut thwugh traffic problems in 
OldOrenco. 

I don't oppose the commercial development at all. I would just like some guarantee that 
the additional traffic will not be able to cut through on our narrow streets. When I saw a 
copy of the approved site plan, I thought that the City had done an excellent job of 
balancing the preservation of our community, while allowing development to progress. 
My biggest concern about the plan (original & modified) is traffic. 249 or 252 homes are 
a lot to be accessed by only 2 entrances/exits, especially when one of them is a right 
in/right out only. It was obvious to me that the (un-numbered) parcel adjacent to 
Dogwood Street would eventually be opened, providing a clear shot from Cornelius Pass 
Rd to NW 231" Ave. 

The testimony that you received about the speeders is also accurate. After arguing with 
my husband about the speed of cars going by our home, I bought a radar gun, and have 
spent several evenings watching/tracking traffic. The people who live in our 
neighborhood (which I recognize), normally observe the 25mph speed limit. The cut 
through traffic averages 35-40mph on 227'h. You could verify this by requesting the 
ticketing records for 227th & Dogwood Streets (we have an officer here quite regularly 
ticketing drivers). 

My other observation is that Venture reduced the residential sites by nearly 2 acres, but 
only reduced the number of homes by 3. I believe the number of residences should be 
reduced by at least the average density of the rest of the development. 

I would like to see the developer to come up with a better traffic plan for not only the 
proposed commercial, but the residential as well. As much as I would dislike another 
light on Cornelius Pass Rd, I think it would be a better option than the current right 
in/right out plan. 

Sincerely, 
Pam Bulmann 
821 NW 227th Ave. 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG- http://www.avg.com 
Version: 8.0.169 I Virus Database: 270.6.21/1671- Release Date: 9/14/2008 7:16AM 
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D E S I G N I N C. 

September 16, 2008 

Hillsboro Planning Commission 
c/o Ruth Klein, Urban Planner II 
City of Hillsboro 
150 E. Main Street, 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 

RE: Continuance Request 
Orenco Woods COP Modification (COP 1-06 (MOD)) 

Dear President Coulter: 

The Applicant, Venture Properties requests a Continuance tor the Orenco Woods Crossing COP 
Modification application to the October 22, 2008 regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting. 
This additional continuance will allow the Orenco team to present a more complete response to some 
of the questions raised by the Planning Commission on September 10, 2008. 

It the Planning Commission approves this continuance request, Venture Properties will extend the 120 
day period by two weeks. 

Thank you for your action on this matter. 

Sincerely, _ L 
WRG Design, In~ ?:J 
Mimi Doukas, AICP, RLA 
Director of Land Use Planning 

cc: Kelly Ritz, Venture Properties 
Ed Sullivan, Garvey Schubert Barer 
File (VEN3778.07) 
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"RESPONSE TO NEW TESTIMONY GIVEN 9-10-08" 

(10 pages, and 20 pag~~VE 0 
10-2-08 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 
OCT 0 2 2008 

. ;~IT!' OF HILLSBORO 
Ore~co Woods Crossmg, CDP .1-06 (M?D 1) . !?LANNING DEPARTMENT 
Lub1scher response to new testimony given at the 9-10-08 Plannmg Comnnsswn hearmg. 

Re: 

Please note that responses to the new testimony are enclosed in brackets. 

1) Applicant states, "As a general overview to some of the testimony that was submitted there 
(were) questions about which set of conditions, Conditions of Approval, holds and ultimately the 
set of Conditions ... was the actual City Resolution 2172. So that is the set of conditions that we 
use ... I'm going to quote a different condition than what he's [Dr. Lubischer] talked about. I'm 
going to start with Condition #2 that talks about what we need to do, and it says that the 
applicant needs to substantially conform with these Conditions of Approval. And substantially is 
(a? or the?) key word." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: Condition #2 of Resolution No. 2172 states, 

"Development and construction on the site shall conform substantially_to the 
development plans and conditions approved by the Planning Commission and shall 
conform specifically to final construction plans reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Director, the City Engineer, the Building Official, the Fire Marshal, Parks and 
Recreation Director and Washington County. All plans shall comply with the 
applicable building, planning, and fire protection codes of the City of Hillsboro." 

The word "substantially" refers to "development and construction" not to submission of an 
application to place the McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places.] 

2) Applicant states, "Dr. Lubischer references Condition 64 in two ways. This has to do with 
the good faith effort of recording the historic McDonald House on the national list of historic 
places. Dr. Lubischer believes that all appeals end on 3-1-2008 and we don't debate that, but 
what he is taking it back to is the Condition says within 60 days following the expiration of all 
appeals the applicant shall file for a listing, fund and pursue in good faith. And the applicants, 
the Elk's did in fact pursue in good faith. They did submit an application for the McDonald 
House on July 1 ",this is prior to the (recordation?) of the final plat. It's well before any 
development has occurred out there, since nothing has really happened, but it does in fact exceed 
80 days since expiration of all appeals. It was a good faith effort on the part of the Elk's." (Mimi 
Doukas) 

[Response: The applicant admits the application was not filed as stipulated by Condition 
#64. To say that the application was filed in "good faith" is disingenuous. A good faith 
effort would have resulted in the application being filed before the deadline. This first part of 
Condition 64 was not fulfilled as stipulated. The CDP approval must be rescinded, as well as 
the DDP approval.] 

I 
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3) Applicant states, "They [The Elk's] did submit a substantial application and their working 
through that process and there is no harm done by that perceived delay." 

[Response: Per the State Historic Preservation Office, "the nomination was returned for 
substantial rewriting." (Please see attachment B ofLubischer's 9-2-08 "COA LETTER".) The 
applicant claims that there is "no harm done ... " Well, that depends on your point of view. 
The applicant violated a previous similar Condition of Approval regarding the McDonald 
House, that being Condition of Approval #2 of Ordinance No. 5633, compliance of which was 
supposed to be required for approval of CDP 1-06. That Condition required that "Within the 
Concept Development Plan ... the developer shall provide .. .information verifying that funding 
has been dedicated to an application to place the McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places, and the status of the application ... " This information was not supplied within 
the CDP, although LUBA concluded otherwise, but neither LUBA nor the applicant ever gave 
any evidence, no specific reference( s) to the Record to show where said information was 
provided. You would think that the applicant could give us those references but don't hold 
your breath because there aren't any. This property was changed from Open Space to 
Residential with the understanding by the Planning Commission that the McDonald House 
would be taken care of. (Please see attachment A.) The applicant has not shown a good faith 
effort to submit an application for National Historic Registry despite repeated Conditions of 
Approval. Harm has been done. The CDP and DDP must be rescinded because of non­
compliance with Condition of Approval #64.] 

4) Applicant states, "He [Dr. Lubischer] is also saying that the Condition of Approval doesn't 
allow for the transfer of the property without giving the City of Hillsboro right of first refusal. 
First of all, there is no Condition in the final version of Condition 64 to that effect." (Mimi 
Doukas) 

[Response: As explained in Lubischer's "COA LETTER" of9-2-08 the full and correct text 
of Condition #64 is found in Resolution 1561-P. This was verified by planning staff Ruth 
Klein who stated, 

"The changes defmitely weren't intentional. We've had discussions ... internally as far as 
whether or not they are still enforceable, and it appears that they are. It was just simply the 
time line and operator error on my part." 

Commissioner Brewer- "It appears that they are still enforceable? The Plarming 
Commission's?" 

Ruth- "Right, we're going to look into that further, the way it, the tentative look at this is the 
resolution that was approved by the Planning Commission had five applications on it and then 
the City Council approval upholding the appeal was only for the CDP, so the resolution at the 
Planning Commission level still holds for those other four applications that weren't appealed 
... This project just due to the complexity and the management of the paper, it got out of hand." 

Even the Condition #64 of Resolution No. 2172 must be consistent with its legislative history 
and include the full text. The full condition as found in Resolution No. 1561-P controls. Please 
see my 9-2-08 "COA LETTER."] 
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5) Applicant states, "Second, as co-applicant between Venture and the Elks, a transfer between 
those two entities was presumed in the land use application, so it's really not in conflict with that." 
(Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: I'm not sure what this statement means. According to documents in the 
applicant's application and in the deeds attached to my 9-2-08 "COA LETTER" the 
McDonald House and the associated tract were sold to Venture Properties, in violation of 
the second part of Condition #64. Venture may have attempted to correct this issue, as on 
9-29-08, information from the County property desk computer showed that the acreage 
purchased by Venture Properties is now just 42.69 acres (versus the 9-07 deed acreage of 
43.19 acres) which is 0.5 acres less, which is the size of the McDonald House lot. I have 
not checked for a more recent deed yet. The sale initially is still a violation of the second 
part of Condition #64. Also, please see my 9-2-08 "COA LETTER".] 

6) Applicant states, "We have requested a modification of the phasing. There's key points to this 
condition. From my perspective it is that in order to provide the ability for the future purchase of 
parkland. That was the fundamental reason for controlling the phasing of how the development 
moves forward. And the specific phasing plan shall be provided in the CDP, DDP applications. 
So that's the vehicle and that's why we are using that same vehicle tonight to try and request a 
modification to it. So this is the proposed phasing plan that is included in the application 
consistent with the Condition of Approval, the phasing begins in the SE Corner, transitions around 
the site and ends in the NW Corner which again allows for the purchase of additional parkland 
should funds become available." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: Condition of Approval# 9, Ordinance No. 5633, states, 

"Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the 
southeastern side of the property. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the 
southeast side transitioning to the northwest side, with the final phase being located in the 
northwest comer in order to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland beyond the 
five acres described in Condition 3 should funds become available. The specific phasing 
plan shall be provided in the CDP/DDP applications." 

The language of this condition is clear and unambiguous. The proposed phasing plan in the 
"modification" request is not "consistent" with the expressed language of this condition. The 
applicant must comply with this Condition of Approval. Please also see my 9-2-08 
"PHASING LETTER".] 

7) Applicant states, "Mid-day standard is not the driving peak hour, it's still the PM peak." (Mimi 
Doukas) 

[Response: The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance requires compliance with the mid-day one 
hour standard found at Table 137.4. Please see my 9-2-08 'TRAFFIC LETTER".] 
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8) Applicant states, "The staff report from Washington County continues to support that mid­
point access ... we are expecting the approval of the updated access modification shortly." (Mimi 
Doukas) 

(Response: The access point onto Cornelius Pass Road requires an exception from the 
County safety access standard. In the access approval of2-2-06 and in the current 9-8-08 
letter Washington County "reserves the right to close the access" if safety concerns 
"arise". The actual reply to the applicant's access modification request has not been 
received to date. It may contain other information pertinent to this issue. Also, the actual 
traffic study submitted to Washington County likely has some long range information, i.e. 
expected blockage at the access point onto Quatama, which may be of use to the 
conunission. Perhaps the applicant can submit that traffic study to the commission.) 

9) Applicant states, "Some of the examples that he [Dr. Lubischer]lines out are not actually 
even permitted in this, in the SCR-V zone." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: I believe all of the examples used in my 9-2-08 "TRAFFIC LETTER" are 
permitted. I have asked planning staff to examine this issue. Please see Attachment B. 
Furthermore, the applicant's proposed day-care and office uses are considered 
neighborhood conunercial uses and therefore must be included in their total acreage for 
neighborhood conunercial. When this is done they exceed the 10% maximum for a SCR­
V zone. Please see my I0-2-08\etter "VIOLATION ofT ABLE l.h. #20 LETTER". 

1 0) Applicant states, "So we think the proposal that's before you and the way the traffic analysis 
was put together is in fact a reasonable development of highest intensity uses that you can have 
within neighborhood conunercial which is limited by nature ... What we wanted to do was build a 
broad enough parameter that it was a reasonable build out scenario and that we wouldn't be back 
in front of you saying, oops, we were wrong on traffic it's actually going to be greater. We 
wanted to be reasonably aggressive in the assumptions that we put into that traffic study to say 
we don't know what we want to build but we want to put enough trip generation into this 
analysis so that we don't get claims by Dr. Lubischer that we've underestimated the 
transportation. He's still made the claim, but we think that reasonably, under the uses that are 
permitted ... we were reasonably aggressive ... we wanted to say here is what we think the end 
parameter will be the most extreme version from a transportation standpoint of what's 
going to be generated in this district. That's a straight face conversation that we wanted to 
have with you. Sounds like we're getting a little pushback, we need to take a harder look at the 
numbers but that's what we have the proposed uses that are before you tonight." 

Commissioner Calloway- "So ... because we don't know the end users, traffic could be worse" 

Mimi Doukas- "No" 

Brian Dunn (applicant's traffic engineer)- "No" 

Conunissioner Calloway- But no matter what it can't be any worse," 

Doukas- "It can't be any worse." 
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Commissioner Calloway- "than what you're proposing." 

Doukas -" ... we were conservative from that respect." 

[Response: The applicant's have not presented a worse-case traffic scenario.] 

II) Applicant states, "The twenty foot width at bridge is a safe width for vehicular traffic. This 
is consistent with again Washington County's September gth staff report and that staff report did 
not identifY any additional safety improvements. The pedestrian system, the street network 
internal to Oren co Woods is actually going to pull any pedestrian traffic off of that bridge. It's a 
much more desirable route for pedestrians. And in conformance with the City and County's 
transportation plans we are expecting the traffic loads on that bridge to be reduced when the 
Quatama road extension down to Baseline is completed." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: The width of the roadway on the 227'h street bridge is 19.5 feet. This is 
substandard for a collector street (see HZO Section 137 XVI B.a.2.) The 918 County staff 
report does not address the safety concerns at the bridge. The pedestrian system through 
the development will not pull all of the pedestrian traffic off the bridge, but the traffic from 
the development will dramatically increase the chance of a catastrophe at this site. In 
addition, the County report does not address the fact that there is no shoulder for forty feet 
at the west end of Quatama creating a cliff over the creek. The connection from Quatama 
to Baseline on the transportation plan runs through our property and was placed there years 
after we bought the property. I would not count on that connection anytime soon.] 

12) Applicant states, "There's concerns about a potential blockage at the access onto Quatama 
by 2024, the site plan doesn't change anything from what was previously approved and it doesn't 
worsen the long term queuing condition." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: The only new roadway improvement that results from this "modification" 
proposal is a dedicated southbound right-tum lane at the Quatama I Cornelius Pass 
intersection. That improvement will not mitigate the expected blockage at the access site 
to Quatama by the year 2024. The fact is that th.is "modification" will add 2,672 daily 
vehicle trips, 182 AM peak hour trips, and 230 PM peak hour trips to the traffic that was 
previously approved for CDP 1-06, with the 252 residential units. (See attachment C) To 
claim that the this increase in traffic will not worsen the long-term queuing condition and 
not contribute to blockage at the Quatama access is hard to believe. I would suspect that 
blockage will occur well before 2024. Perhaps the City's traffic engineer can help us with 
this question. Also, the applicant's traffic study for the access (onto Cornelius Pass) 
modification request to the County may contain this information. The more blockage at 
the Quatama access site the more traffic will go west and through Orenco. 

Please see attached copy (Attachment D) of the 12105 access modification request 
which states, "it is the purpose of this letter to demonstrate that over the next 20 years, 
Collector access to NW Quatama Road will become impracticable ... " "the queuing 
analysis determined that the forecast 95th -percentile vehicle queues during the year 2024 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions will be excessive for the eastbound 
left-tum lane ... at the NW Quatama Road I NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, without 
or with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. These results indicate 
under most or all of the Scenarios #I through #4, the proposed street access to NW 
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Ouatama Road will experience blockage during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour 
periods ... " "Based on the findings documented in this Access Modification Request, 
particularly the vehicle queuing analyses results, a secondary external street access to the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development is needed ... ] 

13) Applicant states, "A Cornelius Pass left turn lane onto NW Kian is warranted but not 
constructed. This is identical to the previous application, this is no different and Washington 
County has identified no adverse impact." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: The County staff report did not specifically mention this issue. The only new 
roadway improvement with this "modification" is a dedicated southbound right-tum lane at 
the Quatama I Cornelius Pass intersection which does not address the Kian problem. The 
additional traffic that will result from this "modification" will create a greater negative 
impact than without the "modification" traffic.] 

14) Applicant states, "And now Dr. Lubischer is arguing against commercial uses. That seems a 
bit odd. " (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: I am not arguing against commercial uses per se. What I object to is the 
magnitude of the traffic impact that will result and create a greater negative impact to 
Cornelius Pass Road and to the Orenco Conservation District. A small amount of 
neighborhood commercial coupled with a reduction in the number of housing units so that 
the additional traffic impact is negligible is my goal.] 

15) Applicant states, "The Comprehensive Plan amendment did not speak to non-residential 
uses, it was silent on that issue. We believe that the residential density limitations were really a 
land use compatibility issue dealing with neighborhood against neighborhood, and lot size 
against lot size. Neither the development directions nor the Conditions of Approval prohibit 
those non-residential uses and the transportation impacts are specifically controlled by different 
conditions of approval that make sure that mitigations match the traffic impacts." (Mimi 
Doukas) 

[Response: The residential density limitations were a direct result of the concerns over the 
traffic impact from the development. Please see my 9-2-08 "BROKEN PROMISE 
LETTER" with the quotes from commissioners. Also, please see the transcripts of previous 
hearings regarding Orenco Woods Crossing that have been submitted.] 

16) Applicant states, "Commercial and other employment uses are expressly permitted in the 
SCR-V zone including the percentages that we're proposing tonight." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: The maximum percentage for neighborhood commercial use permitted in a 
SCR-V zone is 10%. Pursuant to HZO Section 136 III HH and I, the applicant's proposed 
day-care and office uses are considered neighborhood commercial uses (even though the 9-
4-08 staff report states, "The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance defines 'other employment uses' 
as including such things as day care and office uses."). As such they must be included in 
their total acreage for neighborhood commerciaL When this is done they exceed the l 0% 
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maximum for a SCR-V zone. Please see my 10-2-08letter "VIOLATION of TABLE !.h. 
#20"letter.] 

17) The City Attorney states (in responding to a question from Commissioner Brewer regarding 
"modification" of a previously approve CDP)- "An excellent question and certainly one that 
staff and I have thought a lot about in the context of this and other applications. It is correct that 
there's not a specific process for a modification of a Concept Development Plan in the code. 
However, in a recent LUBA appeal the very issue was addressed by the Board in the appeal of 
the Pacific University Building B application. In that context, what we argued and consistent 
with well established common law is that a change to an approved application regardless of what 
a local code might say, needs to go through the exact same level of process that was conducted in 
the initial review. The reason for that is to assure that there is a bright light on the modification 
that the public has the very same opportunities to participate as they did originally ... " 
(Counselor Beery) 

[Response: Actually, in the Pacific case, the City argued that the Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance does contain process for "modification" of a previously approved CDP. The 
petitioners to LUBA argued that it did not and that the City erred in allowing the 
"modification" precisely because it did not "go through the exact same level of process that 
was conducted in the initial review", the "modification" did not require all of the 
requirements of a CDP application, specifically a Traffic Impact Study. This specific issue 
is now before the Appellate Court. My comments here are, perhaps, not really relevant in 
this case but the issue of"modification" is. I plan to address this further.] 

18) Applicant states, 'There are substantial mitigation improvements that are required as part 
of this application that will substantially change the entire dynamics of how Cornelius Pass 
functions and will change how Quatama functions." (Mimi Doukas) 

[Response: The only new roadway improvement that results from this "modification" 
proposal is a dedicated southbound right-tum lane at the Quatama I Cornelius Pass 
intersection. That improvement will not mitigate the expected blockage at the access site to 
Quatama by the year 2024. There will be greater traffic heading west onto Quatama, across 
the 227'h Street bridge and through the Orenco Conservation District. There will be a 
greater negative impact from this "modification" at the bridge and greater negative impact 
to Orenco. Commissioner Brewer asked the applicant's traffic engineer, 

"Can you explain to me what you anticipate by this modification of traffic actually 
going to the west and through old Oren co? What's the traffic impact on that versus the 
original application"? 

Brian Dunn- "There will be more traffic sent to the west as a part of this 
application ... " 

President Coulter- "In your professional opinion, with the improvements that are to be 
done under this modification, if no other improvements are done on Cornelius Pass 
Road then with these improvements we would not see a greater negative impact?" 
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Dunn- "I can't say that, for the specific movements I can't say that until I look at the 
details more closely." 

There will be a greater negative impact from the additional traffic generated by this 
"modification" request at the left turn onto Kian, at the 227th Bridge and on the Orenco 
neighborhood.] 

18) Commissioner Langford asked, "Are you currently accounting for South Hillsboro's density 
coming on line?" 

The applicant's traffic engineer states, "With the analysis that we did, the quick answer is no, 
because, the analysis we did was for the short term, for the build-out threshold [or?] year. We 
didn't look long term with this study. Now we did prepare an access spacing modification 
analysis for Washington County, that was submitted to Washington County, that analysis was a 
20 year traffic analysis, but again it did not include the South Hillsboro land use, if you will. I 
had a discussion with the traffic engineer at Washington County about this, should it be included, 
should it not be included? . And he says, I'm required to tell you that the analysis has to include 
what's in the Washington County transportation model, the adopted model. So, I guess the 
answer is no, the twenty year analysis did not account for that." (Brian Dunn) 

[Response: The applicant's response speaks for itself. Again, the commission might benefit 
from reviewing a copy of this 20 year traffic analysis the applicant gave to Washington County] 

19) President Coulter asked, "Have you had a meeting with the folks around you, and what kind 
of input have you gotten from them." 

Mimi Doukas - "Did we meet with the neighbors? Yes, we did. We met with the neighbors. 
Their primary concern was the connection to Dogwood and making sure that there was 
absolutely, positively, no connection to Dogwood ... Second to that their concern was 
traffic ... " 

President Coulter- "I wanted to make sure you had been reaching out to your 
community ... we want to make sure you're reaching out to the community." 
Mimi- "It wasn't required, it's not one of the applications that requires a neighborhood 
meeting but we have had a long ongoing conversation with the community through public 
hearings and through outside meetings." 

Coulter- "You'll see that changing. We're going to want to have neighborhood meetings 
everywhere. It makes sense." 

Mimi- "We understand, and we did." 

[Response: There was no meaningful "reaching out to the community", there was no 
"long ongoing conversation with the community through public hearings and through 
outside meetings" with regards to this "modification". 
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7-25-2008 
8-01-2008 
8-18-2008 
8-20-2008 

Time line of neighborhood meeting 

Submission of2 copies of the CDP modification application (dated 8-1-08). 
Completeness check done, $1500 fee paid. 
"Informational meeting" held at the Hillsboro Civic Center. 
Notice of 9-10-08 Public Hearing given.] 

20) Applicant states, " ... those condominiums, at four stories ... " 

[Response: Pursuant to HZO Section 137 II, Table l.h. #20, the maximum height in a 
SCR-V district is three stories. Please see my 10-2-08 "VIOLATION ofT ABLE l.h. #20 
LETTER".] 

21) Question from Commissioner Brewer- "I actually have a question for staff. Can you 
remind me, that access onto Dogwood that the gentleman [Mr. Kempema] is referring to, did we 
leave that for emergency access, emergency vehicle access, or what was our intent in leaving 
that? 

Ruth Klein- "I can't remember off the top of my head. I know it has pedestrian access. The 
modification focuses on the SE quadrant so I'd have to go back and refresh myself with those old 
case files to look at that." 

Brewer- I'd like to revisit what our discussion was on that, since that is a very big traffic thing. 
Are we leaving it for emergency vehicles? Or was it for potential future development with our 
traffic patterns in the future or what? I don't recall. 

[Response: This issue is controlled (assuming no changes were made with the DDP) by 
Condition #1 and Condition #7 of City Council Resolution No. 2172,7-18-06. Condition 
#7 states, 

"The final plat shall show a 50 foot right-of-way dedication for public streets as 
follows: ... A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided west of Street F and in 
alignment with Street 1 and NW Dogwood Street. A 50 foot right --of -way dedication 
shall be provided at the northern terminus of Street F, adjacent to the light rail line, and 
in alignment with NW Birch Street." 

Condition #1 requires compliance with "the conditions of the associated zone change request 
(4-18-06 Ordinance No. 5633)". Condition #7, Ordinance No. 5633, states, 

"The western portion of the property shall not be connected with the street system of the 
Old Orenco Neighborhood, except for pedestrian, bicycle and emergency purposes, 
provided, however, the developer shall provide for future rights-of-way for one or more 
connections to Old Orenco. Should the City determine, following a public hearing, that 
vehicular connections are warranted for safety, convenience, or other transportation reasons 
and the City has determined that the safety of neither neighborhood will be compromised 
by such cross circulation connections, street improvements connecting Old Orenco and 
development on the subject sit could then be constructed." 

9 
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The Planning Commission's 6-6-05 Resolution 1496-P (which approved the minor Plan 
amendment changing the property from Open Space to Residential) development direction #4 
stated, 

"The western portion of the subject site shall not be connected with the street system of the 
Old Orenco Neighborhood, except for pedestrian, bicycle and emergency purposes, 
provided, however, that the land owner shall provide for future rights of way for 
connection to Old Orenco should the City determine, following a public hearing, that such 
connections should be provided for safety, convenience, or other transportation reasons." 

The findings at page 9-10 ofResolution 1496-P address this condition. Following appeal to 
the City Council, Ordinance No. 5571 (I 0-18-05), the seventh development direction (p 30) 
stated the same (except for a couple insignificant items) as the Planning Commission's 
direction #4. The findings regarding this are found on p. 20 of Ordinance No. 5571. The 
bottom line is that efforts were made to protect the Orenco Townsite from having direct 
connections to the Orenco Woods Crossing development in order to protect the historic 
character of the neighborhood. The possibility of connections is still alive however. An 
increase in the traffic impact from this "modification" will not help and when the exit blockage 
gets to be too great of a problem at the Quatama access it is likely that the issue to connect the 
streets to Birch and Dogwood will re-surface. Mr. Kempema has estimated that "within 18 
months" efforts will be made to connect the development to Dogwood ... ] 

22) Applicant states, "The condominium piece is a tricky one, it really depends on who is that 
end builder. Wbat exactly is their ... product type but where exactly are they aiming at the 
market?" (Mimi Doukas) Later the applicant stated, "I mean, when we came back to you with a 
DDP, or somebody else comes back with a DDP, that's when you really look at how that district, 
the 3a, 3b, 3c works as a district and I think that's fundamentally when you get into the village 
conversation." (Mimi Doukas) 

[[Response: the applicant hints a couple times that they will not be the builder for the 
"modification" area. This should be kept in mind.] 

~];_~ 
l~~~~ischer, 

22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Attachments A: Excerpt regarding compliance with McDonald House Condition of Approval, 
from LUBA appeal. (5 pages) 

B: E-mail regarding allowed uses (2 pages) 
C: Executive summaries regarding traffic impact from 252 units and from current 

"modification" (2 pages) 
D: 12/05 Access Modification Request for Orenco Woods Crossing (11 pages) 

10 
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C pf 1-06 DOES NOT COMPLY WITH CONDITION #2, WHICH CONCERNS ISSUES ( 

RELATED TO THE HISTORIC MCDONALD HOUSE. 

c--~.mdition #1 of Resolution 2172 states: 
/ 

"Approval of the concept development plan .. .is conditioned upon co~ance with the 
conditions of the associated zone change request." (Rec. 34, line 3) (;!} 

Ordinance No. 5633, condition #2 states: 

"Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Development Plan applications, the 
developer shall provide the following: ... b) Information verifying that funding has 
been dedicated to an application to place the McDonald House on the National 
Register of Historic Places, and the status of the application. The developer and 
owner of the property shall fi ow the advice and conditions provided by the State 
Historic Preservation Offi and shall make a good-faith effort in filing the 
application(s)." (Rec. 4 

CD P 1-06 contains no "Information verifying that funding has been dedicated to an application to 

place the McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places ... " CDP 1-06 contains no 

information regarding "the status of the application". There is substantial evidence in the CDP 1-06 

1 ····ulication and otherwise in the record that shows that the intervenor and owner of the property have 

not made "a good-faith effort in filing the application(s)." The following quotes illustrate the 

intervenor/owner's attitude regarding to this matter: 

CDP 1-06, 

"As explained in the Historic Assessment Report listing the McDonald House on the 
National Register of Historic places is not necessary ... the McDonald House will b~ 
maintained and preserved without the need for National Historic Registration." (Rec 22, 
line 28 and 41) 

Intervenor's 4-7-061etter, 

McDonald House to receive Historic 

"it is inappropriate to place special restrictio on a structure that is not changing the current 
use .. :Historic Re istration is a otenti tion for the future." (Rec. 1182, line 4; and 
repeated on line 15) 

ervenor's 4-19-061etter, 

41 
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"The Elks have taken the Historic Listing issue under advisement and are discussing the 
optio_ns. We will update the Commission after the Elks have fmalized their decision." (Rec. 
8J'T.line 37) 

;/ 

Intervenor on 7-11-06, 

"We can't violate our fiduciary duty of doing the listing, which, once iYOU make application 
for and you get, you can't withdraw ... the listing isn't affected by the amount of space around 
the house ... " (See Record Exhibit #6, tape#!, side A, "City Council special meeting'') 

The above quotes belie respondent's assertion (via the intervenor's memo of7-5-06 [FNJ2]) that: 

"The applicants provided, in their application materials ... for the funding of the application, 
[and for] participation in the listing process (even though they believed listing was not 
necessary) ... The applicants confirmed that they were amenable to a condition [FN13] that the 
applicati,on be funded and pursued." (Rec. 329, line 8) 

The petitioner is unaware of any material "in their application materials ... for the funding of the 

~1·/i- 18 ( .. ' . . 19 

; .; 20 

application", or of any material regarding "participation in the listing process". The statement 

"The applicants confirmed that they were amenable to a condition that the application be funded 

and pursued" is proof positive that the CDP 1-06 application does not contain such 
' 

21 information, as required by Condition #2. 

22 Notably, during the Comprehensive Plan Map amendment and Planning and Zoning 

23 Hearings Board proceedings, the intervenor /owner made no objection to Condition #2 of Zoning 

24 Ordinance No. 5633, or its predecessor, the City Council's Development Direction in Ordinance 

25 No. 5571 (Rec. 1749, line 29). However, once the property's Plan Map Classification was 

26 changed to Residential and zoned SCR-V their tune changed. 

27 So why is this important? Why not let this matter rest and just rely on Condition of Approval #64 of 

28 Resolution No. 2172 ( 43, line 27)? ............ Because Condition #2 was an essential item that 

29 allowed this property to have its Comprehensive Plan Map classification changed from Open Space 

30 

31 
32 [FN\2) The 7-5-06 memorandum (Rec.}21) from the developer's counsel was 'adopted and incorporated' (Rec. 45, 
3 3 line 36) into the Findings of Resolution No. 2172. The respondent does not have substantial evidence in the record to 
34 support this statement and its inclusion in the Findings is untenable. 
35 [FNJ3] This refers to Condition #64 of Resolution No. 2172. (Rec. 43, line 27) 

42 
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to Residential. Without the understanding that the historical status of the McDonald House, 

including the appropriate setting, would be properly considered, it is more than probable that this 

land would still be Open Space. Quotes from the Plan Map Amendment proceedings show that this 

element was of critical importance: 

Commissioner Fitzgerald [Who is a historical expert]- "OK. Most of my questions are 
going to be about the McDonald House .. .I am not ready to approve this unless, and I guess I 
have to, we will talk later with the City attorney about the ability to condition an approval but 
I would, the only way I would feel comfortable about going forward with this is if we could 
attach a condition requiring that the applicant receive; number one an official determination 
of significance from SHPO, the state historic preservation office and if they determine that 
it's for the National Register which I believe they will then to add a condition that the 
applicant must nominate the property for the national register and then complete a restoration 
plan for the McDonald House to be reviewed and approved by SHPO's preservation architect 
prior to any work being completed. So, be clear the SHPO architect will work with the 
applicant to make certain that not only the architectural features that are significant to the 
house remain intact but any contextual, meaning setting, features that are relevant to the 
significance of the house would remain .... it would be nice if we could trust everybody to do 
the right thing, but that's why the SHPO office exists ... " (Rec. 1799, line 29) 

Commissioner Mathews- "As I recall a few years ago I had the privilege of voting on 
something called Imbrie farmstead and which we had, at that point, we had broken that 
down and broken off so much of the land that they lost a lot of it. The argument was they 
lost a lot of the historical value and I happened to vote the wrong way on that, the reason 
I happen to remember it so well. But anyway, if we have a half an acre what can we do 
to make it look like a nursery? Or the nursery property when we really should be talking 
about several acres around the house if we're going to set it off as a historic landmark 
within the community. A half acre<? is not> going to do it, that's just going to be a large 
building lot." (Rec. 1781, line 17) 

Ziegler (Mithun Design)- "And so, right, what we're saying is this would be an opportunity to 
do the right thing and whether it's that exact plan or its something that we. Fitzgerald - But that 
statement right there to me tells me that you don't understand the standards, which is why I think 
we need to, if we are going to go forward with this we need to set in place a process by which 
you have to be held to that standard." (Rec. 1802, line 2) 

Counselor Sullivan -" ... we were willing to be conditioned to deal with that. Now l 
didn't here until tonight that there might be a problem with conditions, so I, I was unable 
to respond to that. Also, in, in honesty, because my ears at the last hearing only heard 
about the area around and not the site itself so if l misheard you I apologize. But that 
wasn't the question that was posed. It is a design question. It normally comes at the next 
part of the process but we are willing to be conditioned to deal with that issue now." 
(Rec. 1802, line 9) 

Commissioner Fitzgerald -"I would like to see the following conditions passed on to 
the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board ... (l878, line 41) ... the preservation of the 
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McDonald House and meaningful Open Space around it and funding for the Elks to 
nominate the house for the National Register ... " (Rec. 1878, line 43) 

Commissioner Coulter" "The applicant has stated they will insure the McDonald House 
is properly taken care of including the adequate amount of land around it so it can apply for 
its historical status." (Rec. 1879, line 42) 

Fitzgerald- "The preservation of the McDonald House and a reasonable amount of Open 
Space around it as well as funding for the nomination of the house to the National 
Register." (Rec. 1881, line?) 

Cameron- ... "referring to page 6, item 3, retention of one-half acre parcel around the 
McDonald House. I have a concern with that. If this property is to be placed on the 
Historic National Register a half acre, 1 can't imagine that being sufficient for grounds and 
parking. I'm concerned with that half acre, that just seems so small..." (Rec. 1888, line 13) 

Coulter- "I think concurrently they'll be, part of their requirement is to allow for the 
application of this home ... " (Rec. l888, line 35) 

Please also see Commissioner Fitzgerald's letter (Rec. 1259) of 3-21-06 submitted just prior to 

21 her resignation from the Planning Coinmission, which includes: 

22 ... "Since we are trying to preserve an adequate area around the house for the context ... 
23 While generally the more area around the house the better it is for the context. .. My very 
24 first impression on looking at the proposed plan is that the design would need to be 
25 reconfigured so that new houses do not abut the historic site at all .. .I would also suggest a 
26 condition that the NR nomination be completed and submitted to SHPO before the final 
27 phase of development ... a Historic Context Statement for the Orenco area would have been 
28 incredibly useful to have [FNI4] (to assist the Planning Commission in making its decision 
29 regarding how to treat the area around the McDonald House)." (Rec. 1259) 
30 
31 Without the expectation that the historical status of the McDonald House would be taken care of 

32 this property would, very likely, still be Open Space. The intervenor has shown that they were not 

33 interested in complying with Condition #2 at the critical stage. The intervenor is now amenable, 

34 apparently, but at this stage the possibility of achieving National Register status is compromised as 

35 there will be no chance to dedicate sufficient acreage, if necessary, to aid in its listing. 

36 Perhaps this is why the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board used the words, "Within the Concept 

37 
38 
39 [FN 14] The intervenor submitted a repoj1 regarding the McDonald House from the Heritage Consulting 
40 Group (Rec. 2482) but it would be difficult to claim it contained a "Historic Context Statement". Please 
41 see Record page 1110; page 844, line?; and pages 1272-1283 for comments on the Heritage report. · 
42 
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Development Plan ... the developer shall ... ". Ordinance No. 5633 contains thirteen Conditions of 

( Approval. It is noteworthy that only Condition #2 contains the words: ---· 
3 "Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Development Plan applications ... " (Rec.r, 

4 line I). Ordinance No. 5633, Condition #2 could easily have been written without the "Within the 

5 Concept Development Plan ... " preface. But it was not, and petitioner can only assume it was put 

6 there for a reason. 

7 "It is an elementary rule of construction that effect must be given, if possible, to every 
8 word, clause and sentence of a statute ... No clause, sentence or word shall be construed 
9 as superfluous, void or insignificant if the construction can be found which will give 1 

I 0 force to and preserve all the words of the statute. While every word of a statute must be j 
II presumed to have been used for a purpose ... " (Norman J Singer, Sutherland on Statutes/ 
I2 & Statutory Construction Section 46:06 at p. 181) (61

h ed. 2000)). · 
I3 
I4 Condition #2, by specifically containing the phrase "Within the Concept Development Plan ... " 
I5 
I6 outlines not only what is required but when it was required. CDP 1-06 fails this requirement. 

17 A 'condition' is: 

I' "1) A future and uncertain event on which the existence or extent of an obligation or 
I \1 liability depends; an uncertain act or event that triggers or negates a duty to render a 
20 promised performance ... 'Strictly, a condition is a fact or event on the occurrence of which 
21 some legal right or duty comes into existence' ... P.S. Atiyah,An Introduction to the Law of 
22 Contract 146 (3'd ed. 1981 ) ... 2) A stipulation or prerequisite in a contract, will, or other 
23 instrument, constituting the essence of the instrument." (Black's Law Dictionary (S'h Ed.)) 
24 
25 "I) a premise upon which the fulfillment of an agreement depends: STIPULATION ... a 
26 provision making the effect of a legal instrument contingent upon an uncertain event. .. 2) 
27 something essential to the appearance or occurrence of something else: PREREQUISITE ... " 
28 (See Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary) 
29 
30 Respondent argues (via the adopted 7-5-06 memorandum) that, 

31 "A local goverrunent may properly grant permit approval based on a finding that it is 
3 2 feasible to satisfy an applicable approval standard and the imposition of conditions 
33 necessary to ensure that the standar .will be satisfied. Burghardt v. City of Molalla, 29 
34 Or LUBA 223 (1995)." (Rec. 3 , line 14) 
35 
36 That reliance is misplaced. A condition of approval that was a prerequisite to the challenged 

37 approval decision has not been satisfied, thus preventing the challenged approval decision from 

3! JSSU!ng. 
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n: anne lubischer [annejim1 @verizon.net] 

::,.,nt: Wednesday, October 01, 2008 6:08AM 

To: 'Ruth Klein' 

Subject: Lubischer letter of 9-26-08 regarding permitted uses. Orenco Woods Crossing COP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

10-1-08 

Ruth, I didn't know if you received my 9-26-08 letter. I have resubmitted it below just in case you did not get it. Thanks, 
Jim Lubischer (06:06 PDT) 

9-26-08 

Ruth Klein, 
Hillsboro Planning Department, 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

Three questions: 

1 i the 9-1 0-08 Planning Commission hearing the applicant stated that, 

"Some[ll of the examples that he [Dr. Lubischer]lines out are not 
actually even permitted in this, in the SCR-V zone." 

The "examples" I used are found at page 3 of my 9-2-08 "Traffic Letter". The examples I used were a 2,000 sq. ft. 
convenience market (open 24 hours), a 7,000 sq. ft. sit-down (high turnover) restaurant, a 3,000 sq. ft. fast-food restauran 
with drive-thru, and a convenience market with 4 gasoline pumps. I believe, pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and 
HZO Section 136.III.I, these would all be permitted in a SCR-V zone. 

Could you please let me know which of the above examples "are not actually even permitted" in the SCR-V zone? 

2) The applicant has suggested an 8,050 sq. ft. one level day-care use and a 9600 sq. ft. two level office use in the 1.04 
acre "other employment" area. I believe that, pursuant to HZO Section 136.III.HH and HZO Section 136.1Il.l, day-care 
and office uses are "commercial" uses and as such cannot be considered "other employment" uses. Is my interpretation 
correct? 

3) Finally, the 1.94 acres designated "commercial use" in the applicant's application is the maximum permitted pursuant 

to HZO Section 137 !!.Table l.h. #20. (1.94 acres of 19.4 net acres= 10%.2) Therefore, if daycare and office uses are 
indeed "commercial" uses, then does the total acreage of commercial use (1.94 acres+ 1.04 acres) proposed by the 
applicant exceed the maximum allowed? 

1 .£.you, 

Jim Lubischer 

1011/2008 
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Tile applicant does not specifY which of the examples are not permitted. 

Since we are limited to only considering the "modification" area, and cannot consider the whole CDP 1-06 it might be more 
propriate to consider the 1.94 acres in relationship to the area of the "modification" -which would mean that the proposed 1.9 
·es is some 39% of the total acreage in the area of"modification", less when net acreage is considered. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project #: 0092 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study evaluates the transportation impacts associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan for the approved Orenco Woods Crossing development. The modified site plan 
includes a new mixture of housing types as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
employment area building space. The addition of commercial and employment area building space 
conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village) zoning that now applies to 
the subject site. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

• All but one of the study intersections within the defined "impact area" of the proposed 
development currently operate at. levels which meet the transportation standards supported by 
Washington County and the City of Hillsboro with respect to intersection levels of service and 
volume-to-capacity ratios during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection currently operates at LOS E during the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours, which does not satisfy the City of Hillsboro's "preferred" standard of LOS D. 

• The NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection is a Washington County High 
Accident SPIS location. 

YEAR 2011 BACKGROUND T~AFFIC CONDITIONS 

• A traffic signal installation is planned for construction prier to the year 2011 at the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection. This signal installation is part of a conditional 
improvement for an on-going development adjacent to this intersection. 

• Year 2011 background traffic conditions (without the proposed development) were evaluated 
based on an accounting of residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" developments 
in the site vicinity, in addition to a 2% annual increase in existing traffic levels over a three-year 
period (6% total growth) to account for regional growth patlerns. 

• The year 2011 background traffic operations analysis results revealed that all study intersections 
will operate at levels which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation 
standards during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. f A t, 

"l f'/Z-0 (J'S 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN C. U fl./2. bW 

• This transportation impact study accounts for the development of 120 single family detached 
homes, 129 townhome/condominium units. with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of 
neighborhood commercial building space and up to 17,650 square feet of employment area 
building space. 

• The estimated site t~ip g':l;~~~~ollow~ . ~ lttJ IN C/l.8'l. '-C O'i" ;.i. Co. I d._ 
o 4,672 total primary trips for an average weekday; 
o 344 total primary trips for the weekday a.m. peak hour; and - " '' 
o 437 total primary trips for the weekday p.m. peak hour. _ 

" " 

" 

" 

July2008 
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OrenaJ Woois" CiTJSSing Development- Hillsboro 

;;.,) ~ 
~ f Project#: IXJ12 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study evaluates the transportation impacts associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
develop a residential subdivision on the site of the previous Orenco Woods Golf Course. The site was 
previously located in unincorporated Washington County but was recently annexed into the city limits of 
Hillsboro. The underlying Comprehensive Plan designation of the site has also been recently changed 
from Open Space to a mixture of Open Space, Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and 
Floodplain, to allow the proposed residential development to occur. 

The proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development will consist of a mixture of single-family homes and 
town homes totaling no more than 252 residential units. Construction of the proposed residential 
subdivision is expected to begin in 2006 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases 
occurring by the year 2007. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• All of the study intersections within the defined "impact area" of the proposed development 

currently operate at levels which meet the transportation standards supported by Washington 
County and the City of Hillsboro with respect to intersection levels of service and volume-to­
capacity ratios during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

• No existing safety concerns were identified at any of the study intersections, as they were all 
found to have low vehicle crash frequencies and adequate sight distance for drivers. 

YEAR 2007 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• Year 2007 background traffic conditions (without the proposed development) were evaluated 

based on an accounting of residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" and "in-review" 
developments in the site vicinity, in addition to a 2% annual increase in existing traffic levels over 
a two-year period (4% total growth) to account for regional growth patterns. 

• The traffic operations analysis results revealed that all study intersections will continue operating 
at levels which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation standards during ' 
both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. < L y "1 ,.. ,,1 tAN '1 · 

pf.l G v to(,( "' ·· tc.~v> 
1 

Q' -;; 1!1' 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN A (I{> P, ~-v c:.c 

• The proposed development will be constructed in four phases beginning in 2006, with full build­
out and occupancy of all phases expected to occur by 2007. 

• This transportation impact study accounts for a maximum build-out of 252 residential units. 
Assuming a housing distribution of 141 single family homes and 111 town homes, the site trip 
generation ~~\l$!f,l1!'!.te~~,~ ~ 

o 2, 000 average daily trips; ""-
o 162 total weekday a.m. peak hour trips; and 
o 207 total weekday p.m. peak hour trips. 

• Public streets providing access to the site are proposed at two locations: 

o Full access to NW Quatama Road directly across from NE 761
h Avenue, and 

o Limited access to NW Cornelius Pass Road at approximately 715 feet north of NW 
Quatama Road (measured centerfine-to-centerfine), with tum movements limited to right­
in/right-out/left-in only through the construction of raised medians and appropriate signing 
and striping. 

• Proposed site frontage improvements along NW Quatama Road will consist of widening the 
roadway to three travel lanes and establishing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street and a new 
planting strip and sidewalk on the north side of the street. 

rJ~u.tr.t December 2005 
Pagel 



Greg Miller . 
Washington County DLUT 
1400 SWWalnut Street, MS 179 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

s'-¢ Project#:001~ _ 
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RE: Access Modification Request for Orenco Woods Crossing- Hillsboro, Orego%; .e, 1). Np 1" 0 ~ 1 ~ 
,,J -\B>(},tJ If tJ t,."- c. 

Dear Mr. Miller: . &e.¢' ef>- ~ -(:/V \v- (.L- O ,_)'(D 

This letter constitutes an Access Modification Reques>t associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
develop the orenco Woods Crossing, located on the former Orenco Woods Golf Course site that fronts the 
west side of NW Cornelius Pass Ro1id and the north side of NW Quatama Road in Hillsboro, Oregon. As 
part of the development plan, two external street accesses to the site are propose(!, with a full-access 
proposed along the north side of NW Quatama Road directly across from NE- 76th Avenue, ard a second 
access proposed along the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road, riorth of NW Quatama Roali{, with tum 
movements restricted to right-in/right-out/left-In only. It Is the pro!?QSed street access to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road that is the subject of this Access Modification Request letter. ,...,-rs. n+•? ) 

. -~ ttf'PL\C f"~ 
. ( {~ A-<',_; 

BACKGROUND . ~(. APP'-'t -r: tk 
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC, has prepared a comprehensive tra spo~tion impact analysis (TlA) for the 
proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development .A copy of this lA has been attached to this lett!ilr to 
provide you with all the detailed infomnation necessary to understand the current transportation conditions in 
the site vicini1:y, what the expected short-term traffic imjlacts of the proposed development will be, and 
recommended measures designed to mitigate any off-site traffic impacts. 

As defl\?nstrated in Influence Area Map presented in Figure 3 of the TIA and as described within the body of 
that report, the proposed Local street §ccess to NW !;omelius Pa§s Road does OQtJ>atjsfy !be roadwa:t, 
access standards of Washington County Community Development C9de Section 501-8.5814! for Arterial 
streets. This section of the CDC states that "direct access to Arterial roads shall be from Collector or other \ 
Meriil( streets." It Is also stated in the following subsection of the CDC that the access· spacing along an P 
Arterial street shall be 600 feet Aithough.the proposed street access is located approximately 715 feet north \ 
of the nearest public intersection at NW Quatama Road (measured centertine-to-centertine). it would still be 
located approximately 450 feet north of the PGE substation driveway on the east side of the street and 140 
feet south of another driveway to a single family residence on the east side of the street (measured 
centerline-to-centerlin.e). 

~hough Section 501-8.58(4) of the CDC mav not be satisfied, it states in the ssme section that ·exceptions 
for local streets and private arre,s:;MJUQ~ allowed .... when Collector access is found to be unavailable 
and impracticable by the Director." Wrth the proposed street access to NW Quatama Road established, . 
there wilt be Collector access. However, it is the. u se of tliis letter to demonstrate that over the next 20 i --J:. 
years,. Collector access to NW Quatama Road will become im racticable and, there re a secondary access 
~- As you may be aware, the City of HillsborD'ha'S · tricted any pu 1c street accesses along the ~ 
we~t side. of the ~renco Woods Cros~ing site to preserv the environm_ent of the adjacent old Orenco 

. Neighborhood. Th1s leaves NW Cornelius Pass Road as he only other VIable option to gain a secondar{rHen-< 
. ~ access to the site. · - · l ~ P 

/ .£~~~~\ _ "IM-P~Ac>tCY\-&~e:-" 13.E"CAO..S€'" _''lAt./Pert. rl-!o$r OR !rlL I 
J,.f:o ~- f ;I±: # . ..,..,_, 11 ' 
R fC> ~ 0 -;: -n-1€ s C<:fNA-R I o s I T1-h'l.o1J..W . 'f l "• E r-'l(a.po-s£?f) 5 nt~ · 

"---.___../ A CC.€~..$ To .NW ~(.(4TJ<!-~A- fl.Oit-tJ I.NI t.l. E:X.Pt;t?;lf:MC'e BLOCI<A-5-E,_. 11 
R.EG-~tll..E"!>~ oF wltET1f€1l- OP..IJ•T"rl/e-PttoPOS(?{) lt~C.B$. TO CPI( 15 PGI2.Mffef49 
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It should be stated that the traffic forecast volumes prepared for the Cornelius Pass Road Preliminary Design 
Project do account for the residential trips that will be generated by the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development. The forecast also accounts for the County's long-range plan to widen NW Cornelius Pass ] 
Road to five lanes and to connect NW Baseline Road with NW Quatama Road via a Collector street 
extension. Additional details on how the future forecast volumes were prepared for this preliminary design> 
project are provided in a Technical Memorandum prepared by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. on May 26, 2005. 

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the resulting forecast year 2024 traffic volumes for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours for conditions without access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the resulting 
forecast year 2024 traffic volumes for the same time periods with the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road in place. As shown in Figures 1 through 4, the individual tum movements into and out of accesses 
related to the Orenco Woods Crossing development reflect the site trip generation assignments contained in 
the TIA. 

Traffic Operations 
All intersection operations analyses described in this report were performed in accordance with the 
procedures stated in the 2000 Highway capacity Manual (Reference 2). To ensure that this analysis was 
based on reasonable "worst-case• conditions, the peak 15-minute flow rates during the weekday a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours were used in the evaluation of all intersection levels of service. For this reason, the analysis 
reflects conditions that are only likely to occur for fifteen minutes out of each average peak hour. The traffic 
conditions during all other weekday hours will likely operate under better conditions than those described in 
this report. 

The Washington County 2020 TSP sets the vehicle performance measures that are applicable to long-range 
operations analyses involving intersections under County jurisdiction. Based on the Roadway Element of the 
TSP (Roadway Policy 6.0 -Table 5) an LOS E or better and a v/c ratio of 0.99 or less is acceptable at all 
intersection during the two consecutive peak hours of the weekday a.m. and p.m peak periods. 

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the operations analysis results for the study intersections along NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW Quatama Road during the year 2024 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, without and 
with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, respectively. As the tables show, all study 
intersections are forecast to operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio 
thresholds during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, under both street access scenarios. 
Appendices "A" and ·a· include the year 2024 traffic conditions level of service worksheets for the scenarios 
without and with the proposed access to NW Come/ius Pass Road. 

It should be stated here that Tables 1 and 2 reflect multiple traffac signal timing/phasing scenarios that were 
analyzed for the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection. These scenarios were 
evaluated based on discussions with Washington County staff, and the general consensus that longer cycle 
lengths, in the range of 120 to 140 seconds, will persist at this intersection in the future, and that a balance 
must exist between the need to keep the v/c ratios below 1.0 for individual tum movements and tile need to 
maximize the green time for the through movements on Cornelius Pass Road to maintain good progression. 
A consensus was also reached that protect_M.!m!:1l!m !;)g.o.a!..J;l~ing may need tq_rep.!ace_~rmitted left­
tum signal phasing that exists today on the eastbound and westbound approaches of NW QuatamaRoad:"""""""--

--·----------.~------.. -~-·-·"'--·· ,,,. ·-· • --~·.-- • , __ - ----···~.---.. ~•·?--~.---··-•-~~v~-P 3---\ 
Based on these factors, the following four scenarios were analyzed: \ 

• Scenario #1: Increase cycle length to 120 seconds, maintain permitted left-tum phasing on Quatama 
Road, and keep v/c ratios below 1.00 for individual movements, while maximizing green time for 
through movements on Cornelius Pass Road. 

) 
• 
• 
• 

Scenario #2: Same as Scenario #1, but increase cycle length to 140 seconds . 

Scenario #3: Same as Scenario #1, but establish protected left-tum phasing on Quatama Road . 

Scenario #4: Same as Scenario #2, but establish protected left-turn phasing on Quatama Road . 

./ 
,!./) - / 
~-

dYlUl Deremret;,.d 200_:--:,5 J? "A ./1 
~£:)';--' 
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TABLE1 
YEAR 2024 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 
(NO ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio 

tNI Quatama Road/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue c 0.36 

tlW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed A.cc:ess NA NA 

NW Cornelius Pass Road!NVV Quatama Road 
Scenario #1 D 0.84 
Scenario#2 D 0.83 
Scenario#3 D 0.85 
Scenario#4 D 0.83 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane c 0.05 

Project#: (){/12 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

LOS VIC Ratio 

D 0.29 

NA NA 

c 0.72 
c 0.72 
D 0.77 
D 0.76 

c 0.05 

Note: At unsignalized intersections, analysis results reflect operations for critical movements on minor street approach. 

TABLE 2 
YEAR 2024 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(WITH ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio 

NW Quatama Road/Proposed AccessJNE 76th Avenue c 0.29 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access B 0.03 

ftloN Cornelius Pass Road!NW Quatama Road 
Scenario #1 D 0.88 
Scenario #2 D 0.86 
Scenario#3 D 0.88 
Scenario #4 D 0.86 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian lane c 0.05 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

LOS VIC Ratio 

c 0.22 

c 0.03 

c 0.68 
c 0.68 
c 0.74 
D 0.72 

c 0.05 

Note: At unsignalized intersections, analysis results reflect operations for critical movements on minor street approach. 

No operational analysis was perfonned for the two driveways located within 600 feet of the proposed street 
access along NW Cornelius Pass Road (PGE substation driveway to the south and a single family drivewa 
to the north). This is because traffic demand at both of these driveways are low. For example, driveways t 
individual single family homes typically have less than one vehicle entering or exiting during the peak travel 
hour, and would therefore, not meet any traffic signal or tum lane warrant criteria. 

-/( (ve~icle ;~;:;;:g 
A ve 1c e queu1ng ,analysis was conducted to determine if ad!';9uate lane sto~ will be available for 
selected turn movements at study intersecbons along-IIIWl:liiatama Road and ·;.,w Ccimellus Pass Road, 
under year 2024 traffic conditions, both without and with the proposed street access io WN Cornelius Pass 
Road. The analysis.fos;.u._sed only on those movements having the potential to spill back into and block an 
adjacent intersection, whichln.c'iiiOelfiefoiiOWing: --·"-· -. · ····- ·---- ·- -·- ·· ---~ ·-· ·-···· · ··--·-----.. ····· 
-----

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Street Access (northbound left-turns); 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road (southbound and eastbound approaches); and 

• NW Quatama Road/Proposed Street Access/NE 76"' Avenue (westbound left-turns). 

d!!J1ll 
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Several sources of information were used to determine vehicle queuing needs. For the queuing analysis at 
the signalized intersection, a Poisson distribution was applied at a 95-percent confidence level to determine 
queue length probabilities. (In essence, random arrivals were assumed and the queue lengths shown will not 
be exceeded durtng 95-percent of the signal cycles occurring in the weekday peak hour.} The assumed 
length-of-red interval at each signalized intersection was obtained from the signal timing parameters used in 
the forecast year 2024 level-of-service analysis. For the queuing analysis at all stop-controlled intersection 
approaches, a 95th-percentile vehicle queue length was determined using Equation 17-37 presented in the 
Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 2}. All vehicle queuing analyses conducted for this study assume one 
vehicle will occupy 25 feet of storage length. 

Tables 3 and 4 summarize the results of the vehicle queuing analysis under forecast year 2024 traffic 
conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, without and with the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, respectively. The tables also reflect the various signal timing/phasing changes 
previously identified for ScenariOs #1 through #4 for the NW Quatama Road!NW Cornelius Pass Road 
intersection. Appendices ·c· and "D" contain the queuing analysis worksheets for the alternatives without 
and with the proposed street access, respectively . 

..--::-:, TABLE 3 
YEAR 20l4VEHICLfijQUEUING ANALYSIS RESULTS 
\ (NO-ACCESS TO·NW CORNEUUS PASS ROAD) 

" __ , 

·, ·--· -- •' Storag~ Demand (feel) 
,/ 

Wookday Weekday Available / Adequate 
AM Peak PM Peak storage( Slo- ? 

Intersection Movement Hour Hour (feet) ;, Avallabl<!.? · 
_,.· 

~--~-~·. 

tlN Cornelius Pass Road Northbound LT NA NA NA NA 
/Proposed "= 

Southbound LT 
Scenario#1 125 225 Yes 
Scenario 112 125 250 Cont. Yes 
Scenario#3 125 225 Yes 
Scenario #4 125 250 Yes 

Southbound THIRT 

/ 
' 

/"""----/ /-----~ Scenario#1 250 400 Yes 

NW. Co:lius Pass Road 

Scenario 112 275 350 Cont. Yes 
Scenario #3 250 350 Yes 
Scenario#4 275 375 Yes. 'I ' 

MN Quatama Road / Eastbound LT 

r;~ 
•. ' ' 

// 
Scenario#1 150 N<> 
SCenario#2 175 300' No 

/ Scenario #3 175 No 
/ ' 325 ,,/ ------~----~.--....... ~"'---~· Scenario#4 \ 350 .. / 200 No ' ... 

Eastbound THIRT 
·..._ ___ .. -

Scenario#1 175 -~· XJ>s-· -
Scenario 112 175 "50 300 1 /'f.l ' ·. 

'· 
I ,0 

Scenario#3 200 f 325 No 
Scenario #4 225 375/ No 

NW Quatama Road 
-...... ____ ,-" 

/Proposed AcressiNE 76th Avenue 
Westbound l T 25 25 >25 Yes 

Notes. Conl - Contonuous lane with unhmned storage capacity, l T =left-tum, TH = slratght through, RT = nght-tum 

1. There is 300 feet of stacking distance between NW Quatama Road and the proposed access at NE 76~Avenue . 
.---.. ~ -- __....-..._ - - -· "'-"">; ___ .,.,_" __ .... __ , ....-- ----...___.........---.~~_..-..,_ __ ,... ---------:.._,,___..... ---- ,.. '····---~, ... -· •-. 
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• 
...... TABLE4 

YEAR2024.VEHICLE QUEUING ANALYSIS RESULTS 
( (WI;rfl ACCESS_}O NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

. 
\. -_. .•. 

Storage Demand (feet) 
. 

Weekday Weekday Available / Adequate 
AM Peak PM Peak Storage ( Storage 

' · .. Intersection Movement Hour Hour (feet) Available? 

'----~--·· 
NW Cornelius Pass Road Northbound L T 25 
!Proposed Access 

25 >25 Yes 

Southbound L T 
Scenario #1 125 225 Yes 
Scenario #2 125 250 >250 Yes 
Scenario #3 125 225 Yes 
Scenario #4 125 250 Yes 

Southbound THIRT 
Scenario#! 250 300 Yes 
Scenario #2 275 325 650 1 Yes 
Scenario #3 250 325 Yes 

WN Cornelius Pass Road Scenario #4 275 . 350 Yes . e /t#V Quatama Road Eastbound LT 
_..-·No Scenario #1 r~ 150 

scenario #2 I 325 175 300 2 No 
Scenario #3 I 325 175 ; No 
Scenario#4 \350 

~ 
200 \ No 

Eastbound THIRT 
'• . . ... -" ,, •' ..• ,_ 

Scenario #1 150 300 No-
Scenario #2 175 350 j 

300 2 No J 
Scenario #3 175 325 i No .r·· 
Scenario #4 200 375 No - .. 

torW Quatama Road i 
Westbound L T 25 25/ >25 ·.Yes 

/Proposed Ac<:ess!NE 76th Avenue . 

Notes: Coot =Continuous lane with unlmited storage capacity, LT = left-tum, TH = straJght through, RT = nght-turn 
2. There will be 650 feet of stacking distance between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street access to the north. 

3. There is 300 feet of stacking distance between '1/'N Quatama Road and the proposed street access at NE 76~ Avenue. 

[.As shown in Tables 3 and 4, the queuing analysis detemiinedthatthe forecast951h-percentile vehicle queues 
1 during the year 2024 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions will be excessive for the eastbound 
/ left-turn lane and eastbound through-right4urn lane at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road 
, intersection, ~.ac with·the proposed streetaccess to NW Cornelius Pass Road. _'fhese results indjcate 
/ under most or all of the Scenarios #1 through #4, the proposed street access to NW Qua!awa ~oad will 
/ expenence blocRag(ri'l\mng bot!Tthe"weekda~nct p.111. peak-fw~:~r-periods, regardless otwt~euw ;;.:not 
1 _tfi~_P.!QPOSel!.?.c:cess to NW Cornelius Pass Road is. permitted. Under these circumstances, it would be 

"/impractical not to provide llie resrdenis ofllleO'ffil'ico WOOl:IS"Ci'OSsing subdivision a secondary access. 

Tables 3 and 4 indicate vehicle queues will be manageable along NW Cornelius Pass Road between the 
proposed street access and NW Quatama Road. 

Right-Tum Lane Warrants 

The potential need for a right-tum lane at the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road 
(southbound approach) was examined for year 2024 traffic conditions and with the unders!andigg that ~ 
Cornelius Pass Road will be widened to five IQDeS, The analysis procedures were based on guidelines 
described in Nafionai Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 279: Intersection 
Channelization Design Guide (Reference 3). 

,1"' The NCHRP Report 279 describes a total of seven criterion to consider for right-turn lane installations in an 
urban area such as the one surrounding the site. This criterion includes the following: 

\ 
I 

I J.-
1~ 

\ 

rl!ul!l. December 2005 _ 
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1. Peak hour volume of right-turns, 

2. Significantly affecting intersection operations, 

3. Right-turning rear-end accidents, 

4. Pedestrian crossing volumes, 

5. Geometries that significantly affect the ease or speed of the right-turn maneuver, 

6. Marked routes that make a tum (driver expectation), and 

7. Minimum stopping sight distance to the intersection versus desirable sight distance. 

Based solely on Criteria #1 above and the estimated amount of right-tum traffic demand along a future five­
lane section of NW Cornelius Pass Road, a right-tum lane will be warranted, but only during the year 2024 
weekday p.m. peak hour. Meeting the right-tum lane warrant for only one hour of a typical day does not 
necessarily indicate a right-tum lane is needed. 

Consideration of the remaining six criterion above provides further indication that a right-tum lane is not 
needed at the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Based on Criterion #2, the proposed 
right-in/right-OuUieft-in only street access is forecast to operate acceptably without a future right-tum lane. 
Under Criterion #3, there is no established history of rear-end accidents at the proposed access. For 
Criterion #4, the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic counts conducted at the adjacent NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection shows low pedestrian activity, which further detracts from the 
need for right-turn lanes. Under Criterion #5 and #6, the combined horizontal and sagging vertical ct~rve that 
C!JJJ~Dt!y.Jl.lSiS,t~JQng .. J)I~q~jys Pa§S ,Road, just north of the.P~2R!?~t;ld acce_:;s, will be minimized wheii_. 
NW Cornelius Pass Road is fully widened to g,"tiY.eilimU~- Finally, under Criterion #7, available 

~.---~~-~~_ ............ -................ ~ - ~~ 

stopping and intersection siglit"ffistaiices are sufficient at the proposed street access and exceed the 
minimum standards enforced by Washington County. 

Considering all the operational and safety factors stated in the NCHRP Report 279, a right-tum deceleration 
lane is not needed along the planned five-lane section of NW Cornelius Pass Road at the proposed street 
accessing the site. Appendix "E" contains the right-tum lane warrant analysis worksheets. 

Sight Distance and Safety 

As stated in the TIA, intersection sight distance from the location of the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road was measured to be more than 680 feet in the northbound direction and more than 600 
feet in the southbound direction. These distances are adequate and exceed the minimum standard of 450 
feet as required by Washington County for a roadway with a posted speed of 45 mph. 

To maintain safe driving conditions, tum movements at the proposed street access with NW Cornelius Pass 
Road will be limited to right-in/right-ouUieft-in only through the construction of a raised median and 
appropriate signing and striping. The raised median will channelize the northbound left-tum movement from 
NW Cornelius Pass Road while effectively preventing drivers from making a left-turn out of the Orenco 
Woods Crossing development The raised median will also terminate prior to reaching the single family 
driveway approximately 140 feet further to the north so as not to restrict any movements at this driveway. 

It is important to emphasize here that the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will allow site traffic 
to circulate more efficiently between the development and the adjacent street system. It will lessen overall 
trip lengths for drivers related to the subdivision and place less demand on the traffic signal at NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Quatama Street intersection, thus preserving its capacity and minimizing vehicle delays and 
standing vehicle queues during peak travel periods. It is also expected that having the proposed access in 
place will reduce cut-through traffic demand within the old Orenco Neighborhood immediately west of the 
site; a goal established by the City of Hillsboro during the process to change the underlying Comprehensive 
Plan designation for the proposed development site. 

December 2005 
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CONCLUSIONS 

l;l~~ on the findings docume_~~~Lr:Uhis Access Mgdificali9n Reouest P-9l.tlcu!S!dY the xehicle gueHYJ.g 
!lll'lJlS_!!S r~sulfs, a seconaary external street access to the Orenco Woods Crossing development is needed 
in addition to the street access proposed for the NW Quatama Road!NE 76"' Avenue intersection. Given that 
no public street accesses are allowed along the western site boundary to the old Orenco Neighborhood, the 
only alternate point of access is along NW Cornelius Pass Road. This letter also demonstrates that the 
proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will not adversely affect the long-tenm safety or 
operations along this arterial roadway. Therefore, Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC on behalf of Venture 
Properties, Inc., is requesting that Washington County approve this Access Modification Request and allow 
the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road to be established. 

We trust that this letter adequately addresses the requirements for an Access Modification Request for the 
proposed residential development. If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please 
contact me at (503)-774-2669. 

Sincerely, 

DUNN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, LLC 

~.La__ 
Principal 

References: 

1. Washington County. Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan. 2002. 

2. Transpo"rtation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual. 2000. 

3. Transportation Research Board. National Cooperative Highway Research Program, Report No. 279, Intersection 
Channelization Design Guide. 1985. 

Enclosure·. Appendices "A" through ~E". 

File: 0012_access modification_final.doc 
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I 0-2-08 

RECEIVED 
OCT 0 2 2008 

CI1Y OF HILLSBORO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

"VIOLATION OF TABLE l.h. #12" 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 
Violation ofHZO Section 137 II Table !.h. #12, maximum building height. 

The applicant has stated that the condominiums proposed in this modification are to be four 
stories in height. 1 This exceeds the maximum building height in a SCR-V zone. HZO Section 137 
II Table !.h. #12 states, 

j/ 12./Jmaximum building height 1/ 3 stories II 

Since the proposed condominium height of four stories is greater than the maximum of three 
stories the proposal violates HZO Section 13 7 II Table I. h. # 12 and must be denied. 

Tha~~u, 

f. ;(u{t:-~ 
/~10m Lubischer 

22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

At the 9- I 0-2008 Planning Commission hearing the applicant stated, " ... those condominiums, at 
four stories, will have an elevator component. .. " Commissioner Langford-" ... this vertical 
element. . .! think I heard it as a four stacked flat, a four story stacked flat.. .a pillar of four story of 
mass ... "; Commissioner Fleisher-" ... as a matter of fact you pointed out the four story flats are a 
good transition ... ". 
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RECEIVED 
OCT 0 2 2008 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 
Pi..ANNiNG DEPARTMENT 

"VIOLATION OF TABLE l.h. #20" 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 
Violation ofHZO Section 137 II Table !.h. #20, maximum commercial use area exceeded. 

The applicant proposes an 8,050 sq ft day-care and a 9,600 sq ft general office in the 1.04 acre 
titled "other employment" area. Pursuant to HZO Section 136 III HH and HZO Section 136 III I, 
these uses are commercial uses, therefore the total neighborhood commercial use proposed for the 
Orenco Woods Crossing site is 15.5%. This exceeds the maximum allowable for a SCR-V zone. 
HZO Section 13 7 II Table I. h. #20 states, 

20. other requirements At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be 
unique to the district residential. Mixed use residential/commercial buildings 

may be up to an additional 20%. UQ to I 0% of net acreage 
may be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net 
acreage may be other employment uses. 

(Underlme added) 

Since the proposed commercial use area is greater than I 0%, the proposal violates HZO 
Section 137 II Table !.h. #20 and must be denied. 

Th~ Am Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

FILE NO. COP 1-96 (MOD 1) 

PROJECT/APPLICANT NAME ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

AFFIDAVIT OF NOTICE OF MAILING 

I, Lisa Califf, being duly sworn, say that I gave notice of mailing for a proposed 

...:C:..:O:;.;Nc.:.C=E'-P-'-T..:D:.:E:.:V:..:E:.:L:.:O:.:Pc.:M=E::.:Nc.:.T...:P...:LA::...:.:N..:_ ___ affecting land described as Lot(s) 

on Washington County Tax Map _______ ; or as attached hereto and 

described herinbelow; and that, pursuant to City Ordinance 2793-4-77, Section 1(111); 

Ordinance 1945, Sections 80, 109, 116, 118 or 127 as applicable; or Ordinance No. 

2808-7-77, Articles 11-VI, I did give notice of mailing to those persons or entities listed 

on the attached mail list, on or before the 26th day of September, 2008, the 

deadline date determined by relevant statute or ordinance controlling notice provisions for 

this matter. The attachments to which this affidavit are: 

Notice of Pwtolie lleiiFifl!! Co ffij Y\ U a VlCf 

Mail list 

Dated this .=2:.::6t;:;.h:...._ __ day of ..:S:.:ect:pc::te:.:m;:;.b::.e:.:r"-, __ 2008 

Signature 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 26th 

Notary Public for the State of Oregon 

day of September, 2008 

~ 
~ 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
VICkiE R. WA~ 

NOTARY PUBLIC· OREGON 
COMMISSION N0.386441 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES~~ 19, 2009 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
September 26, 2008 

To: Interested Parties 

From: Planning Department 

RE: Notice of Request for Public Hearing Continuance 
Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

Orenco Woods Crossing 
Request to Continue Public Hearing to 6:30p.m., Wednesday, October 22, 2008 

On September 10, 2008, the Hillsboro Planning Commission opened the public hearing for a 
request for modification to an approved Concept Development Plan (CDP) for the Orenco 
Woods Crossing development. That evening the hearing was continued to October 8, 2008. 

Please be advised that the Planning Department has received a request for continuance in 
this matter from the applicant. The applicant has requested that the public hearing be 
continued to the regular meeting of the Planning Commission on Wednesday, October 22, 
2008. 

Planning Department staff will transmit the request for continuance to the Planning 
Commission on October 8, 2008. 

Questions regarding this notice should be directed to Ruth Klein in the Hillsboro Planning 
Department at (503) 681-6465. 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681·6153 • FAX 503/681·6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Kelly Ritz 
Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC 
4230 SW Galewood Street 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Brian Dunn 
Dunn Traffic Engineering 
107 SE Washington Street 
Suite 445 
Portland, OR 97214 

K. Shawn Edgar 
630 NW 27th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

JeffLuyet 
975 NW 228th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mark David 
183 SE 7th Ave 
Hillsboro, 0 R 97123 

Charlie & Emily Keene 
22965 NW Birch St. 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mike Kilgom 
1250 NW 231 51 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Catherine Taylor 
22885 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

PamBulmann 
821 NW 227th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jon Bradley 
856 NW 227'h Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862 
POBox455 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Jim Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama Rd 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Minh Tran 
198 BE 74th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Brian Hathaway 
22968 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Laurie Vizzini 
22980 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Andre Meek 
22885 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 

Abigail Dunagan 
22663 NW Birch St 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Harvey Kempema 
22484 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

David Fox 
6504 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Christine Armer 
1255 NW 228th Avenue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mimi Doukas 
WRGDesign 
5415 SW Westgate Drive 
Suite 100 
Portland, OR 97221 

Bonnie Kooken 
700 NW 228th A venue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

AI Waibel 
22495 NW Quatama Rd 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Bob & Kathy Peck 
832 NW 228th 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Kevin & Sharon Keene 
22965 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jeremiah Northcutt 
22880 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Tara & Jeff McRitchie 
7281 NE Rockridge Place 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Matt Hensley 
495 NW Lenox Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Laine Young 
PO Box 966 
Beaverton, OR 97075 

George & Diane Andersen 
152 NE Autumnwood Terrace 
Hillsboor, OR 97124 
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Jose Blanco 
625 NW 22i11 Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Sue Lind 
22685 NW Birch Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

William Chapman 
622 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Steve Heino 
22670 NW Elm Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
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Dan Bloom 
815 NW 229th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jacob Speas 
22662 NW Dogwood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Mark Waits 
744 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Bill Metzker 
RE/Max Equity Group 
1300 NE 48 '" Ave Suite 500 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Joan Krahmer 
614 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Ed Crawford 
1135 NW 228th Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

David Slansky & Susan Tompkins 
Slanksy 
905 E Main Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Lori Klingler 
6971 NE Willowgrove Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
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Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting 
September IO, 2008 
6:30PM 

MINUTES 

I. CALL TO ORDER- ROLL CALL 

President Coulter called the meeting to order. 

Hillsboro Civic Center 
Auditorium 

ISO E. Maio Street 
Hillsboro 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Coulter, Brewer, Mathews, Fleisher, Lankford and 
Roberts. Commissioner Callaway was expected to arrive at any time. 

STAFF PRESENT: R.ibellia, Raber, Bond, Cooper, Dias, Klein, Turiel, and Wells. 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND NON-AGENDA ITEMS-

Pat Ribellia, Planning Director, introduced the Commission to Alwin Turiel, the new 
Long-Range Planning Director, who came to the job with more than 20+ years of 
planning experience at various government levels and had worked for the City of 
Beaverton and Klamath County, as well as in Georgia, Florida, California and Alaska. 
Ms. Turiel had been working for the City for almost two months. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES -July 9, 2008 

Commissioner Fleisher asked for the deletion of a statement attributed to him on page 6 
about security at Jackson School because he was not sure that was actually stated. 

Commissioner Eyre recalled hearing that statement made about problems with juveniles 
in the open space. 

Mr. Cooper 6:34:06 responded that Staff would listen to the audio record and ensure the 
reference was correct. 

Commissioner Roberts 6:34:20 stated that he would abstain from the vote, since his 
copy of the minutes was missing all of its even-numbered pages. 

Vice-President Brewer moved to approve the July 9, 2008 Planning Commission 
meeting minutes as edited upon verification by Staff as discussed on Page 6. 
Commissioner Mathews seconded the motion, which passed by a 5 to 0 to I vote 
with Commissioner Roberts abstaining. 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
A. SNRP 1-08: Elementary School #27: 

Planning Commission Minutes 
September 10, 2008 

Page I of37 

773 



774 

Applicant: Hillsboro School District represented by Cornerstone Management 
Group. 

Location: West Side of229th Avenue, approximately 1,700 feet south of its 
intersection with SE Alexander Street. 

Legal: Tax Lots 300 and 600 on Washington County Assessor's Tax Map 
1S2-10DC. 

Request: Request for approval of a Type 2 Significant Natural Resources 
Permit (SNRP) for the future site of Elementary School No. 27, on 
approximately 9 acres of property zoned R-7 Single Family 
Residential, and designed PF, Public Facility, on the 
Comprehensive Plan map. Resolution No. was available. 
(Bond) 

Ms. Bond read the conduct of hearing format into the record and reviewed the Staff 
report dated August 20, 2008. 

President Coulter asked if any Commissioners had anything to declare before the 
Applicant's presentation. 

Commissioner Roberts 6:38:19 declared that he needed to abstain from voting on this 
particular agenda item because the Hillsboro School District was a client of his office. 
While he believed that he could vote impartially, he saw no reason to risk the issues. 

President Coulter also noted for the record, that if Mr. Callaway arrived during the 
presentation that he would also be recusing himself, since he was an employee of the 
school district. 

President Coulter called for the Applicant's testimony. 

Rick Rainone, Cornerstone Management Group, 5331 SW McAdam, Portland, OR 
97239, stated that his company had the opportunity to work with Staff for quite some 
time. The Applicant was comfortable with the conditions and sought approval. 

President Coulter asked if there were any questions of the Applicant or Staff. 

Commissioner Fleisher: 
• Saw this as a relatively straightforward matter, but he was interested whether 

Cornerstone needed to provide qualitative, as well as quantitative, mitigation. 
• Mr. Rainone answered that the company had already presented a full landscape 

plan with the conditional use and development review application. The plan 
described the new trees being planted, and the new landscaping being added with 
the site. He believed all conditions had been met on both points. 

• Clarified that in referring to qualitative mitigation, he meant habitat. Did the 
landscaping support the wildlife that was there before the trees were removed. 
• Mr. Rainone answered that the newly planted trees would at least grow in some 

time to be ones that area wildlife could use. 

Planning Commission Minutes 
September I 0, 2008 
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There were no further questions of the Applicant. 

President Coulter called for testimony favoring, opposing, or neutral to the application. 
Seeing none, and there being no further questions from the Commission or Staff, he 
closed the public hearing at 6:41 p.m. 

Ms. Bond apologized that Staff had not provided a resolution tonight in anticipation of 
testimony. The issue would have to return, unless the Commission could approve by 
minute order. 

President Coulter replied that, in that case, the Commission could grant tentative 
approval. 

Vice-President Brewer moved for tentative approval of SNRP 1-08. Commissioner 
Mathews seconded the motion, which passed 5 to 0 to 1 with Commissioner Roberts 
abstaining. 

B. SUB 3-08: Ireland Woods II 
Applicant: Hensley Construction represented by SFA Design Group, LLC. 
Location: North of NW Camp Ireland Street, west of NW 4th Avenue, and 

south ofNW Milne Street. 
Legal: Tax Lot 1200 of Washington County Assessor's Tax Map IN3-

25AB. 
Request: Request for approval of a preliminary plat for the Ireland Woods 

subdivision, a four-lot single family detached residential 
subdivision on a property approximately 1.72 acres in size. The 
subject site is zoned R-7 Single Family Residential and designated 
RL Low Density Residential and FP Flood Plain on the 
Comprehensive Plan map. (Wells) 

Ms. Wells read the conduct of hearing format into the record, and reviewed the Staff 
report dated September 2, 2008. She noted the only changes with the Preliminary Plat 
Application were new open space requirements resulting from the Development Design 
and Density Open Space (DDOS) revisions made in August 2007. 

President Coulter clarified that the application mirrored what the Commission originally 
approved on the Preliminary Plat approval in the previous SNRP and called for the 
Applicant's testimony. 

Matt Sprague, SFA Design Group, Portland, OR, offered the following additional 
comments: 
• As stated, the Application was previously approved but had expired prior to the 

recordation of the plat. Meanwhile, a number of changes had occurred to the 
Development Code in August 2007 and now the application was back before the 
Commission for reapproval. 

Planning Commission Minutes 
September I 0, 2008 
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• He assured that all of those criteria had been met. The one exception was the request 
for an exemption from usable open space requirements, based on a couple of reasons: 
• First, the lots were so much larger than might be expected in an R-7 subdivision. 

The developer was easily able to provide probably much more than 800 sq. ft. of 
usable space per lot in the rear or side yards. 

• Secondly, a substantial amount of open space was already plarmed as passive 
open space as part of the Significant Natural Resource Permit. 

Vice-President Brewer noted that CWS's letter to the Applicant indicated the need for a 
new service provider letter for the sensitive area and asked if Mr. Sprague anticipated any 
problems. 

• Mr. Sprague answered no, because the criteria had not changed, and nothing had 
occurred on the land to change CWS's assessment. 

Commissioner Mathews: 
• Noted the presence of a leach pipe on Lots 3 and 4 and asked about their purpose and 

use as he was not familiar with the term. 
• Mr. Sprague clarified that the pipes were shown on the Street Plan, then 

answered that he did not know what they were for; noting the pipes already 
existed conditions. 

• Matt Hensley, Hensley Construction, explained the area was the old septic drain 
field, which would be closed off. He believed the map was merely showing its 
location. 

Commissioner Fleisher: 
• Noted previous developers satisfied usable open space requirements by providing 

access to open space and viewing areas, such as with benches, kiosks, etc. and asked 
whether the City could require a simple walkway so the public could enjoy the usable 
open space. 

He suggested the northern end of Lot 2 from a development standpoint 
because he could not imagine much of a house going in that particular 
panhandle shape. 

• Believed that to satisfy the usable open space requirement, the public should have an 
opportunity for access. 
• Ms. Wells responded that when the Commission previously heard the application, 

prior to the open space requirement, there was considerable discussion about what 
should or should not be allowed in that open space tract. Additional discussion 
followed about who would assume ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
for the open space tract, which was pretty good-sized at 2/3 of an acre. 

• If the Applicant desired, the SNRP process permitted the addition of a nature trail 
or passive viewing space, such as a viewing bench; however, a special review 
would still be required for its placement, which could not be done outright 
without a subdivision permit and that was tied up with who would ultimately own, 
maintain and have access to the area. 

There was discussion about potential interest from the Boy Scout camp 
located at the end of the road, right behind the tract to the west. The 

Planning Commission Minutes 
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Swallowtail School also had a site in the area that they were looking to develop 
into a school and environmental education was a large part of the school's 
curriculum. 

• The Commission had discussed possibilities for shared usage of the open space 
tract, but deferred the issue to the future, allowing the developer to figure out who 
would be interested in ownership and maintenance responsibilities, who would 
have access to the area and whether benches or nature trails would be developed 
as part of that access, which must occur under the provisions of a SNRP Review 
by the Planning Department. 

• Confirmed that the situation was addressed within the existing conditions of approval. 

President Coulter asked if there were any other questions. Hearing none, he called for 
testimony favoring, opposing or neutral to the application. 

Dan Bloom did not want anyone to forget that one of the main reasons for open space 
was its use as a common ground, so people could get to know each other. There were 
plenty of examples of large lots in suburbia where no one knew each other and an 
unfortunate cultural result of having no common ground. If this was an example where 
the passive was not really accessible, then it did not supply that need. 

There was no further testimony from the audience. 

President Coulter called for the Applicant's rebuttal. 

Mr. Sprague responded that the issue was not a matter of making the common space 
inaccessible, but to what degree and to whom it would be accessible. 
• Having the Boy Scouts or Swallowtail School use the area was being discussed, even 

perhaps as a shared use, which would be a public benefit. 
• The developer was trying to develop some kind of usability and access to the open 

space, but this had to be done with a future permitting process if any approvals were 
to be made. 

Commissioner Lankford: 
• Noted the present plans showed no additional parking for vans or carpools to utilize 

the site without necessarily parking in front of the other lots. He asked if the 
permitting could go in after the fact, or if it had to be accommodated at this point. 
• Mr. Sprague responded that the degree of use for that space required the 

submission of a permit for the impact to that particular resource and impact area, 
in accordance with the SNRP standards. Currently, there would be no way of 
judging what that impact would be or where any future user might access the area. 

For example, the area was contiguous to other Boy Scout properties and no 
other parking would likely be needed to accommodate access to the open 
space, since it was already on site. 
If the school was already utilizing the property, any environmental studies 

would only mean walking over to the open space before returning to the 
classroom. 

Planning Commission Minutes 
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• Clarified that, in visual terms, parents arriving to pick up children after a field trip 
would do so at the school as opposed to the site itself. 
• Mr. Sprague agreed, adding the experience would not be like an actual field trip, 

but like walking out to the playground, only a little bit farther. 
• Asked if the Applicant would be amenable to the notion of an easement, which had 

the desirable characteristic of everyone knowing upfront there would be some traffic 
and then the potential impact could be determined. 
• Mr. Sprague replied they did not necessarily know that any traffic would be back 

there, to what degree traffic might occur, or how that area would be utilized. The 
type of access would depend on the end user's wants. 

For example, field trips would not require any path improvements whatsoever, 
because students would be going in to study the environment. However, if the 
Boy Scouts wanted to continue their path system, that might be a different 
story. 

• He noted a 26-ft. width along Camp Ireland Street, where the actual impact area 
carne into, probably offered the most appropriate location to access the property 
because it would mean coming off the main street, instead of walking up a side 
street between homes to access the space. 

President Coulter asked if the Commissioners had any questions of Staff. Hearing 
none, he closed the public hearing at 7:03p.m. 

Vice-President Brewer moved for tentative approval of SUB 03-08 with the 
conditions proposed in the September 2, 2008 Staff report, directing Staff to prepare 
a resolution, and the Applicant to prepare findings for the September 24, 2008 
meeting. Commissioner Mathews seconded the resolution, which carried 
unanimously. 

President Coulter announced that Commissioner Callaway had arrived and that City 
Attorney, Pam Beery had joined the Commission at the dais. 

C. CDP 1-06 (MOD!): Orenco Woods Crossing 
Applicant: Venture Properties represented by WRG Design, Inc. 
Location: 

Legal: 
Request: 

North of NW Quatarna Road, south of Street 2, west of NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and east of Street B. 
Tax Lot 3400 of Washington County Assessor's Tax Map 1N2-35. 
Request for approval of a modification to the Concept 
Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a phased 
residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size 
zoned SCR-V Station Community Residential - Village, with 
multiple Comprehensive Plan Designations of RL Low Density 
Residential, RM Medium Density Residential, OS Open Space and 
FP Flood Plain. (Klein) 

Ms. Klein read the conduct of hearing format into the record and reviewed the Staff 
report dated September 4, 2008, noting the Commission had also received a 
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Supplemental Staff report with testimony bundled behind it and a stand alone sheet of 
faxed testimony that Staff received after issuing the first Staff report. 

President Coulter explained the hearing process to the audience and emphasized that the 
Commission would only hear testimony related to the modifications, which were the only 
thing on record. If someone asked questions not germane to the modification request, he 
would ask that they move on to something more germane or stop their testimony. 

President Coulter called for the Applicant's testimony. 

Mimi Doukas, WRG Design, Venture Properties, stated that tonight's application 
requested a modification to the Orenco Woods Crossing. WRG Design came before the 
Commission many years ago for the residential community, ultimately, submitting a 
Concept Development Plan (CDP), Detailed Development Plan (DDP), Subdivision 
Natural Resource Permit (SNRP) and Floodplain Alteration application for Orenco 
Woods Crossing, and all were approved by City Council on July 18,2006. 
• Venture Properties was now requesting to modizy its application, as discussed 

previously with the Commission, because market conditions had changed and 
feedback received through the course of Orenco Woods discussed the creation of a 
true village and the introduction of complementary non-residential land uses to create 
a mixed-use community. 
• Venture still felt Orenco Woods Crossing was, in fact, a village, but had revisited 

the concept and now wanted to introduce alternate land uses into the southeast 
corner, which was the property's most intense portion. 

• Venture proposed changing the southeast corner to include 1.94 acres of 
neighborhood commercial, and 1.04 acres of other employment uses, such as office 
uses or a day care facility. Also proposed were 64 condominium units, a slightly more 
vertical type of housing than the townhouses originally approved. 

• She indicated the proposed modification on an original site plan, noting the site would 
remain the same except for the limited modification to the site's southeast comer, the 
furthest from the old historic neighborhood of Orenco at the Cornelius Pass/Quatama 
intersection. This was the most active comer, in the company's view, and most 
appropriate place for the proposed type of use. 
• She emphasized that Venture Properties was only asking to modizy the CDP at 

this time and not for a modification of the subdivision, or DDP yet. Venture 
needed to have the uses set before determining who the end users would be. If, 
acceptable, end users could then move forward, so it was important to get through 
this stage by itself. 

• Aside from the overview of the project, which was somewhat vague, the Application 
was limited to land uses, what the impacts were and how mitigation would work. 

• The site plan was very conceptual, outlining that the condominiums would be on the 
district's north end, with other employment uses buffering to the south before 
transitioning into the neighborhood commercial node. 

Ms. Doukas responded to public testimony submitted within the last 48 hours not yet 
addressed by the Applicant as follows: 
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• The set of conditions of approval that applied were those of City Resolution No. 
2172, which were sent and upheld by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 
These conditions were also appealed to both the Court of Appeals and Oregon 
Supreme Court, but were not necessarily heard. The Applicant used for these 
conditions for citations in the subject presentation. 

• The bulk of testimony received was comprised of a series of submittals from Dr. 
James Lubisher regarding the following issues: 
• Request for a continuance. Venture wanted to get through the bulk of public 

testimony at tonight's hearing, with written testimony due by September 24th, 
matching the deadline in Dr. Lubisher's letter. The company further requested 
written rebuttals be received by October 1, followed by a full public hearing for 
Applicant's final rebuttal on October 8, 2008. 

• Questions of Venture's compliance. Dr. Lubisher referenced Condition 64 
concerning the good faith effort of recording the historic McDonald House on the 
National List of Historic Places. She countered by quoting Condition 2, "The 
Applicant needs to substantially conform with these Conditions of Approval," 
noting that 'substantially' was a key word. 

Venture agreed that all appeals ended on March I, 2008, however, the 
condition also stated, "Within 60 days, following the expiration of all appeals, 
the Applicant shall file for a listing fund, and pursue in good faith." 
The Elks did pursue in good faith and did, in fact, submit a substantial 

application for the McDonald House on July I, prior to the recordation of the 
final plat, and well before any development occurred there, since nothing had 
really happened, but did exceed 80 days since the expiration of all appeals. 
The Elks and were working through that process, so there was no harm done 
by that perceived way. 

• Conditions of Approval did not allow for transfer of the property without giving 
the City right of first refusal. Condition 64's final version had no language to that 
effect, and as co-applicants, a transfer between Venture and the Elks was 
presumed in the land use application. 

President Coulter interjected that while these were important facts, they did not concern 
the modification request, which is what the Commission wanted to hear about. 

Ms. Doukas continued her responses to Dr. Lubisher' s concerns from his submittals as 
follows: 
• Phasing. Venture had requested a modification to the phasing. The fundamental 

reason for controlling the phasing of how the development moved forward was to 
provide the ability for the future purchase of parkland. 
• The specific phasing plan would be provided in the CDP/DDP applications, which 

was the vehicle and what Venture was using to request a modification to it. 
• The proposed phasing plan was consistent with the conditions of approval. 

Phasing began in the southeast comer, transitioned around the site and ended in 
the northwest comer; again, allowing for the additional purchase of parkland 
should funds become available. Notice of construction for Phase 4 had already 
been mailed, which exceeded the 180-day timeline. 
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• Venture wanted Phase 3 in the southeast comer only for the vertical element of 
the commercial; it was not dealing with the infrastructure. Residents needed to be 
present to shop in the neighborhood commercial area, which was key to the 
phasing change request. 

• Traffic. Dr. Lubisher argued that the midday standard had not been met; however, the 
midday standard was not the driving peak hour. It was still the PM peak with the 
proposed modification. This issue was previously upheld by LUBA; it was not 
different from the previous analysis. 

• Permanent access to Cornelius Pass Road. Washington County's Staff report 
continued to support that midpoint access and the access modification was consistent 
with its previous approval. She expected approval of the updated access modification 
shortly. 

• Underestimation of commercial traffic in the Neighborhood Commercial District. 
Some examples provided by Dr. Lubisher were not even permitted in an SCRV Zone. 
• The proposal before the Commission, and how the traffic analysis was put 

together, was a reasonable development of the highest-intensity uses permitted in 
neighborhood commercial zones, which were intentionally limited by nature. 

• Questions about Quatama Road Bridge's safety. A 20-ft. width at the bridge crossing 
was deemed safe for vehicular traffic and was consistent with Washington County's 
September 8, 2008 Staff report, which did not identifY any additional safety 
improvements. 
• Similar to previous discussions, the pedestrian system, street network and internal 

sewer ofOrenco Woods would actually pull pedestrian traffic off that bridge and 
would be a much more desirable route for pedestrians. 

• And in conformance to City and County transportation plans, she expected the 
bridge's traffic loads to be reduced, following completion of the Quatama Road 
extension to Baseline Road. 

• Potential access blockage on Quatama by 2024. The site plan would not change 
anything from what was previously approved, nor did it worsen the long-term 
queuing condition. 
• A Cornelius Pass Road left turn lane onto NW Kane was warranted, but not 

constructed. This was identical to the previous application and Washington 
County had not identified any adverse impacts. 

• Change in use. This was an interesting premise, since Dr. Lubisher took this 
application on appeal to the Oregon Supreme Court based on his interpretation that 
commercial uses were required. 
• LUBA and all subsequent appeal bodies upheld Venture's assertion that 

commercial use was not required, but was, in fact, permitted. Now, Dr. Lubisher 
was arguing against commercial uses, which seemed a bit odd. The 
Comprehensive Plan amendment did not speak to non-residential uses, but was 
silent on that issue. 

• She believed the residential density limitations were really a land use 
compatibility issue dealing with neighborhood against neighborhood, and lot size 
against lot size. 
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• Neither the development directions nor Conditions of Approval prohibited those 
non-residential uses. Different conditions of approval specifically controlled the 
transportation impacts to ensure that mitigations matched traffic impacts. 

• Orenco Woods's physical design was identical to that originally proposed for 94% 
of the site in land area consideration. Commercial and other employment uses 
were expressly permitted in the SCRV zone, including the percentages proposed 
tonight. 

Ms. Doukas concluded her remarks by addressing the following submitted written 
testimony: 
• Ms. Koken's written testimony about the Historic Park and McDonald House was not 

applicable to the application. 
• A letter from Mr. Chapman and several other residents spoke of whether a bigger 

conflict existed with this application. A response had been prepared from Garby 
Shuperbaer, 7:29:47 Attorney for Venture Properties. Ed Sullivan was the original 
attorney who argued the Baker case, and provided the analysis. Both documents 
would be given to Staff. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Inquired how legally bound the Commission was to the issues and confines in the 

modification, and whether the Commission could dive into the original application, 
which put the modification in context of the approved CDP. She noted that no 
specific modification process existed, though the Commission had established one in 
the City. 
• Ms. Beery 7:31:34 answered that excellent question was certainly one that she 

and Staff had thought a lot about in context of this and other applications. It was 
correct that no specific process existed for modifYing a Concept Development 
Plan in the Code. However, this very issue was addressed in the recent LUBA 
appeal of the Pacific University Building B application. 

Consistent with well-established common law, the City argued that regardless 
of what a local code might say, any change to an approved application needed 
to go through the exact same level of process as conducted in the initial review. 
This helped ensure a bright light on the modification, that the public has the 
same opportunities to participate as they did originally. 

• The only elements in the Commission's jurisdiction were those in the application. 
The Commission certainly needed to consider whether the modification was 
appropriate under the Code and the Staff report addressed compliance of the 
modification with the Code, but the Commission should not be examining the rest 
of the project again, only the phasing plan and specific changes proposed this 
evenmg m uses. 

• She emphasized that unlike a lot of applications, this did not include a DDP 
application, so the Conunission was not concerned tonight about building 
elevations, architectural materials, etc. 

• Clarified that the bearing of the Commission's decision-making on the modification 
itself depended on facts that were supported, or were part of the record dealing with 
the rest of the Concept Development Plan. She understood that the Commission 
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could pursue those issues to the extent that they had some bearing on the 
modification. 
• Ms. Beery agreed, adding that a fundamental legal principle in land use prevented 

what was commonly referred to as a collateral attack on prior approvals. While 
prior approvals were relevant to the extent that they informed the current review, 
they could be not reopened. For example, .the approved zone change 
acknowledged by the LCD, but not appealed was a final change that could not be 
revisited. The Commission could certainly use prior approvals as information. 

President Coulter further clarified that other pieces of the broader development, such as 
the McDonald House, open space, and five-acre park were not part of tonight's discussion 
because they were not part of the modification request. 

Commissioner Fleisher: 
• Wanted to understand the changes in traffic patterns, intensities, types and times of 

day caused by changing the land use from what was currently approved to what was 
proposed. 
• Brian Dunn, Dunn Traffic Engineering, noted the Trip Generation Table on 

page 24 of the August 2008 Traffic Study that broke out individual site trip 
generation for the development. 

• The amount of trips generated by the site would increase as a result of the new 
uses in the southeast comer of commercial and other employment. He focused on 
the total site trip generation summarized at the bottom. The table focused on 
traffic for three time periods: average daily, weekday AM peak hour, and 
weekday PM peak hour. The peak hour periods were the focus of the capacity 
analysis for the traffic study. 
- The site would generate 344 primary trips in the peak AM versus 437 trips in 

the peak PM hours and an estimated 4,672 average weekday trips. 
• The table assumed high-trip intensity uses for the commercial elements. For the 

purposes of this CDP application, a mixture of uses was assumed including 
pharmacy and shopping center, and daycare and general office for the other 
employment uses. 

• Asked what the figures meant and how they combined with neighborhood traffic, as 
well as the Cornelius Pass/Quatama intersection. 
• Mr. Dunn answered that the analysis looked at total traffic conditions for the 

build-out year, assuming the entire development was fully built. With the 
proposed planned improvements, analysis of the studied intersections included 
where Wilkin Street is today, down Kane Lane, and for the proposed site access to 
Quatama at 76th, as well as the intersection at Dogwood/231 st and revealed that 
those intersections would operate and meet both the Washington County 
operating standards and the City's level of service (LOS) standards, as specified in 
Section 137 of the Development Code. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
• Recalled a half a decade ago hearing then Vice-President Coulter ask a simple 

defining question that forced the traffic engineers to get out of their mumbo-jumbo, "I 
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drive Cornelius Pass every day. When your development is done, has my time 
through that segment, north to south and south to north, stayed the same, gotten better 
or worse?" 
• Mr. Dunn replied that question was not answered in the traffic study, nor was the 

exact amount of delay that drivers would experience for particular movements. 
The focus was on meeting LOS standards specified in the City Code. 

• Ms. Doukas added that she had learned over the years that traffic was a very 
dynamic factor, making it impossible to say that adding two trips would result in 
the system doing this. People drive in all sorts of different ways and it became 
even more complicated when a number of mixed uses were added. 

• The developers were increasing the number of trips through the proposed 
modification. As part of this application, substantial mitigation improvements 
were required that would significantly change the entire dynamics of how both 
Cornelius Pass and Quatama functioned. 
- Since the original land use approval, the signal timing was changed at that 

intersection and the neighbors had already seen a substantial change, just with 
that one modification. 

• Completion of the required improvements would change the area's dynamic 
drastically. Some movements would improve, while others would be more 
delayed. The ultimate result would be a functioning transportation system that met 
Code standards. Venture's analysis showed the project met the City's LOS and 
County standards. 

Two different agencies had looked at the plan and a traffic engineer was 
stamping it. 
Ultimately, the transportation met the standards that the community had set 

forth. The developers had met that burden of proof and provided the 
documentation, which Staff was reviewing. She asserted that was the true 
yardstick the Commission had to use. 

• Replied that was not true, because Washington County and City of Hillsboro 
standards only measured intersections, not the road capacity between them. 

The Commission worked to a different standard and had to answer to the 
community. Though the traffic report could come back saying it met this 
standard, the Commission still had the ability to say yes or no. 

• Recalled that the Commission finally said "no" at that other hearing based on traffic. 
- At that time, both Washington County and Hillsboro representatives looked 

the Commission right in the eye, because they really did an analysis on the 
spot, and answered that the impact would be worse. Both municipalities' 
representatives stated that even after all the improvements including those to 
the intersections, the time through the segment would be slowed. 
The Commission said no because the community would only be hurt by 

approving this traffic, so somebody still had to answer that question. 

Ms. Doukas asked, with all due respect, what criteria that was. 

President Coulter: 
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• Reminded Ms. Doukas that during the first hearings, the Commission and City 
Council had made certain commitments. One was to follow this process closely, so 
there would be no greater impacts to citizens living in that area. The Commission 
faced the same thing as the City and County when it came to Wal-Mart. 

• Asserted that for him, the bottom line was if a greater impact was created, then the 
proposed modification was not be an improvement, but a negative to the community, 
which was not be something he would approve, personally. 

• Asked what new planned improvements were in this modification that were not part 
of the original CDP that would make the Commission feel that the developers could 
handle such higher traffic volumes. He saw the traffic more than double or triple. 

Commissioners lived in the area and had to deal with these roads, so they had 
to make sure that there was no greater impact. Everyone made that 
commitment as a Commission, as a Council, and as a community. 
He understood what Ms. Doukas wanted to do, but did not consider it a 

workable timeline to move the process through. 
• Wanted the City's traffic engineers to discern the information provided by Mr. Dunn, 

as well as the myriad of information gathered from opposers, put it all together and 
provide an analysis. 

• Asserted the true test for him was whether it presented a greater negative impact. If it 
did, then he had a problem. 

Commissioner Roberts agreed that was it, in a nutshell. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Asked what traffic impact Mr. Dunn anticipated by this modification of traffic 

actually going west through Old Orenco compared to the original application. 
• Mr. Dunn replied that more traffic would go west, as part this application, though 

residential trip generation would stay roughly the same. 
• The neighborhood commercial and other employment pieces would add traffic to 

Quatama and 2271
h going into Old Orenco and 231 ". The study assumed much of 

this traffic would be local in nature because of the neighborhood commercial uses 
and that traffic would essentially bleed off into various intersecting 
neighborhoods, such as Danbury Park, which fronts Quatama's southern side; the 
Old Orenco neighborhood; and some residences along 231 st. 

That combination of customers for the commercial element would add traffic 
to the corridor in the west. The study showed 102 and 132 peak AM and PM. 
trips, respectively. 

• He confirmed he had traveled down those streets many times in the past four 
years. 

• Reminded Mr. Dunn that, for the Applicant, the Commission was specifically 
committed to protecting and minimizing against the amount of traffic through those 
streets. The streets could not really be widened, because of the mature landscaping 
there. 

• Queried how the project was a betterment of the original CDP if it increased the 
amount of traffic going through Old Orenco. 
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• Mr. Dunn suggested the neighborhood commercial use, the biggest component of 
the trip generation for the southeast portion would serve residents in that area; 
those living in Danbury Park and the Old Orenco neighborhood. 

• Questioned whether Mr. Dunn considered those trips internal, pass by, or primary 
trips, where people went a specific destination. She found the terminology confusing. 
• Mr. Dunn responded that the traffic study was conservative because all trips were 

treated as primary ones, and each counted as a new trip in the system. 
• In reality, however, a bulk of the area was already developed. People might 

already be in the system who were going to another shopping experience 
elsewhere that might come to the subject site. Rather than try to guesstimate what 
that figure might be, the Applicant chose to use the analysis that kept those as 
primary trips. 

• Wanted to clarifY if Mr. Dunn meant that when build-out occurred in 2011, the 
project would meet the criteria with the traffic improvements as intended, or would 
full build-out in 20 II meet the current traffic situation without improvements in 
2011. 

She could not find the specific language in the traffic report, she asked if Mr. 
Dunn meant that traffic would be supported by the new system coming in 2011 
after the projects completion, or supported by the current traffic system already 
in place. 

• Mr. Dunn understood the question was whether the system would function 
adequately in 2011 upon full build-out with the physical improvements made. 

• Answered no, she wanted to make sure traffic would be supported by improvements 
to the system once phased in by the County and others, or would citizens have to wait 
until that was done if the project was built ahead of time. 
• Mr. Dunn replied that all physical improvements and capacity enhancements 

would be made before any development occurred, including all frontage 
improvements to Quatama and Cornelius Pass Roads; all tum lane and signal 
improvements at the Cornelius Pass/Quatama intersection; as well as the 
establishment of proposed site access at the midpoint to the north along Cornelius 
Pass Road. 

• Projections for the next four years showed as the site filled out both the City and 
County standards would met. 

• Confirmed that the standards would be met I 00% of the time. She had not 
understood that the phase-in actually coincided with what Mr. Dunn stated, but would 
let the Applicant tell her if that was different. 

President Coulter: 
• Asked if they were relying on other jurisdictions to make improvements on Cornelius 

Pass Road, in order for what he called a "push out" effect not to occur. Something 
might look good in front of the Applicant's particular parcel, but if the end puzzle 
pieces were not done, a bottleneck would be created on either end. 
• Mr. Dunn thought that was a good question, and believed the focus was on what 

created delays along Cornelius Pass Road. He saw the pinch point coming from 
the traffic signal. If the signal was not there, there would not be any queuing or 
delays on Cornelius Pass, it would be free flowing. 
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• The planned improvements included the widening of Quatama's legs on its 
east/west sides; the addition of a left-tum lane to service two lanes of traffic 
approaching from each side instead of the one lane present today. 
- This addition would preserve more "green time" on Cornelius Pass Road 

north/south to keep traffic moving. 
• In the 1 to 1 'iS years, the County had also installed some protected, permissive 

left-tum phasing to help movements along Cornelius Pass and reduce queues. 
• Also, the subject application would add a southbound, right-tum lane off 

Cornelius Pass onto Quatama, which was not accounted for in the previous study 
or CDP application. 

Imagine the impact of all those right -tum movements whether from existing 
traffic today, new traffic from the proposed development, or background traffic 
over the next four years. The study identified 18 in-process developments that 
were ongoing, or partially and mostly complete. Pulling right turning traffic 
out of the through stream would allow the signal to service more 
north/southbound traffic during peak hours and was one of the new 
enhancements. 

• Asked if any greater negative impacts could be expected after these improvements 
were made if no other improvements were made on Cornelius Pass Road. 
• Mr. Dunn replied he could not say until he looked at the details regarding the 

specific movements more closely. 
• Responded that Mr. Dunn would have to look at the details more closely, because he 

was wrestling with that question and relied on him for an answer. 
• Inquired what happened if Washington County said no to the spacing change on the 

access; how would that affect the traffic modeling? Until he saw something in 
writing, it would not happen. 
• Ms. Doukas expected a decision from Washington County before the 

Commission had to make a decision. She confirmed that Venture would have to 
return before the Commission, if the County said no. 

• Questioned whether there would be a more negative ability to tum from Cornelius 
Pass onto Kian in a triple traffic count scenario during PM peak traffic. 
• Mr. Dunn did not believe so. 
• Ms. Doukas understood that regardless of what happened to this property, 

Washington County's plan called for removing that turn movement because it was 
too close to Quatama. She did not consider it related to Orenco Woods. 

• Asserted that the tum was related, especially in light of the economic climate and the 
fact that when Washington County would remove the access was uncertain. 

• Asked what would be done if Washington County still had not made the 
improvements after the almost triple traffic load increase was created, so people could 
tum left without getting rear-ended. 
• Mr. Dunn responded that the condition and volume was the same as before in 

terms of drivers turning left onto Kian. Traffic volume was low for that movement 
and no dedicated left tum lane currently existed there now. 

• He clarified that the assertion of a triple traffic volume was likely based on the 
average daily trips, emphasizing it was not triple during the peak hour. 
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• Remarked that whatever the variable, it was not easy to turn left during AM and PM 
peak hours. Adding the commercial use would add more cars during PM times, 
increasing the risk of getting rear-ended when trying to turn left. 
• Mr. Dunn responded that a lot of commercial traffic would turn left at the signal. 

The queuing analysis indicated that the area could handle the queues within the 
I 00 ft. of storage distance present. The main benefactor of that would be the 
protected, permissive left-turn phasing that had been established. 

• There was no other way to turn onto Kian, which dead-ended into a small 
subdivision of townhomes. 

• He supported Ms. Doukas' judgment that the County would remove the access, or 
limit it to "right in, right out," because it was too close to Quatama Road. 

• Eventually, there might be opportunity for full access to Quatama, once the 
adjacent vacant parcel developed. County policy dictated taking access to lower­
functioning roadways. 

• Agreed with the idea, but did not know when that would happen. One life lost was 
still one life lost. He did not want to be that life, or be responsible for failing to do 
the right thing. 

• Asked why the Applicant did not install a left-tum lane, so no one had to worry. 
• Mr. Dunn responded that would not be proportionate to the impacts for the 

development, adding the turn lane warrants were analyzed for that intersection. 
• Replied that the Commission was being asked for a modification that would create a 

more negative impact. 
• Mr. Dunn stated the Applicant would be building something the County would 

not. 
• Ms. Doukas replied that the left turn movement was unsafe today, and allowing 

for it was increasing an unsafe condition, encouraging people to make an unsafe 
turn movement. 

• Believed approving the modification right now would increase the risk to drivers, too. 
• Ms. Doukas argued that regardless, there should be a median today that would 

not exist without Orenco Woods. 
• Asked what Ms. Doukas would do if she lived on Kian. 

• Ms. Doukas responded that she would be annoyed to no end. However, she felt a 
median was in her best interest and safety, and would want one in place if she had 
a teenage child. There was no median there now, but there should be. 

• Did not disagree, but the Commission did not know when one would be installed. If 
the Commission increased the problem with the modification, it would just be 
enhancing the situation. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Reiterated that limiting the number of dwellings was very important in the last 

application in order to limit the impact on the surrounding neighborhood; recognizing 
Old Orenco was very fraglle, and a land primed for development was hitting against 
more development to the east, south and north. 

• Noticed the proposed modification kept the same number of dwellings and added that 
making some into condominiums did not bother her nor did the addition of non­
residential properties. 
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• Had not resolved in her mind whether the proposed modification made things better 
or worse than the original application as far as the impact to the neighborhood to the 
west and the whole community. 

The developers still complied with the limitation of dwellings, but had 
increased traffic. There had been quite a lot of dancing around and discussion 
to come up with that magic number of dwelling units 

• Needed to hear from the Applicant that the additional traffic mitigation would result 
in a similar or improved position from the last application, not that it was tolerable, 
but that it was the same or improved. 

Commissioner Callaway: 
• Recalled Ms. Doukas stating that 94% of the land would remain the same, and asked 

if any space was being lost with this modification. 
• Ms. Doukas answered that all parks remained the same, including Three Sequoia 

Park, the notch cut out of the Hillsboro Elks Lodge, the open space, and Rock 
Creek Trail. The only thing that looked different from the original open space 
diagram was a courtyard feature for the town homes featured in that comer. 

• Hillsboro actually owned the park land on the creek's south side, which was why 
the tax lot exhibit was notched out as it was. 

• Clarified that Three Sequoia Park was outside of this modification. 
• Noted that one request was moving the development of this area from the third phase 

to the first. If this served the neighborhood, why did it generate so many more trips, 
and why did it need to be built third? If the area was being supported by all of the 
trips, the rooftops clearly would not generate the customer base, which seemed totally 
incongruous to him. 
• Ms. Doukas responded that it had more to do with the broader radius than Orenco 

Woods Crossing. The service radius depended on the end user's function. 
A coffee shop would have a smaller radius, while a daycare would have a 

broader one; either way, it would be localized since the majority of people 
would want something convenient to their home or work. 

• The mixture of uses was geared only for this district, not a citywide or regional 
draw. It was part of a broader neighborhood, but the City could not ignore 249 
rooftops, and the customer base that included, as well. To have a truly viable 
neighborhood commercial district, the City needed the combination of both uses, 
because the area did not just serve Orenco Woods Crossing. 

• Questioned whether the service radius would allow the first phase to be built just fine. 
• Ms. Doukas answered that commercial was a finicky land use because it was tied 

to numbers of customers. Commercial retailers would want the rooftops in place. 
• Asked if trips would be reduced if the coffee shop and pharmacy did not have drive­

throughs. 
• Mr. Dunn answered yes, because the convenience of driving up would not be 

there . 
• Ms. Doukas responded that when the developers first began working on this 

application, they wanted a reasonable build-out scenario. Nobody wanted to 
return before the Commission, saying, "Oops! We were wrong about traffic." 
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• She believed that a reasonably aggressive effort had been made on the 
assumptions built into the traffic study, though Dr. Lubisher claimed otherwise. 
The assumptions were not necessarily tied to what the developers wanted to build. 
She had no idea if anybody wanted a drive-through pharmacy because the 
developers would have to talk to retailers. 

• The developers could simplifY the transportation analysis, or completely change 
the trip generation. She did not know if that was a fair conversation to have. 

• As a starting point, the developers wanted to say, "Here is what we think the end 
parameter will be; the most extreme version of what will be generated in this 
district." This accounted for the proposed uses being proposed touight. 

• Clarified that traffic could not be any worse than what was already being proposed. 
• Ms. Doukas answered that was part of the CDP process, which set the bookends 

for what could happen on the property. As part of the DDP process, an applicant 
must show compliance with the original transportation analysis, which was 
precisely why Venture tried to set parameters, or reasonable scenarios, of what 
might happen in this district. 

• Observed there would be a reduction of two dwelling uuits, from 66 to 64 and saw 
this as a case of "having our cake and eating it, too," because the residences would 
have to be crammed into a much smaller area to make the commercial happen. 
• Ms. Doukas thought the developers had come up with a good design. There was a 

market for it, which was why the developers were revisiting it, but she felt it was 
something that the commuuity would be proud of. 

Commissioner Lankford: 
• Noted that as a quasi-judicial proceeding, he would have to exercise his judgment of 

what had been laid out before him. 
• Questioned whether the traffic study encompassed its South Hillsboro's anticipated 

volume, since it Cornelius Pass was one of three major arteries being used for 
north/south traffic. 

As a South Hillsboro Task Force member, he noted the City's interest in that 
area stemmed from its status as the closest open residential opportuuity to a lot 
of the employment corridor just north ofthis development. 

• Commented that, at with 50% of the capacity, South Hillsboro Cornelius Pass bore 
an unseemly large amount of traffic and wondered if that South Hillsboro's density 
had been accounted for in the traffic study. 
• Mr. Dunn answered the short answer was no, because the developers did not look 

long-term with this study. The developers did submit a 20-year access spacing 
modification analysis to Washington County. However, it did not include the 
South Hillsboro land use. 

• He had asked Washington County's traffic engineer if the analysis should be 
included and the engineer responded that the analysis had to include whatever was 
in the County's adopted transportation model. 

• Responded that was a perfect example of what he discussed, because the formula did 
not account for South Hillsboro. 

• Expressed two reservations, as someone interested in green space issues. 
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First, the concept of a vertical development would lead to greater visual 
obstructions for individuals traveling along that green space. In effect, they 
would only see a four-story mass against the skyline that was not there before. 
Also, a lot more roof could be seen, just from looking at this map and a 

monster parking lot was introduced into the middle of the project. 
• Was concerned about the issue of impervious cover .. Having driven Cornelius Pass 

daily for I 0 years, he could not recall a-time two years in succession when that the 
old park benches on the golf course were not up to their second rungs in water. For 
this reason, adding a bunch of parking lot and massive roof structure to this region 
seemed imprudent. 

If development had to take place, it should be individualized, with every roof 
having a little bit of green space around it to allow more absorption to take 
place, rather than shunting water into an already overburdened system. 

• Stated the reaction to this proposal struck him the same as shooting a BB gun into a 
large wasp nest. He did not see a lot of compelling reasons to stir things up given the 
amount of fuss that had already been raised over this thing. He had no interest in 
agitating the situation. 

• Questioned Ms. Doukas's assertions to Commissioner Callaway of getting a lot of 
positive feedback from this the community and wondered if that was the feeling of this 
community, or a market study. 
• Ms. Doukas responded it was a little bit of both, and that single-story living was a 

very desirable thing. She had it heard it in people's feedback and in the 
marketplace, as well. 

• Was concerned about having only one egress point for a region bounded on three 
sides, as well as dumping South Hillsboro into this egress point, when it had not been 
adequately factored in. 

• Felt pretty confident which side he would come down on, if he had to exercise quasi­
judicial judgment. At this time, he remained skeptical of the proposed development. 
At the end of the day, he felt like he was sending trips down to sleepy Orenco, 
especially if Cornelius Pass became overburdened. 

• Commented that Ms. Doukas had the right to develop the area, but wanted to mitigate 
the effects of that development. Right now, however, his instinct was to let sleeping 
dogs lie. 

Commissioner Mathews: 
• Asked how many people would be in the space once the commercial area and 

condominiums were considered. 
• Ms. Doukas responded that she could develop a number for the condominiums, 

but was not sure if she could do the same for the proposed commercial area. 
• Was equally concerned about the traffic issues, which his colleagues had already 

covered in greater detail. However, he wanted to know how many more cars this 
would add . 
• Ms. Doukas responded that could be calculated from a car standpoint. 

Commissioner Fleisher: 
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• Felt very hard-pressed to see the proposed modification as anything with any sort of 
creative thought about satisfYing the notion of a residential village, as expressed in 
the City's zoning ordinance. 

• Commented that the modification looked like a fairly traditional zoning relationship, 
adding that Ms. Doukas's comments of the four-story stacked flat being a good 
transition struck him as 1950s-type language. 

• Questioned how the illustrated land uses on the indicated parcels assured achievement 
of a residential village. He was not looking for an answer tonight, but would like to 
see one in the future. 

President Coulter: 
• Reiterated his desire not to create a greater negative commercial impact. In this 

particular instance, he thought it made sense to look at midday traffic counts, since 
the number of trips would increase from 2,000 to 4,600. 

• Thought that this particular development looked less like a village and more like a 
shopping center with houses around it. 

• Questioned the developer's assertions that people would not go outside of their own 
local area. Using himself as an example, he stated he went elsewhere all the time, 
because there was nothing on his side of town. 

• Urged Ms. Doukas not to overlook the numbers of people who would be external to 
their development. 

• Understood the desire to create rooftops to help support commercial, but leaving the 
condominium phase out of Phase I made no sense. 
• Ms. Doukas responded the condominiums provided greater flexibility, but not the 

critical timing factor that the commercial did. 
• Asserted the condominiums really belonged in Phase I because they would enhance 

the developer's ability to sell commercial property more quickly. This would get 
tenants in there more quickly, which meant money. 
• Ms. Doukas answered that phasing was a struggle, since the developers were 

being asked to define it in a way that felt pretty concrete, while still trying to deal 
with market forces. From the long-term, developers knew this was a great mix, 
and would be a viable project. 

• The developers had a general sense for how this would flow, but the 
condominium piece was trickier, because it depended on who the end builder 
would be. 

• Phase I was easy, because it would start with residential, while 3C would be left 
as far to the tail end as possible, leaving Phases 3A and 3B, which were similar. 

• Responded that he if was having commercial, he would like to have that 
condominium right next door, because there would be 64 dwelling units to use. 

• Asked if the developers met with the neighbors about the modification, and what kind 
of feedback they had gotten. 
• Ms. Doukas responded that the neighbors were most concerned about not having 

a connection to Dogwood. At that time, the developers emphasized that the west 
side would not be touched. The other concern was traffic, which the developers 
tried to talk through as best as they could. Mr. Dunn did not attend those 
meetings. 
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• She stated that application did not require neighborhood meetings. However, the 
developers wanted to have a conversation with the commWlity throughout the 
process. 

• Predicted that, in the future, neighborhood meetings would be required everywhere, 
because it made sense. 

Commissioner Roberts: 
• Suspected that the developers were wrestling with Phases 3A, 3B and 3C for the same 

reason that Commissioner Fleisher was weighing in on the village issue. He was not 
talking about architecture, but the issue of the phasing, and nice, neat slicing and 
dicing of the site. It looked nice to divide it up, but frankly, he thought the approach 
did not work. 

• Commented that it came down to architecture. For a developer, it was easier to say, 
"I'm going to put this product here, and this product here," but creating a village was 
not about products. It was about architecture, and putting it together in the right mix 
until it worked. 

• Believed the area was the right spot for what the developers were trying to do, but he 
did not see it working because the architecture did not work. The southeast comer 
seemed like the right spot for that kind of stuff. 

- There should be a closer proximity between housing and retail. 
• Suspected that the lines between phasing, and housing and retail, needed to be 

blurred. This appeared to be horizontal mixed use, and in this case, what he was 
seeing did not appear to work. 
• Ms. Doukas asked if Commissioner Roberts understood the market was not fond 

of vertical mixed use. 
• Reiterated that what he was seeing did not work; he was not looking at phasing from 

that perspective, but strictly from what the Applicant had told the Commission. The 
Commission was trying to create a community, and he would be happy to work with 
Ms. Doukas in getting there. He wanted to support what she was trying to do, but 
what he saw did not work yet. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Wanted to come a little bit to the Applicant's defense on phasing. The Applicant did 

state a need for the rooftops in order for commercial to happen and the order of the 
different types of rooftops also had its own market issues there. 

• Did not see the same market for multi-dwellings and single homes. The market 
changes had caused developers to consider commercial development, and by the time 
they get to building, it might change again. 

• Was not convinced that condominiums should be included in the first phase. 
• Believed the Commission Wlderstood that the condominiums needed to come before 

commercial in the timeline. She understood this point as someone working in the real 
estate industry. 
• Ms. Doukas responded that the district needed to be considered in totality. When 

the developers returned -with a DDP, or someone else did, that was the time to 
consider how the individual Phases (3A, 3B, 3C) worked as a district and the time 
to get into the village conversation. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

The plans presented to the Commission were schematics to show what the 
building massing looked like, relative to parking, and what the traffic generation 
physically looked like on the site. 
The developers were not architects, and none were involved in the site plan. They 
were simply designed to show the physicality of what the developers were talking 
about. 
She recognized that the design had to be taken to the next level, but did not see 
that happening without end users. 
Right now, the developers could not even talk to end users. Nobody was going to 
touch this thing, however, until the land use issues were sorted out, and 
construction permits were issued. 

President Coulter: 
• Restated his belief that the condominiums belonged in Phase I. To him, it did not 

matter if it was a condominium, single or multiple, because whatever the developers 
put in there might change. 
• Ms. Doukas responded that real estate was a little more complicated than that. 

• Emphasized that the developers were asking for a modification on something that had 
already been approved. 

Following a brief recess, the Commission reconvened at 9:12 p.m. 

President Coulter read the rules of conduct into the record and reminded the audience to 
keep their comments to the modifications. He called for any testimony in favor of, 
opposed and neutral to the modifications. 

Andre Meek, resident of Old Orenco, thanked Commissioners for listening to 
everyone's traffic concerns. 
• He noted in the new project, the existence of a right tum only onto Cornelius Pass, 

and a right turn only into the project from Cornelius Pass. 
• The only exit to a left tum would require going through to Quatama, and making a 

left tum out, to head on Cornelius Pass north. 
• He raised the issue of the Cornelius Pass/Quatama area backing up at 3 pm, so where 

would that traffic go? Everybody would start going down the comer of 
Dogwood/2271

\ which already has traffic issues now with speeders. 
• These problems would coincide with school getting out, and there is an elementary 

school in that neighborhood. 
• He disputed Mr. Dunn's analysis that everything was fine, as it was supposed to. 

However, cars consistently go over the line crossing. 
• He noted that Ms. Doukas claimed to have no idea of the commercial uses in that 

area. However, Mr. Dunn stated that there would be a pharmacy, daycare center, etc. 
• In her presentation, Ms. Doukas stated that drive throughs would not be allowed yet a 

drive-through pharmacy was considered. This left him wondering where they coming 
from, as far as the truth of their statements. 
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• Living right on Dogwood, he saw the impact of increased traffic, with the peripheral 
housing that had gone in, and the traffic cutting through his neighborhood because of 
increased congestion on Cornelius Pass. 

• Quatama had become a regular thoroughfare now, and was only going to worse with 
this commercial project, as proposed. 

• Unless the developers got Cornelius Pass straightened out first, this project would 
only put more and more traffic through Old Orenco. 

• Old Orenco could not support more traffic. Despite a 25 mph posted speed limit, 
people were flying through the area, which was also a school zone. 

Katherine Taylor 9:18:29, resident of Old Oren co, stated she was also concerned 
about the impact of traffic on Old Orenco, which already had cut through traffic. 
•· She chose Old Orenco as a true neighborhood where she could ride her bicycle, and 

saw children out all the time. 
• Over the past eight years, she had seen changes, and did not like where they were 

going, as it was. ' 
• This new proposal would lead to more problems, more cut through traffic, and 

somebody was going to get hurt. She did not want to see that happening near a 
school. 

• She concluded with a brief slide? Power Point? (9: 19:39) review of her neighborhood. 

President Coulter asked ifthere were any questions. 

Vice-President Brewer asked Ms. Taylor to submit a copy of her presentation to the 
Planning Department. 

Lane Young 9:21:26 stated that through their questions, the Commissioners had pretty 
much presented a lot of her testimony. 
• However, as Commissioner Roberts would remember, they were talking about parcel 

by parcel construction. By the questions that they were asking, she could hear 
Commissioners' concerns about regional conditions. 

• This project would be placed within the context of South Hillsboro, etc., so she was 
not going to go over the testimony she had prepared for that. 

• She wanted to remind Commissioners of the discussion about Statewide Goal 11 and 
14, which focused on public facilities and services, and urbanization guidance. 

• In the past, she had heard some frustration from the Commission about not being able 
to make decisions outside of the zoning requirements. 

• In other words, if a project was meeting the zoning requirements, there was nothing to 
be done about it, even if it did not appear appropriate for the neighborhood, or by 
challenging the transportation conditions. 

• In fact, Goals 11 and 14 would allow the Commission the power to require phasing, 
and stepping outside of the box to look at the limits in context. 

• She wanted to fast forward through Commissioners' questions to talk about 
performance, and accessibility, which is what they were really talking about in 
transportation. 
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• She did not oppose the project's commercial and retail portion. In fact, she was 
psyched about being able to walk over to a commercial/retail area more quickly and 
easily than going to Orenco Station. Maybe she would do that, if the services were 
more comparable. 

• Her real concern lay in the transportation numbers, specifically, Figures 11 and 12 on 
pages 25 and 26. 

• She referred to a statement that approximately 22.5% of the residential traffic would 
shoot through Orenco, without considering some of the other challenges it was 
seeing, but not capturing in the process. 

• She also drew attention to another statistic, which stated that 35% of the commercial 
traffic would travel Quatama through Orenco. 

• When she looked at those figures, taking 22.5% of the total ADT being predicted, she 
came up with I, 101 trips. For the residential, she calculated 494 trips. 

• Basically, she was seeing 1,593 trips through Quatama to Orenco, so she was not sure 
how the peak hour only could be the Commission's only concern. 

• She saw a lot more problems with this, and they were engaging a professional to help 
with some of this. 

• She asked for a continuance to look at bridge safety, points of access, and many other 
issues, because she felt this needed a lot more attention. 

President Coulter cut off Ms. Young's testimony, due to the three-minute time limit. 

Jeff McRitchie 9:25:28 stated that his wife was a teacher at Orenco Elementary and that 
they had moved to the Orenco neighborhood because they wanted to be part of a 
community. 
• One of the choices he had to make every day was which way to drive to his job at 

Hillsboro Airport. To make the trip, he could either turn onto Quatama, and left onto 
Cornelius Pass, or go through Old Orenco. 

• He preferred to go through Old Orenco. Turning left onto Cornelius Pass was not a 
viable option, because it took a very long time, and was a big problem to get there. 

• As he traveled through Old Orenco every day, he saw a ton of kids on the side of the 
roads. 

• Every week, he saw police officers with people pulled over, meaning that they were 
speeding. This left him convinced that this was not a safe area, and had gotten him to 
thinking, "How many people are going to go through there each day?" 

• He recognized that he was part of the problem, because he was going in Old Orenco's 
direction, as well. But he could see that kids were going to be put in jeopardy. 

• He recalled the question raised at the beginning of tonight's hearing, of whether this 
project would have a greater negative impact versus the original proposal. 

• In his opinion, if only 10 more cars went that way during the 7:30a.m. hour, when 
kids were standing by the road that would be a negative impact. If 1,000 more cars 
were going through Old Orenco every day that was a huge negative impact. 

• The intersection of Cornelius Pass might be improved, but the problem would result 
from the traffic going in the other direction. This negative impact would be 
substantial on that community. 
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He did not care if people drove by his house, but he was worried about those kids, 
and thought there was a safety concern that needs to be looked at very hard. 

Commissioner 9:27:59 asked if Mr. McRitchie meant the time going to and from school, 
when children were present, or on beautiful nights like tonight and weekends. 

• Mr. McRitchie responded that he left for work at 7:30 am. Orenco was an early 
start school, so classes started at 7:45 or 7:50 am. While driving, he could see 
kids on the sides of the road, waiting for their buses. This situation was especially 
dangerous on Dogwood, because there was not a lot of room there, yet a lot of 
junior high students tended to wander across the road. 

Commissioner 9:28:55 asked if Mr. McRitchie had shared his concerns about the bus 
stop safety issue. 

• Mr. McRitchie answered that he had not. 

Harvey Kampelman, resident of Old Oren co, stated that he went to the CPO meeting 
where Venture spoke to people at the County Building. 

He wished that the map was still up, because there was a strip between the end of one 
of the streets, and Dogwood. 

• However, the road was not shown as going through on Dogwood. He asked about 
that, because he lived right there, and was concerned about having that area opened 
up, with traffic corning into Old Orenco. 

• He recalled the developers assuring him of no plans to develop that area, unless there 
was a problem getting any kind of an access onto Cornelius Pass Road. Then, the 
developers might have to consider opening up that space where he lived. 

• If Commissioners looked at the map, they could see that the area as wide enough for a 
street to hook into Dogwood, right there into the neighborhood. 

• He felt that the developers were untruthful about the situation, then and now, because 
the map showed that they did have a plan. 

• He turned onto Cornelius Pass today, heading south from Quatama and had to sit 
through one signal, because the traffic was backed up from Baseline to Quatama. 
That was at 5:50p.m. tonight, so that told him there was a problem. 

• He questioned the developers' assertions that they not come into the neighborhood on 
Dogwood. If so, why was there a 60-ft.-wide strip at the end of the street onto 
Dogwood? 

• The developers claimed that the 60-ft.-strip would be a walking path. He felt it was 
wider than the 10- or 20-ft. strip that would be maintained there. 

• He bet that, in 18 months, the developers would be back before the Commission, 
asking to open up that street, and develop that out. The developers had originally 
said, "Oh, no, we're not going to develop that out," so he did not trust them. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Asked what the City's intent was in leaving that access road open. 

• Ms. 9:32:20 did not remember, off the top of her head, but definitely as 
pedestrian access. The modification focus was on the southeast quadrant, so she 
would have to go back to the case files, and refresh herself. 
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• Wanted to revisit the discussion on that particular issue. Had that area been left open 
for emergency vehicles, or for potential future development? She did not recall. 

Mr. Kampelman 9:33:06 asked why the area was so wide, if it was a pedestrian path. 

President Coulter answered that had been noted and thanked him for his comments. 

Dan Bloom stated he absolutely agreed with the Commission's opening statements and 
hoped the Commission was committed to those statements, as he thought everyone 
expected them to be. 
• As the conversation went on, he hoped not to notice a little softening during the 

conversation about the commercial development. He was not against commercial, 
per se, if it was done right. If it was designed from the beginning, it would probably 
have been designed as a holistic project that may have worked as a village. 
• To phmk something down in the comer, because of market conditions, made him 

a little apprehensive about even people wanting to go to a business area, and how 
well it was going to work. 

• He handed in a recent study done by the Police Department, because the 
Transportation Committee had been involved for a couple of years. 
• The study had been redone lately, because of ongoing problems on Dogwood. 

The study showed 7% of the traffic in the sampling was from Old Orenco, with 
the remainder being external. 

• About 60% of those cars were outside a Yz-rnile distance from these boundaries. 
This gave the Commission some unbiased statistics to look at. 

• In his view, however, as soon as traffic backed up, it would start going through 
Old Orenco. He would bet on that. 

• Ninety-seven percent seemed like the definition of the word "egregious". The area is 
bordered on four sides by some of the most major thoroughfares in Hillsboro, so why 
was there a need to cut through the Conservation District to solve growth problems? 

• The safety danger to children throughout should not be underestimated. If Dogwood 
started backing up, that would become a problem, and cars filter through the interior, 
making those streets more dangerous. 

• People come externally to walk in Orenco. Even a City Councilor recently expressed, 
during a Transportation Committee meeting, that she did not feel safe walking her 
dog on Dogwood, in a pedestrian-friendly neighborhood. 

• The developer made a case for more houses. Tom Waltz made a case for the fact of 
nearing 200% of the area's Concept Development Plan. He probably thought that the 
area was working on 300%. 

• Lastly, he asked if the traffic study took into account the FP Building, Synopsis and 
Orenco Meadows. These were local-approved, but not occupied, and he would take 
that into consideration. 

Lori Vizzini 9:36:37 thanked the Commissioners for their questions and concern for the 
community. 
• Old Orenco was very special to her, even though she had only lived there for a year 

since she got married. The couple have been renovating their home, and making it 

Planning Commission Minutes 
September I 0, 2008 

Page 26 of37 



something nice to look at. They had received great comments from the community, 
and hoped to continue building up that community in that area. 

• One of the things she has noticed since living there is the amount of traffic running 
through Dogwood. 

• She had seen numerous children walk across streets, but cars would not slow down 
for them, even though they were walking on the abrupt edges. She had seen them 
going through her yard, which has no sidewalk, just to avoid the traffic. 

• She was not sure if the Commission was aware of this, but most areas of Dogwood 
are about I 8 ft. wide. 

• This was not necessarily good for vehicles to go through at 25 mph. However, most 
of the cars going down Dogwood traveled closer to 35 and 55 mph. 

• On September 4 and 9, she wrote down license plate numbers of cars that she saw 
speeding on Dogwood. She emailed them to Police Officer Mark Wells, and had a 
talk with him about the speeding there. 

• Many cats have also died on Dogwood, due to excess speeders in the middle of the 
night. 

• She was concerned about the community and asked Commissioners to do what they 
could to keep the character of this community together without increased traffic. 

Commissioner Callaway was glad to see, first of all, that his license plate was not 
among those that Ms. Vizzini documented. He did not mean to challenge her estimates, 
but 55 mph seemed really fast. He asked how she gauged the speed of the cars. 

• Ms. Vizzini answered that was a great question, and not something that she did 
personally. She communicated with Charles of Orenco Community Watch, who 
shared statistics from past meetings. Reports showed a percentage of the drivers 
going down Dogwood travel at 55 mph, which was where she got her 
information. 

Vice President Brewer noted that Dogwood seemed to be a consistent strain. She 
thought that there was even a letter asking the City about a stop sign on Dogwood. She 
asked how much Dogwood was on the City's radar, from a police and safety compliance 
point of view, and whether it was actively paying attention to the issue. 

• Mr. Odermott understood that was the case; as mentioned, it had been on the 
Transportation Committee's docket for a number of years. He believed some data 
collected and prepared by the Engineering Staff was included in the submittals. It 
had not yet come across his desk, but was something he needed to become 
familiar with. 

• Noted the Commission had heard consistently about that street outside of the 
application several times, both in written and public testimony, and she wanted to 
ensure the City was, in fact, considering the street from a safety point of view. 

Bonnie Koken, Oren co resident, stated that many of the items she wanted to discuss 
had been covered, but noted that no sidewalks existed on Cornelius Pass Road or on 
Quatama, making the area very dangerous, especially the bridge onto 227th. 
• She noted the photo showing the school bus coming down the middle of the street and 

stated that when coming down Quatama from Cornelius Pass, one could not see 
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around that comer and many people shared their fears about getting in an accident 
there. 

• Due to safety factors, people tended to drive rather than walk, adding to traffic 
congestion. 

• She commented that having the McDonald House as a Historic Park would help cut 
down on traffic because some of the houses would be eliminated. 

• The integrity of the community was being challenged by the traffic count and needed 
to be explored. She believed other solutions existed and needed to be considered. 

• She confirmed the McDonald House would never be discussed, even in the DDP, 
because it was not part of the modification. She noted, however, that whatever 
happened in that comer affected the whole complex and area. 

President Coulter clarified that the modification increased the trips and that traffic 
would impact her and could be discussed, but not the internal workings of the CDP. 

AI Waible (9:44:15) was glad traffic was being discussed as it was the crux of the whole 
problem regarding the parcel. 
• Regarding comments about the community requesting neighborhood commercial, he 

clarified that did not mean squeezing all the houses closer and putting in a strip mall, 
so that claim was a little disingenuous. 

• As far as the traffic study, the bridge was critical. It was implied by the traffic 
engineer that a 20-ft wide bridge was fully adequate. But despite the best and 
continued efforts of multiple bumpers, the bridge still had not quite expanded to 20-ft 
wide. 
• A traffic study was needed on the bridge when school was in session, in the 

mornings and afternoons when school traffic was heaviest and during both decent 
and poor weather. 

• The bridge had been designated as a bike and pedestrian thoroughfare. He would 
not allow his grandkids to cross unassisted because it was too dangerous. 

• He noted that school bus drivers treated the bridge as a one-way bridge, and 
rightly so. 

• The data regarding the number of traffic trips coming from the commercial area was 
interesting. Noting that numbers could be provided in any way convenient for the 
presenter, he stated that other shop mall owners had shared that projected traffic 
numbers had to be much higher than those given in order to obtain financing. 
• He believed the types of businesses needed to be considered, as well as the 

amount of traffic required just to keep the development afloat. To add some 
reality to the proposal 

• He noted that making it easier for him to tum onto Cornelius Pass Road when traffic 
was at a dead stop, backed up from Baseline would not solve anything. 

Jose Blanco stated he lived just north ofthe bridge being discussed. He enjoyed the tree­
lined streets of Old Orenco, but was concerned about whether his kids could ride their 
bikes in the neighborhood with no sidewalks and the increased traffic. 
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• He had heard about equivalency percentage of coverage, but noted a lot of unused 
space in the overall plan so it seemed easy to adjust the numbers to make the fit seem 
the same. He did not believe they were getting the equivalent density. 

• He was not opposed to the commercial, which would be nice for the neighborhood, 
but it had to be done correctly. If the traffic pattern equivalent could be maintained, 
basically exchanging the residential for the commercial, then a lot of the concerns 
would go away. 

• He stated he had found out about the meeting from a neighborhood newsletter, and 
was not part of the community outreach program. He believed there needed to be 
more of an extension to the community that was directly affected. 

• Comments were made earlier about the extension from Quatama to Baseline. He was 
concerned if the Applicant's traffic study was dependant on that extension because 
that improvement was not in place and he knew of no such plans to do so. 

• In commuting each day on Cornelius Pass Road, he had queued for two red lights just 
to reach the left turn lane for Quatama. If this was the main access to that commercial 
area, they had to consider the logic of how get into the left turn to get into the 
commerciaL 
• He added a heavy police contingent was present on Quatama, due to speeders. 

• He believed the Commission needed to look at the bridge in conjunction with the 
corner, which was a very sharp right turn. He noted a lot of accidents occurred at that 
location, especially with snow on the ground. 

Christine Armour also expressed concerns about traffic and believed a lot more traffic 
would be coming through their neighborhood than the numbers provided by Mr. Dunn. 
• She supported having commercial on that corner, as long as enough homes were 

removed to create an equal number of trips, as currently accepted by the Commission. 
• Having 130 more cars coming in the neighborhood was a huge increase and was not 

safe. 
• Traffic was the main concern and she appreciated the questions by the Commission 

and their recognition that traffic was indeed a very critical piece. 

Jim Lubisher stated he was glad the site might have some neighborhood commercial, 
however it would create too much of an impact on the area. 
• The other CDP promised no greater impact than 2,080 trips, and now almost 5,000 

daily trips were expected. 
• He opposed the modification based on two situations: 

• The location of the neighborhood commercial was basically for the traffic on 
Cornelius Pass Road and did not fit the definition of SCRV-Commercial, which 
was to create a self-reliant neighborhood [Section 136.2(h)] 

• He noted that Ms. Doukas had stated the conditions of approval were to be 
followed for Resolution No. 2172, but the second half of Condition 64 was 
missing due to a Scribner's error. Staff had stated that could not be put back in, 
and that needed to be looked at 

• He wanted to ask the attorney why conditions of approval were used. He knew some 
were to get the property changed from open space to residentiaL 
• However the two conditions mentioned in his letter had been irrevocably violated. 
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• The phasing was a condition put on by the zoning would be violated if the 
application was approved. In fact, the Applicant was asking to change a condition 
of approval with the modification and he did not know if that was legally 
possible. 

• Regarding traffic, he asked the City Traffic Engineer if a midday, one-hour traffic 
study was standard and suggested that perhaps the City Traffic Engineer could create 
a worse case scenario for the neighborhood commercial, which would be helpful. 

• He asked what the plans were for that cliff that people had to drive by at Quatama. 
• He noted they reserved the right to close access to Cornelius Pass Road for safety 

concerns. 
• He wondered why a second traffic report came up and learned the Applicant had 

submitted an access request to Washington County, who explained that with the 
numbers a right hand deceleration lane was needed there. Then new numbers were 
given and now traffic was not turning into the Cornelius Pass access, but went down 
to the intersection. He asked that be explained. 

• The Applicant promised residential and a density of a maximum of 252 houses, but 
now proposed the equivalent of another 356 houses of traffic. 

• He requested a continuance of the hearing. 
• Lastly, he noted the skid marks on the bridge and stated this was serious business. 

Vice-President Brewer: 
• Was surprised to read from one of Mr. Lubisher's letters that at least two conditions 

had changed when they went to City Council and with no discussion at the Council 
meeting, if Mr. Lubisher's statements were correct. 

• Asked how and why that would happen and why it occurred in this specific 
application. In her mind, these were two very meaningful deviations from what the 
Planning Commission's conditions were. 
• Ms. Klein (9:57:04) assured the changes were definitely not intentional, but 

simply due to the time line and operator error. Staff had internal discussions about 
whether the conditions were still enforceable and it appeared that they were, 
though Staff would look into the matter further. 

• She explained that tentative approach was that the resolution approved by the 
Planning Commission had five applications on it, while the City Council approval 
upholding the appeal was only for the CDP, so the resolution at the Commission 
level still held for the other four applications. 

• Such an occurrence was rare, in this case due to the complexity of the project and 
management of the paper. 

• Stated it would be good to learn what the city's position was about whether the 
deviations held or whether Resolution No. 2172 superceded the Planning 
Commission's conditions. 

President Coulter suggested including those clarifications in the Staff report. 

Shawn Edgar stated that he had been working on a feature-length, documentary film for 
the last 18 months about the Old Orenco area and the progress of the Orenco Woods Golf 
Course into the development. 
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• He offered the film, which would be complete in about one week, as a document for 
the Commission to consider before making its decision. He confirmed the film was 
relevant to the modification and to the reasons and possible connection of both 
Dogwood and Birch. 

• He had interviewed City Councilor Ed Dennis and Mayor Hughes, who stated on 
video that as long as they were in control, those roads would not be put through. 
They implied that the makeup of the Council, just as the makeup of the Planning 
Commission, determined the outcome and there was no reason they could not be 
pushed through in the future. 
• At the public meeting, the Applicants stated the City required them to push the 

roads through, which seemed like a conflict from what was stated today and he 
wanted clarification about whether they were required, or chose to do that. 

• Being home working on the film, he spent a lot of time at home, at the end of227th, 
just before the bridge and the curve into Quatama. He noticed between 4 and 6 pm 
every day, 7 days a week, kids walking by, or on skateboards or bikes as well as 
adults jogging or walking their dogs. Strangely a lot of cars also crossed the bridge, 
traveling well over the speed limit, which he had on tape. Visually, it was difficult to 
judge the speed, but film enabled one to determine those speeds by going frame by 
frame, and speeds along the roads were 30 to 55 mph. 

• The Applicant also stated that their traffic estimate was pushed out to the extreme for 
the benefit of the neighborhood, yet also stated future end users for their commercial 
development would be required to show no increase in traffic beyond that; so of 
course they would push it out to the extreme because it made it better for them. 

• If the Applicant wanted to do something for the neighbors, they would decrease that 
estimate to the lowest point. He wanted the Commission to ask why the Applicant 
chose to do that. 

Commissioner (10:02:44) responded to comments about the interview with Mayor 
Hughes and Councilor Dennis who commented that under a different administration or 
Planning Commission, "There is no reason that the connection could not be pushed 
through." He wanted to give more credit to future City Council or Planning Commission 
as he could still think of many reasons why the connection would not be put through. 

President Coulter stated that all material regarding the application was available through 
the Planning Department. 

Joan Cramer stated she was very pleased by all the questions being raised and that she 
was testifYing tonight for different reasons than her prior testimony. She was raised in 
Orenco where one could walk the streets, but that was all different now. 
• For the last ten years, she was the statewide Injury Prevention Program Coordinator 

for Children for the Oregon Health Division and she emphatically stated that the 
bridge was not safe. 

• Kids were on the bridge all the time and came from everywhere to cross the bridge. 
While this was not the Commission's responsibility, it was their responsibility to see 
if this would be a safe route with more traffic and without the situation resolved. 
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Vice-President Brewer: 
• Noted the bridge continued to come up anytime there was an Orenco issue, and 

recalled Mr. Blanco encouraging that the bridge be considered in the context with the 
corner. 

• Asked Mr. Odermott to consider how much the modification and project might 
increase traffic on that corner and bridge, and how much of the cost of improvements 
burden would fall to this development. 
• Mr. Odermott replied the impacts would be reviewed, as well as the associated 

safety issues. 

There was no further public testimony. 

President Coulter called for the Applicant's rebuttal. 

Ms. Doukas stated that the Applicant would save their rebuttal for the continued hearing 
in October. 

Vice-President Brewer moved continuance of CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods 
Crossing to the October 8, 2008 Planning Commission meeting. Commissioner 
Mathews seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

There was a brief discussion regarding Staff's concern about Mr. Odermott not being able 
to get the traffic responses needed by October 8th due to upcoming personal leave and 
that public testimony be able to be received in response to any new information 
presented. 

President Coulter assured that the public hearing had not been closed and that all the 
information was available. The challenge for Staff was how to get the requested data to 
the Commission. He was concerned about meeting the 120-day deadline as there could be 
other challenges to the application. 

Mr. Odermott stated he would be available at the October 8th meeting, but would be 
reading the material about the same time as the Commission. 

V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS-None 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

President Coulter noted no resolution numbers had been assigned for the New Business 
items. 

Ms. Raber assigned Resolution No. 1676-P to New Business Agenda Item A, regarding 
the Density, Design and Open Space Revisions, and Resolution No. 1677-P to Agenda 
Item B, SN 03-08 Brookwood Avenue. 
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A. Consider initiation of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning 
Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance regarding one year updates to the 
Density, Design and Open Space Revisions. Resolution No. 1676-P was 
available. (Dias/Raber) 

Mr. Dias reviewed the Staff report, noting one change had been proposed since the 
Planning Commission's July 23' work session to help clarify the subdivision tentative 
and final plat processes. 
• The change was proposed to the Hillsboro Subdivision Ordinance, Article 2, llA and 

Article 3, Section 5. He read the proposed language sections found on page 5 of the 
DDOS One-Year Revision Table attached to the Staff report. 

Commissioner Fleisher complimented Planning Staff and especially, Mr. Dias for 
putting the material together. It was an extremely complicated subject and he found the 
document extremely readable. 

Vice-President Brewer moved approval of Resolution No. 1676-P. Commissioner 
Mathews seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

B. SN 03-08: Brookwood Avenue toNE 471
h Avenue: Consider a request that 

the public street segment of NW Brookwood A venue as shown on the 
attached map, be officially renamed and recorded NE 47th A venue and NW 
Ihly Way. Resolution No.J677-Pwas available. (Dias) 

Mr. Dias reviewed the Staff report from September 3, 2008, which requested the 
proposed street name changes to alleviate confusion and enhance fire life safety. 

Mr. Odermott explained that Bill Ihly had been a long-standing Washington County 
Project Manager, and had manned many of the MSTIP projects, including Brookwood 
Parkway. With Mr. Ihly nearing retirement, the City, in cahoots with County Staff, 
contemplated changing the road segment's name to Ihly Way as a surprise to him. 

Commissioner Callaway observed that the request appeared to be going much more 
smoothly than Roy Rogers Road did. 

Ms. Raber stated that was because this segment was a lot shorter. 

President Coulter noted that Fisher Farms was not on Ihly Road. 

Commissioner Callaway inquired if any road would be renamed Wink's Way. 

Ms. Raber explained that actually, Century Boulevard was traditionally known as Wink's 
Way. Mr. Brooks was the one who recognized the need for a north-south collector 
through that area more than 20 years ago, and cajoled and coerced the right-of-way out of 
developers, even though it did not actually appear on the City's Transportation Plan until 
the third subdivision. 
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• She confirmed Mr. Brooks' full name is Winslow Cory Brooks and that Cory Road 
was named after his middle name. She joked that if the City had another subdivision, 
it could have streets named after each of the Commissioners. 

Vice-President Brewer moved to approve Resolution No. 1677-P. Commissioner 
Mathews seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

VII. CONSENT AGENDA- None 

VIII. STAFF REPORTS AND INFORMATION 
A. West Side Cities Economic Opportunities Analysis (Ribellia/Turiel) 

Ms. Turiel reviewed the West Side Cities Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA). 

Commissioner Fleisher was delighted with the study as the inclusion of Hillsboro, North 
Plains, Banks and Forest Grove struck him as almost enlightened, instead of looking 
toward Beaverton, Aloha, and so forth. He believed that was the right thing to do. 
• Citing the last paragraph of the first page, "the study will include the development of 

a matrix of land use and other needed requirements common to technology-related 
firms", he asked if the City was narrowing future industrial growth opportunities to 
only technology-related firms. 
• Mr. Ribellia answered no; the City would not be limited only to its high-tech 

technology sector but was looking at the issue holistically. 
The City's 50-year EOA was acting, in a sense, as the flagship of the five 

studies being done. The City was focusing on emerging industries, as well as 
its long-standing creative sector, and those companies that had spun off into 
suppliers, etc. 
The reason the City approached other local city governments, initially, grew 

from recognition that the West Side's traded sector industries were driven by 
technology, and now emerging solar and bio-pharma, and that the development 
of industry clusters needed to be considered. 
While those industries were centered in Hillsboro, and the City had the good 

fortune to be responsible for nurturing their industrial development as a local 
government, a West Side industry multiplier effect, both for the market and 
jobs, did exist. 

• The City was broadly defining the uses and range of industrial and employment 
activities that would be studied. 
- As indicated earlier, the region was not going to address the need for 50-year 

Urban Reserves of employment and industrial lands. However, the City felt 
that approach could be hazardous or disadvantageous to the needs of its traded 
sectors, and felt a larger responsibility to step up to do that study to inform the 
Urban Reserve process because these clusters were centered in Hillsboro and 
were a larger part of the city's economic base. 

B. Downtown Community Plan Progress Report (Turiel) 
Ms. Turiel distributed an additional handout, and reported on the Downtown Community 
Plan with the following additional comments: 
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• One Advisory Committee member made a great comment about the downtown being 
for everybody in Hillsboro, even though Hillsboro had gotten larger and become a 
community of communities and that the neighborhoods surrounding downtown had a 
very unique niche within the city. 

• Intensive citizen outreach marked the project's first phase, which was now drawing to 
a close; a third major workshop was scheduled here for September 17th. 
• Long Range Planning staff and their Economic Development counterparts really 

focused outreach into the surrounding downtown communities. 
In particular, a concerted effort was made to reach the Latino community, and 

create a lot of opportunities for input and feedback from that community, 
which was starting to become very successful. 
Three satellite offices were now open twice a month on a rotating basis. 
Staff was out in the neighborhoods inviting people to come in and talk in 

small groups as well as at the big workshops. 
• Regular updates would be provided to the Commission as the Downtown 

Community Plan achieved various milestones. 

Commissioner Fleisher: 
• Stated he had sat in on the first public meeting for the southwestern neighborhoods 

because he believed it had a number of gross outstanding issues; for example, the area 
down I" Street toward Clean Water Services had a very bizarre backwater of 
industrial uses. 

• Hoped Staff would not avoid the hard issues. So far, the documents seemed to reflect 
a sugar-coated Southwestern District. He did not feel Staff recognized or was 
addressing that the city had a problem. While he believed solutions existed, they 
would take a good deal of effort. 

• Recalled hearing from a small cluster of older residents who lived among transients 
and were really concerned about their neighborhood at the community meeting. 
However, that neighborhood only accounted for 25% of the land area. The rest of the 
southwest quadrant posed a whole different set of issues that were not identified in 
the documents. 
• Ms. Turiel questioned if Commissioner Fleisher meant by how small industrial 

uses integrate with downtown revitalization, or other issues that might be related. 
• Explained that a mix of issues existed within each of the neighborhoods, including 

some commercial, residential, industrial, transportation, etc. When he saw the draft, 
he expected the real issues to be identified and addressed those issues, to bring them 
to a level where they complemented the commercial area, for instance. 

Mr. Ribellia stated that the City had an open house out in the southwestern 
neighborhood and found that although it was a marginal industrial area, in truth, it was 
flourishing. There were many smaller businesses on the day Staff drove around, though 
many were clearly on the margin. He did not see a lot of vacant space, though he 
suspected there was a lot of turnover. 
• He agreed with Commissioner Fleisher about the issues, especially regarding the 

infrastructure, crime, incompatible mix uses, etc. but he believed it was also a vibrant 
area from an economic standpoint. 
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• The Framework Plan would have to address how the City could make the 
improvement without really shooting itself in the foot, because there was some 
economic vibrancy of importance to the City. 

Commissioner Eyre: 
• Concurred with Commissioner Fleisher's concerns. 
• Believed the southwestern neighborhood, either in its goals or details, seemed to lack 

any type of commercial attention. 
• She technically lived in the southeastern neighborhood and noted that the area 

was built from the old days, so roads just happened around it; the railroad tracks; 
mobile homes adjacent to businesses, etc. 

• Agreed the businesses were there, but this was originally couched as a revitalization. 
She felt the City should make sure, in each element of the three areas, that it was 
paying sufficient attention to the community's economic vibrancy, including the Sign 
Code. 

C. Permits and Development Trends Update (Turiel) 
Ms. Turiel reviewed the six-month Permits and Development Trends update included in 
last month's packet, noting that that commercial and industrial uses were holding pretty 
steady, in terms of development permitting and the City was just starting to see some 
stability in residential permitting. 
• She identified the major multi-family spike of one graph as Arbor Pass at Creekside, 

the condominiums under construction on NW Cornelius Pass Road. 
• She reminded that while entitlements were still occurring, that did not mean the 

developments would come on line any time soon as the residential market had cooled. 
• She explained that the table on the last page presented the review load; the number of 

decisions that were made via the various review bodies. 
• From an economic type of perspective, she noted that businesses were holding onto 

their cash right now, creating a cash surplus. When the economy starts to turning 
around, the City might see an influx similar to what was observed several years ago 
as lenders might start lending again. This influx would mostly affect industrial, but 
could include some residential. 

D. Development Review Monthly Report (Cooper) 
Mr. Cooper reported that a few projects had been approved since the report was 
prepared last week, including: 
• Quantum Resource Recovery, a I 05,000-sq.-ft. metal, plastics and cardboard 

recovery firm, to locate north of Highway 26 on Century Boulevard. 
• Popeye's application, so everybody could look forward to eating there soon. 

Commissioner Callaway noted that a proposed ballot measure would not require permits 
for any remodeling projects under $35,000. He wondered if there was any formal 
opposition from other local bodies, such as planning commissions, or school boards 
across the state who were concerned about the effects on the quality of education, etc. 
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Mr. Ribellia answered that Building Official Jerry McKee had brought the measure to 
his attention, and his building organization was organizing was gearing up to oppose the 
measure. He believed the League of Oregon Cities was also actively gearing up to 
oppose the ballot measure. He believed Hillsboro would join the effort to oppose the 
ballot measure as well. 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business, President Coulter adjourned the meeting at 
approximately 10:51 p.m. 

President 

ATTEST: __________________ __ 

Secretary 
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VIA E-MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

City of Hillsboro Planning Commission 
c/o Ms. Ruth Klein 
150 E Main Street, 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

PORTLAND OFFICE 

tlrt;cnth Jlrwr 

121 s!l' murri.q111 s/rr'!t!l 

port.lrH~rl. ougr1n 97204-3141 

TEl .){)3 228 .3939 FAX 503 226 0259 

OTHER OFFICES 

brijing, chi1w 

llt!W '"r1rk, lli'!IV rork 

stattle, Jou~hinglnll 

t~~ruhi11gto11, d.r:. 

GSBLAW.COM 

Please reply to EDWARD .J. SULLIVAN 
esullivan@gsbTaw.com TEL EXT 3106 

Re: Orenco Woods Crossing- CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

Dear Planning Commission: 

This firm represents Venture Properties, the applicant seeking modification of the 
previously granted CDP approval. We have been asked to respond to the opponents' claim that 
allowing neighborhood commercial uses within the Station Community Residential-Village 
(SCR-V) zone would be inconsistent with the Medium Density Residential and Low Density 
Residential Comprehensive Plan designations currently in place on the property. Without any 
further explanation, the opponents assert that allowing this modification is contrary to the 
Oregon Supreme Court's decision in Baker v. City of Milwaukie, 271 Or 500,533 P.2d 772 
(1975), which holds that the comprehensive plan is a constitution governing zoning and land use 
decisions. Opponents are incorrect because allowing a small amount of neighborhood 
commercial development is consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

In Baker v. City of Milwaukee, the city adopted a zoning ordinance designating an area, 
including a site adjacent to the plaintiff, to allow 39 residential or office units per acre. 
Subsequently, it adopted a comprehensive plan for the city which designated this area as high 
density residential allowing 17 units per acre. A few years later the city planning commission 
authorized construction of a 1 02-tinit apartment on property adjacent to the plaintiff's property 
resulting in 26 units per acre -- less than that allowed by zoning but more than called out in the 
comprehensive plan. The court granted a writ of mandamus requested by the plaintiff to compel 
the city to conform its zoning code to its comprehensive plan finding that "a comprehensive plan 
is the controlling land use planning instrument for a city." As such, "zoning must effectuate the 
plan and conform prior conflicting zoning ordinances to it." Jd at 514. 
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Given that introduction, there are a number of things about the law, as well as the facts of 
the present case, that make Baker inapplicable. First, in 1977, two years after Baker was 
decided, the Oregon Legislature adopted a review system known as acknowledgment to ensure 
that amendments to comprehensive plans and land use regulations are consistent with the 
statewide land use goals. ORS 197.251. Statewide Land Use Goal2, adopted a few months 
before Baker was decided, carries out the holding in Baker in requiring that all city "actions 
related to land use shall be consistent with the comprehensive plans" of those cities. 
Acknowledgment requires that the Department of Land Conservation and Development review 
all amendments to a comprehensive plan or land use regulations to determine whether the 
amendments are consistent with the goals. Once review is complete, the Department issues an 
order granting acknowledgment blessing the amendment as consistent with the goals, including 
as Goal 2 requires, finding that the new regulations are consistent with the existing plan. 
Similarly, Oregon statutory Jaw sets out the hierarchy of goals, plans, regulations and actions. 
ORS 197.175(1). 

Unlike the situation in Baker, the comprehensive plan designation did not follow the 
zoning in the present case. Rather, in October 2005, the City Council adopted Ordinance 5571 
amending the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Maps to re-designate the Orenco Woods Crossing 
property to RM Medium Density Residential, RL Low Density Residential, OS Open Space and 
FP Floodplain. The RM area is the portion that is subject to this modification request. The 
fmdings attached to that plan amendment decision addressed the implementing zoning and 
provided in relevant part: 

In order to change the zoning for the property, the Hearings Board and Council 
will need to find that he "request must conform with the Hillsboro Comprehensive 
Plan and this Ordinance" and that "where more than one designation is available 
the particular zoning being sought and show that it is best suited for the specific 
site, based upon specific policies of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan." 
Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance, section 114(2). 

*** 
In this case, the potential zoning districts that could be applied to the site include 
those particular to the station community plarming areas (Station Community 
Residential- Medium Density, Station Community Residential- Low Density, 
Station Community Residential- Village and Station Community Residential -
Orenco Townsite Conservation). The Planning Commission preferred that the 
SCR-V zoning district be applied to the property and may seek to initiate that 
zone change. See findings to the DLCD order attached as Ex. A, pgs 5-6. 

Coupled with the rest of the findings, including analysis of how the amendment 
implemented the Goals, particularly Goal 2, the Council found that a station community planning 
area designation would be consistent with the proposed plan amendments. DLCD agreed with 
the council's analysis granting acknowledgment of this decision on November 18, 2005. 
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Although Opponent Lubischer did argue that the City was applying an incorrect plan decision 
based on inappropriate zoning, Mr. Lubischer did not further appeal the plan decision, or the 
acknowledgment thereof. On November 30, 2005, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution 
1533-P rezoning the Orenco Woods Crossing property to Station Community Residential­
Village and consistent with the terms of Ordinance 5 571 and its findings. See Resolution 
attached as Exhibit B. Again, the opponents did not appeal this decision. Unlike the legal 
landscape at issue in Baker, the acknowledgment review statute gives finality to challenges 
raising Goal 2 and any consistency requirements as they relate to the plan and zone. The failure 
to pursue an appeal puts the appropriateness of the plan designation, the findings, as well as the 
zoning determination beyond challenge. In other words, the opponents' cannot complain about a 
modification request to allow non-residential uses that are expressly permitted by the underlying 
SCR-V zone when that issue was not raised as part of the plan and zoning proceedings.1 

Further, the SCR-V designation permitting a commercial component is consistent with 
the Medium Density Residential plan designation in place on the property. Comprehensive Plan 
Section 10. Economy, (IV) Implementation Measure (2) provides, in relevant part: 

The City shall develop detailed standards for the location ofNeighborhood 
Commercial development. Neighborhood Commercial developments should not 
attract regional or City-wide shopping trips. Major industrial, high density and 
medium density developed areas should contain adequate Neighborhood 
Commercial activities to meet some of the needs of the major developed uses." 

The SCR-V zone encourages including neighborhood commercial development and as such, the 
SCR-V zoning implements the plan. 

The Comprehensive Plan does not classifY which planning designations implement 
particular zoning categories, nor does it specifY, except for the Economy policy quoted above, 
specific uses allowed in each plan area. "Station Community Planning Areas" is a specific plan 
map designation which includes areas: ''to promote medium to high density transit-oriented and 
pedestrian-sensitive mixed use developments in areas within reasonably close proximity oflight 
rail transit stations." Plan p. 18. Although the plan goes on to say that SCP A plan areas are 
implemented by the Station Community Planning Area zoning district, nothing in the plan 
language limits application of SCR-V zoning to only those areas designated SCP A in the plan. 
What is unique about SCP A is not that non-residential uses are allowed (non-residential uses are 
conditionally permitted in a medium density residential zone outside of SCPA) but, rather, the 
proximity of the land to light rail stations dictates a different allocation of those non-residential 
uses. Given that the Plan and zone change requirements require fmding that the proposed zones 
represents the highest and best use, the City had an obligation to impose SCR-V zoning on the 
property to allow more intensive uses than what would result from applying a non-SCP A zone. 
Like the zoning and plan designations on Orenco Woods, in 2000, DLCD acknowledged the 

This hypocrisy is only heightened by the fact that in appealing the DDP detennination all of the way to the 
Oregon Supreme Court, Opponent Lubischer argued the SCR-V zoning classification requires a commercial 
component and may not be entirely residential. 
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city's plan amendments creating the SCP A plan and implementing zoning that would allow the 
application of an SCP A zone on property planed for Medium Density Residential. Again, this 
decision, and its acknowledgment was not challenged and is final. 

In conclusion, the Baker decision does not apply to this case because the City along with 
DLCD fmmd that the plan and zoning designations at issue were consistent in that they complied 
with Goal2. Applying the SCP-V designation on the subject property effectuates the underlying 
Medium Density Residential plan designation and does not provide a basis to deny this 
modification request. 

Sincerely, 

GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER 

By 

Enclosures 

cc: Kelly Ritz 
Mimi Doukas 

PDX_DOCS:418442.l [35264.()1000] 
09/10/08 



reg on 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

Salem, Oregon 97301-2524 
Phone: (503) 373-0050 

First Floor/Costal Fax: (503) 378-6033 
Second Floor /Director's Office: (503) 378-5518 
Web Address: http:/ /www.oregon.gov /LCD 

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

November 4, 2005 

TO: Subscribers to Notice of /l.dopte_d Plan or Land Use Regulation Amendments 

FROM: Mara Ulloa, Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: City of Hillsboro Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 007-04 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of 
adoption. Copies of the adopted plan amendment are available for review at DLCD offices in Salem, 
the applicable field office, and at the local government office. 

Appeal Procedures* 

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: November 18, 2005 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption with less than the required 45-
day notice. 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 THEDA TE SPECIFIED ABOVE. 

Cc: Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist 
Meg Fernekees, DLCD Regional Representative 
Eric Jacobson, DLCD Transportation Planner 
Brett Estes, City of Hillsboro 

<paa> ya 

EXHIBIT A 
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FORM2 

DLCD NOTICE OF ADOPTION. 0 · . · 
1his form mu!Ff ba rrmDed to DLCO within !5 WOJ1dns d;M; rdtertbe fiN! decision. . . . .s. P .. -r:o ... :~~. . . 

. per ORS 197.610, OAR Chapter 660- Diviai?n 18. . I"!* . . oc ... 
·Jursidiction:. ...,H..,IL.,.LS"'B~O,..R..,O~---.,.------Local File No.: HCP 4..04.. · 1 3 1 2005. 

'-"'flio co· . Date of Adoption: 10/18/05 · Date Mailed: 10/28/05 Alii IIISf;R · · · 
Q Oevt.'L ~~'riON 

Date the Notice of Proposed Amendment was mailed to DLCD: 10/15/04 .. Opi!AF:N; 

~ Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

__ Land Use Regulation Amendment 

-2L Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

_ Zoning Map Amendment 

__ New Land Use Regulation Ofuer. _______________ __ 

Summarize !he adopted amendment Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached." 

. A MINOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP CHANGE. EXISTING DESI.GNATION IS OPEN SPACE, 

. PLAN CHANGE WAS REQUESTED TO ALLOW REDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE FOR RESIDENTIAL USES. 

Describe how fue adopted amendment differs from the proposed amendment If it is the same, write 

·"Same. "If you did not give notice for the proposed amendment, write "NIA. • 

.. THE INTmAL REQUEST WAS FOR A PLAN CHANGE FROM OPEN SPACE. FLOOOPWN, AND LOW-DENSITY 

. RESIDENTIAL TO STATION COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL, FLOODPLAIN, AND LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION MODIFIED THE PLAN DESIGNATIONS TO INCLUDE MEDIUM-DENISTY · 

RESIDEI'OiAL. LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, AND FLOODPLAIN ON THE SITE. AFTER APPEAL, THE CITY . . . . . . 
}OUNCIL FURTHER MODIAED THE Pi..AN D~IGNATIONS ON THE SITE

1 
TO INCLUDE MEDIUM-DENSITY 

. RESIDENTIAL, LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, FLO.ODPLAIN, AND OPEN SPACE. . . . . .. 

Plan Map Changed from: OPEN SPACE. .FLOODPLAIN, ~No LOW.:0ENSITY RE~;JDENTIAL 
. To: LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, MEDIUM-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE, ANp FLOODPLAIN. 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A to -""N"'/A,__ __ _ 

Location: . WEST OF CORNELIUS PASS RD, NORTH OF QUATAMA RD Acres Involved: 55 ACRES 

Specified Density: Previous: N/A New: N/A 

Applicable Statewide Planning Goals: HOUSING, URBANIZATION, TRANSPORTATION 

Was an Exception Proposed? Yes: No:.~X'-"--

Did fue Department of Land Conservation and Development receive a noticeof Proposed Amendment .· 

FORTY FIVE (45) days prior to the first evidentiary hearing? . Yes X No-.,..--

If no, do fue Statewide Planning Goals ·apply? Yes ___ . No ____ _ 

·· .If no, did fue Emergency Circumstances Require immediate adoption? Yes No ___ _ 

Affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: WASHINGTON COUNTY. 

CLEAN WATER SERVICES 

Local Contact BRETT ESTES Phone: _,.5:!!:03"'·""6,_81'-'-,62..,3.,0c__--"------------

Address: 150 E MAIN STREET City: HILLSBORO Zip Code+ 4: 97123-4028 

DLCD No. . OD l ~ 0 j (t-3 'I ? ~) 
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ORDINANCE NO .. 55 7 I 
HCP 4·04: ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

AN·ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ORDINANCE NO. 2793, AS 
AMENDED, SECTION 14 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAPS, APPROVING A MINOR . 

. AMENDMENT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP, TO REDESIGNATE 
CERTAIN TRACTS OF LAND FROM OS OPEN SPACE, RL LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, 
AND FP FLOOD PLAIN TO RM MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, RL LOW DENSITY 
RESIDENTIAL, OS OPEN SPACE, AND FP FLOODPLAIN. 

. . .. 

WHEREAS, the.owrier of certain properties, described herein, submitted an application 
. for a Minor Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map change from OS Open space: RL Low 
Density Residential, and FP Floodplain to SCPA Station Community Planning Area, RL Low 
Density Residential, and FP Floodplain for the approximately 55 acre Orenco Woods Golf 
Course site, and 

WHEREAS,lhe Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the subject Plan 
Change on November 29, 2004, January 12, 2005, and January 26, 2005, and received 

. testimony in favor of and in opposition to the proposed change, and · 
. . 

WHEREAS, on February 9, 2005,. t'le Plcinning Commission voted to re-open the public. 
hearing on the proposed change in order to discuss .alternative Comprehensive Plan 

· designations; which might include the RL Low.'Density Residential and/or RM Medium Density 
designations,. and 

WHEREAS, on March 30, 2005, the Planning Commission re-opened the public hearing · 
and received additional testimony in favor and .in opposition to the ctiange to the alternative 
Plan designations RM Medium Density Residential, RL Low Density Residential and FP 
Floodplain, and · 

WHEREAS, on March 30, 2005, the Pl<!nning Commission closed the public hearing for 
receipt of new oral testimony ·and set a schedule for receipt of new written testimony and 
subsequent rebuttal, which was completed on April 27, 2005, and 

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission deliberated on the application 
materials, evidence, and testimony received in favor of and in opposition to the alternative 

· proposal, and voted to recommend to the City Council that the Council approve the proposed 
·.alternative Plan designations, and · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission's recommendation was appealed by two Orenco 
residents and the Orenco Neighborhood Organization, and 

WHEREAS, on June 21, 2005 the City Council received the appeal and scheduled an 
"on the record" public hearing on this matter, and · 
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Ordinance HCP 4-04: Drenco Woods Crossing 2 

WHEREAS, on August 22, 2005, City Council opened the "on the record" pubtic hearing 
regarding the appeal, received testimony from all parties, and set a deadline for the applicant to 
provide final written rebuttal, and . · 

. . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. WHEREAS, on September 6, 2005 the City Council acknowledged receipt of the 
. applicant's final written rebuttal, closed the public hearing, and after deliberation directed City 
staff to suggest alternative Comprehensive Plan configurations, and · 

WHEREAS, on October 4, 2005, the City CounCil received from City $ff four 
alternative Plan configurations and voted to tentatively approve the "Staff _Recommendation I 
Compromise Option", and directed the applicant's attorney, the City attorney and the City staff · 
to prepare findings in support of that alterative, and · 

WHEREAS; on October 18, 2005 the City Council reviewed and adopted the findings, 
·which are -attached hereto as Attachment • A", as their own with regard to this matter. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: · 

Section 1. -Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, as amended, Section 14 
Comprehensive Plan Maps, is further amende!! as described in subsections 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 of 
this ordinance, -designating portions of the subject properties described below as RM Medium 
Density Residential, RL Low Density Residential, OS Open Space, and FP Floodplain: · 

Tax Lots 3400 and .6600 on Washington County Tax Assessor's Mai:r1 N2-3?. 
Section ·35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West; Willamette Meridian, a copy of 

which is attached hereto and thereby made a part of this Ordinance; 

Section 2. That portion of the subject properties described on Exhibit "A-1", and. as 
shown on EXhibit "B-1", as attached hereto, is hereby designated RL Low Density Residential, 
excepting therefrom that .portion located below the elevation of the 100-year floodplain, which 
portion shall remain designated FP Floodplain~ · · 

Section 3. That portion of the subject properties described on EXhibit • A-2", and as 
shown on Exhibit "B-2", as attached hereto, is hereby designated RM Medium Density 
Residential. 

Section 4. That portion of the subject properties described on Exhibit • A-3", and as 
shown on EXhibit "B-3", as attached hereto, is hereby designated OS Open Space, excepting 
therefrom that portion located below the elevation of the 1 00-year floodplain, which portion 
shall remain designated FP Floodplain. · 

Section 5. That portion of the subject properties described on Exhibit • A-4", and as 
shown on Exhibit "B-4", as attached ·hereto,· is hereby designated RM Medium Density 

Residential. · 

Section 6. That portion of the subject properties described on Exhibit • A-5", and as 
shown on Exhibit "B-5", as attached hereto, is hereby designated RM Medium Density 
Residential. · 

! 

' ·I 
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Qrdinance- HCP 4-04: Oren6o Woods Crossing 3 

.. -· ··. 
' . ~ } Section 7. That portion of the subject properties described on Exhibit • A-6", and as 

.f 

. shown on Exhibit "B-6", as attached hereto, is hereby designated RL Low Density ResidentiaL 

Section 8. The City Planning Director is hereby Instructed to cause the official 
Comprehensive Plan Map, a part of Ordinance No. 2793, to be amended to include the minor 
·Plan Land Use Map changes set forth in Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 hereof. · · 

Section .9. Except as therein amended, Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, as 
· amended, shall remain in full .force and effect. 

. Passed by the Council this te"' Day of October, 2005. 

Approved by the Mayor this 18th Day of October, 2005: 

Mayor 
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ATTACaMENT "A" . 
BEFORE THE HILLSBORO CITY COUNCIL 

.IN THE MATTER OF AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ORDrnANCE 

·. NO. 2793, AS AMENDED, SECTION 14 
·. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAPS, 

APPROVING A MINOR COMPREHENSIVE 
. PLAN LAND USE MAP CHANGE FROM 

OPEN SPACE, LOW DENSITY 
RESIDENTIAL AND FLOODPLAiN TO 
MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, LOW 

· · DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, AND 
.FLOODPLArn ON TWO TAX LOTS 
TOTALING APPROXIMATELY55 ACRES .. 

L · Introduction. 

A. Procedural History. 

FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF 
IDLLSBORO 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AMENDMENT (HCP 4-04 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING) 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. and. Venture Properties, Inc. ("Applicants") seek an 
amendment to the ;Hillsboro Comprehensive ·Plan map from Open ·space, Low Density i 

·Residential, and Floodplain to Mediurri Density Residential, Low Density Residential and 
Floodplain for tWo tax lots that are approximately 55 ai:res in size. On May 25, 2005, the 

· · HillSboro Planning Commission lidopted Resolution No. 1496-P, recominertding approval of thiS 
amendme~t. An appeal of this recommendation was filed on Jnne 20, 2005 by Dan Bloom, · 
Bonnie Kooken and the Orenco Neighboi:hood Organizllotion ("ONO'') (collectively, the · · 
"Appellants''). Atits July 5, 2005 meeting, the City Coll!lcil determined that the appeal hearing . 

. would be an "on the record'' proceeding .. The City Council held a public hearing on the appeal 
· on August 22-23, 2005. The Applicants submitted their final written argument on August 30, 

· 2005. The City Council deliberated on the. requested plan amendment on September 6, 2005 and 
tentatively adopted a modified amendment at its .Octqber 4, 2005 meeting. · 

These findings support adoption of City of Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5571, adopting a 
modification of the plan amendment requested by the Applicants. · 

· B. Incorporated Findings. 

The factual assertions set out in October 15, 2004 application and the staff reports dated 
November 22, 2004, November 26; 2004, January 4, 2005, January 11,2005, January 12,2005, 
January 21, 2005, January 25, 2005, February 4, 2005, February 22, 2005, March 23, 2005, April 

. 8, 2005, Aprill4, 2005, June 16,2005, July 1, 2005, August 8, 2005, August 16, 2005, August 
18,2005, August 22, 2005, August 30, 2005, September 27, 2005 and October 3, 2005 are 

. hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety including any attaclunents or exhibits. 

FINDINGS -Page 1 
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· .. The Council further incorporates by r~ference Attachment B tO Hillsboro Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 1496-P (Findings in Support, HCP 4-04 Orenco Woods Crossing). 
The Council further adopts by reference the August 18,:2005 Council·Hearing Memorandum 
submitted by the Applicants. At the same time, the Council modifies some of the incorporated 
findings .. To the extent there are any ·Conflicts between any of the incorporated documents or 
findings, and these findings, these findings control. . · 

C. Procedural Issues. 

The Appellants raised some procedural issues during the course of the Council 
· proceedings: . · 

1. Type of Appeal Hearing. 

Hillsboro Resolution No. 1620 adopts Rules for Conduct of Land Use Hearings. The 
Ru1es "as a matter of policy" limit the evidence to be consi4ered by the Council in appeals from 
Planning Commission recommendations to "that evidence made a matter of record during the 
public hearing before the Planning Commission." Rule 5(1). Rule 5(2) gives the Council 
authority, "in its discretion," to permit a "partial de nove hearing, in which evidence and 
testimony shall be limited to one or more 8pecific issues defined by the Council." 

The Appellants sought a partial de. novo appeal hearing. (June 27, 2005Jetter froin Gary 
. · P. Shepherd.} They contended that the record was incomplete and shou1d incl~de ·all relevant 

.. facts. Appellants wanted to present evidence of development. actions in the; vicinity of the . . 
.. Oreuco Woods property, additional evidence on traffic issues, housing, school impacts, parkS, 
')he McDonald Ho~e, and golf course profitability, and a transcript of a June 2, 2005. wox:k 

. session of the Planning Commission. This request WaS denied by the Council at its July 5,2005 
·meeting. . · · · · 

Rule 5(2) requires the Council to explain its reasons for allowing a de novo. or partial de 
novo hearing. The Ruie does not require an explanation of the reasons for denying a request for 
a partial de novo hearing. Nonetheless, there were a number of reasons why the Council denied · 
the request to allow additional evidence .. The Pianning Commission conducted a number of . 
public hearings and meetings on the proposal, even noticing the plan amendment twice as the 

. proposal evolved. Most of the evidence sought to be introduced WaS available at the time of the 
Planning Commission hearings. Conducting an evidentiary hearing would add unneeded 

· complexity to the process and consume more time of the Council. Some of the desi!ed evidence 
was irrelevant. · 

2. Classificatio·n of the Amendment as Major or Minor. 

The Appellants assert that the proposed amendment should have been processed as a 
"major plan amendment" as that term is defined by section I (II)( G) of the Hillsboro 
Comprehensive Plan ("any significant change to the Comprehensive Plan text or map initiated by 
·the City Council or Planning Commission" and "significant change" as "one that amends or 
refines both the Plan text and map, has operative effect over a large geographic area and is likely 

FINDINGS - Page 2 . 
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· ... 

. to have significant environmental, energy; ec~ncimic and' ~oCial consequences"). (Jun~ io, 2005. 
: Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) A major plan amendment is processed using an 

adopted citizen involvement program of particular content 
. . . 

· .. ' The proposed amen~en:t is not a major plan amendment because it proposes n~ chmige · 
to the plan text. The area of the plan amendment is not a "large geographic area" as that term is · 
used in the Plan. A "large geographic area" would be an entire neighborhood or community that 
is planned under a separate. and incorporated community plan. . · 

Fmal(y, Appeilantshave shown no prejudice by any procedural error in the processing of 
this plan amendment. The use of a major or minor plan amendment process is not jurisdictional 
in character. 

3. Notice of the Plan Amendment . 

. The Appellants claim the required DLCD notice was not given. (June 20, 2005 Appeal 
. Statement from Gary :P. Shepherd.) The notice to DLCD was provided to DLCD by City staff on 
.October 15, 2004. See·Exhibit 30 ofthe record before the CounciL · 

4. Modification of Plan Amendment Proposal, 

Jim Lubischer argues that the Pianclng Coinmission erred in mocll:fying the applicatimi. 
under Hillsboro Compreheusive Plan, section l(IV)(C)(3). That section gives the Planning 

. Commission the authority after a ininor pian. an1endmelit h~g to "deny or forward a· · · 
; .recommendation of approval or approval with modifications. to the City Council." According to . 
. · Mr. Lubischer, the shift before the Planning Commission was a complete change in the· 

·· · application, not a modification. ("Things Change" August 16, 2005 s.ubmission from Jim 
. LubiScher.) · · · 

The original proposed map amendment was a combinatioJ;l of Station Community 
Planning Area, Low Density Residential and Floodplain .. In the first round ofpublic hearings, 
concerns were raised that the Station Community Planning Area designation might allow a 

. . greater number and density of residential units than desirable. The Planning Commission 
requested and the Applicants agreed to modify the application to substitute Mediuni Density 
Residential designation for the SCP A areas. The reconfigured map amendment was re-noticed . · 
with published notices in the Hillsboro Argus and mailed notice to nearby property owners and · 
interested persons. · · 

The City Council interprets Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, section l(IV)(C)(3) to give 
the Commission the discretion to modify a requested plan map amendment by changing the 
requested land use designations. A change from a SCP A designation to a residential designation 
for desired residential uses iS a modification and not a complete change in the application. The 
modification was to allow the same type, and intensity of development as originally sought. 
.Even if the change were more than a modification, the hearings on the amended proposal were 
re-noticed and there was a full and fair oppor!unity to testify and present evidence on the · 
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amended request No contention has been made that any participant was prejudiced by the 
.failure to. afford any different process on the request · · 

The City·Comicil also Construes Hillsboro Comprehensive Plari, section l(IV)(C)(5) to 
allow it the discretion te modifY the plan map amendment request after the public hearing closeS .. 

. That provision states that "[ a]fti:r ci>nsideration of a proposal or an appeal, the City Council may . 
adopt or deny the minor plan amendment or uphold, reject or mQdify the recommendation of the 

·Planning Commission." Because this section expressly allows discretion to ')nodifY' the 
· recommendation of the Commission, the changes in the map designations adopted by the 

Council ani within its authority. The modification at the Council level included the deSignation · 
-:. oflow density for the western part of the property, reducing the number of potential :dwelling 

units. ' . . . . 

5. Administrative Notice.· 

The Appelhmts asked the Council to take official notice of s1lttllriaries of allowed hind 
use applications prepared by the Appellants. (August 17, 2005 Council Submission.) This 

. request was denied under the adopted Rules for Conduct of Land Use Hearings. · 

Rule 7 allows the Council to take official notice of facts which are judicially noticeable 
and the Charter, oi:dinances, resolutions, rules, regulations, and Written official policies of the . 
City of Hillsboro. The Council interprets this rule to allow official notiCe of adjudicative facts 

1 _)· · only when the proceeding is an eY.identiaty heating.- TlJ.e subject proceeding is an "on the 
'· record" proceeding and official notice of the land ·use application summary prepared by 

. Appelliints would be inconsistent with Ru1e 5( I). . 

A law or policy can be officially ooticed under Rule 7, similar to the judicial notice of 
laws allowed under Oregon Rule ofEviderice2Q2. Although determinations efland u8e 
applications are done by ordinance in many cases, the Council does not read Ru1e 7to allow 

. official notice of facts in those proceedings in a subsequent and collateral "on the record" appeal. 
In this case, the Council takes official notice of the-Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, theParl<s · 

• Master Plan, the Metro Code, Regional Framework Plan and Urban Growth Management 
· Functional Plan. · · · 

6. Written Rebuttal. 

Mr. Shepherd objects to allowance of a written rebuttal argument to the Applicants, 
contending that it is not required by ORS 197.763, and that it contains new evidence. (Shepherd 
September 6, 2005letter.) The issue of whether the written rebuttal is required by the statute is 
beside the point. The practice of the· Council in appellate hearings is to allow rebuttal argument · 

. to the proponent of the land use change, following the same order of testimony as set out for 
. evidentiary beatings wider Rule 6. It is within the discretion of the presiding officer at a land use 
hearing to allow written rather than oral rebuttal, as well as a continuance of the hearing for 
rebuttal, whether written or oral in nature. · 

FINDINGS -Page 4 
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The Council announced its practice in co~ection with the receipt of n~w evid~ce .. Its 
practice in "on the.recoi:d" hearings is to consider, but not rule on, objections thah~vidence was 
not presented to the Planning Commission or Hearings Board: Instead, the Council disregards 
any evidence that was not presented in the. evidentiary proceedings. It causes too much delay to 
have to sort through the record on evidentiary obj ectious or to require those objections· m order to 
preserve an alleged error. The findings adopied in this case are based solely on the evidentiary 

· record created before the Planning Colllii!ission. · · . 

D. · . Preliminary Detenninations ... 

Generality of Plan Amendment Proceedings. 

· This land use request seeks a change in the plan map, shifting an "open space" 
designation to low orrri~ium density residential designations. ·The Applicants have set out a 
detailed development plati to state their intent and to show how the plan change might be 
implemented. The specifics of that plan, however, are not before the City for approvill. Instead, 
the issues are whether the plan aineodment critena: are met and whether. the uses allowed by the 
plan change, limited by future development approval standards and' processes, will create a goal 

· violition or cause the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan to become internally inconsistent. Many of 
· ·the contentions in this case, about the effects or iei9-timacy of the suggested deveiopment plan 
. are premature: 

. •·.· 
.2 .. 

. . . 

Futur:e Prodesse8for.D~termin'ation ·of Specific Land Uses lfTid 
Application of the Hillsbqro Comprehensive Plan Policies. 

Instead, the application of standards to particular development aj,proval on this sj.te will 
. occur through the rezoning and site review processes. The rezoning will occur at the . 
·recommendation of the Planning and Zonillg Hearings Board and through adoption or'an · 
:ordinance by the City Council. In order to change the zoning for the property, .the Hearings 
· Board and Council will need to find that the "request must conform 'with the Hillsboro 

. Comprehensive Plan and this Ordinance" and that "where more than one designation is available 
to implement the Comprehensive Plan designation (e.g., R-7 vs. R-1 0}, the applicant must justify 
the particular zoning being sought and show that it is best suited for the specific site, based upon ·. 
specific policies of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan.'' Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance, section 
114(2). 

· That same section of the zoning ordinance gives discretion to attach conditions to a 
· rezoning .. Those conditions include provisions for limiting access to the site, street 

iinprovements for the project. and the abutting area, improvement agreements· for neceSf!ary 
infrastructure, and other matters. It is at the rezoning. step that particular plan policies limiting or 

. allowing development will be applied. The development directions in these findings provide 
. advance guidance from the Council on how plan policies can be applied in the future . 
· .. proceedings; 

In this case, the potential zoning districts that could be applied to the site include those 
particular to the station community planning areas (Station Community Residential -Medium 
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i ., . Density, Station Co~unitY Residential- Low Density, Station Conlinunity Residential~ · . 
Village and Station Community Residential~ Orenco Townsite Conservation). The Pbinning 
Commission preferred thai the SCR-V zoning district be applied to the property and may seek to 
initiate that zone change. Ail noted below, the SCR-OTC zoning district would appear to not . 
·apply io this site since it was not within the original1908 and 1911 Orenco Plats. If a SCPA 
zoning district is applied, as appears more likely, development review will occur under HZO § 
136 .. This will require review and approval of a concept development plan and a detailed 
development plan if the SCR-V zone were applied to the site .. If a non-SCP A zoning district is · 
applied to the property, development review will occur through HZO § 133 for the multi-family.· 
.lots and through the planned unit development process. Potential cop.flicts .caused by . 
development, including, for example, potential conflicts with acknowledged Goal 5 resources, 
can only be adjudicated through either type of development review. See, e.g., HzO 13J(IV)(J). 

3. "Open Space Under the Hills~oro Comprehensive Plan. 

These preliminary observations lead the Council to state the relevance of various parts of 
the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan cited in this proceeding. The plan map amendment changes 
the "open space" designation for a portion of the property. The "open space" plan designation 
·has no implementing zoning district Nor is the designated property on an .acknowledged Goal 5 
inventory for open space. The City has an adopted map of significant Goal 5 natural resources 
thai show floodpla4ls, natural habitats, wildlife areas, natural vegetation areas and other open 

· spaces. It has adopted a NaiUral Resources Management Program Ordinance, HZO § l31A. The 
) : "open ~ace')ortion oft?e subject property is not protected by the Goal 5 m~p or HZO § 131A .. 

·The designation of.a portion of the property as ."open space" on the Plan map 1s not because of a · , 
. qualitative evaluation ofthe property by the City, but solely becatiSe of its past use as a golf . •. . . 
. course. 

In this regard, the subject plan amendment does not inventory or amend a list of protected 
open space within the City under OAR 660-023..0220(2). Nor has the City adopted a list of 

· . significant open space resources as part of an open space acquisition program under OAR 660- · 
023-0220(3). It has no protective regulations for land identified as significant open spaee. · · 

Instead, the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan treats "open space" largely as land to be 
protected during the development pmcess. The Plan policies on open space speak about assuring 
open space "at the time of development" and encouraging (as opposed to mandating) its creation 

• and maintenance elsewhere. HCP, section 6(lll)(A)(l)- (4). · 

. 4. Plan Amendment Approval Criteria. 

The key criteria for assessing the proposed plan amendment are those for a minor plan 
amendment map change stated in HCP § 2(IV)(B), which states that: 

"An applicant for such a Map amendment shall show: 1) that the property is better 
suited for uses proposed than for the uses for which· the property is currently 
designated by the Plan; and, 2) that a need exists for the proposed Plan Map 
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designation that is not already met by existing Plan Map designations in the 
general area." 

. The Council interprets these standards as follows: . 
· .. a. ...The.issue in the first criterion is whether there are ch3racteristics of the property itself 

that make·it better suited for other uses than. the ones currently designated. The relevant 
. characteristics of the property include its size, location, proximity to protected natural 
resource areas, existing development, development constraints, availability of public 
facilities and services, and other factors that affect the type and d.egree efland use. 

b. . The establishment of a new land Use designation under these stan~s is guided by the· . 
. goals stated inHCP, section 2(!) (accommodate long-range population growth, control 
:the economic, environmental and energy consequences of giowth, retain agricultural · 
. land, orderly and efficient extension of public facilities and services, efficient · 

development of hind consistent and compatible with community needs and resources, 
.· decent housing, employment opportunities;·high degree of liveability, c~nsistencywith 

regional urban growth boundary).· · 
. . . . . . . . . 

· c: The suitability of property for open space is partly determined by whether the property 
.meets and will·continue to meet the definition of"open space" set out in HCP, section 
6(ll)(B). . . 

·.d. . The suitabijity of property for residential uses depends, in part, upon the ability of the 
· property to meet the residential housing policies set out in section 3(III) of the Plan. · · 

e. In the context of a proposed change to a residential plan diagram designation, the "Plan 
Map designations in the general area" means the Hillsboro Planning Area as defined in 

·. HCP section 2(ll)(A). The·Plan policies on housing speak to the planning area as the 
relevant geographic area in assessing housing needs. See, Hillsboro Comprehensive Plmi,. 
section 3(ill)(A)(B)(C)(D)(F)(G)(H)(M)(N)(S). 

5.. · Relevance of Plan Text. 

In determining whether the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan will remain "coordinated" and 
"interrelated" under ORS 197.015(5) and Goal2 because of the allowed plan map amendment· 
·and whether the amendment is consistent with plan policies, the Council finds as follows: 

a. The Plan states a nlllilber of"goals" which are largely aspirational and not intended to 
state land use decisional criteria. These goals are relevant in interpreting and applying 
the stated policies of the Plan. The policies are the most relevant textual provisions in 

· assessing whether the Plan is internally consistent because of a diagram amendment. The 
implementation measures are usually directed to administrative and legislative actions of 
the City, but sometimes may state a policy for making a land use decision. 

b. Many of the Plan policies are intended to apply at the time of zoning and are not as · 
relevant to a plan change. A zoning decision requires a showing of conformance with the 
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. Plan and a justification of any choice betweeri competing zoning districts based on Plan ·. . 
policieS. HZO § 114(2). In particular, the implementation measures in the Urbanization · · 

· section of the Plan speak about encouraging development at the time that urban facilities. 
· • and services are available .. Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, section 2(IV)(A). These 

·measures generally do not apply to plan amendments. Instead, they are relevant to 
zoning actions and conditions, and other land use decisions. It is not the intent of the 
Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan to desigruite future land use8 only if present facilities and 
services are available to the property. Instead, the converse is true. ·The land uses 
designated in the Plan. drive the planning for future public facilities and services. · . . . 

. II;· . Application of Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, Section l(V)(B) ("Better Suited" 
Criterion). . · 

. The June 20, 2005 appeals statement and the written and oral testimony in opposition to 
the plan amendment claim that the proposed change violates Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan,··. 

· section l(V)(B) in that the property is not better suitedfor the proposed residential uses than for 
the open space uses for which the property is currently designated. The Appellants argue that 
·"better suited" is not determined by a showing of a housing shortage. They state that the . 
financial condition of the Elks is immaterial to the application of this criterion. Jnstead, ''better 
suited" involves issues of compatibility to adjacent property. (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement 

· from Gary P. Shepherd.) · · · 
. . . . . 

( J . . . The written and oral opposition testimony addresses flie existing derutity ~f deveiopment 
in Hillsboro, the need for additional parks and open spliCe, the failure to attain benchmarks for . 
the amount ofparldand in the city, the irrelevance of the Elks financial condition or the City's 

.. ability to purehase the property to the plan change criterion, and the immateriality ofthe detailed· 
. ·development plan to assessing this standard. Jim Lubischer contends that placing development 

directions in the decisional document supports the conclusion that the property is not ''better 
suited" for residential use; the ''better suited" analYsis has to look at the disparate impacts of 
residential versus open space uses in a number of ways: traffic generation, demimds for public. 
facilities and services (including schools), and the effectS on the policies implemented by the 
ore zOning); the historic use and designationfor the propertywas open space when it was 
purchased by the Elks; and, the change will lessen preservation of the area around the McDonald 

· House. ("Things Change" August 16, 2005 submission from Jiin Lubischer.) · 

The Urban Greenspaces Institute argues that the site should be considered for a regionally 
significant park because of the historic McDonald House and the Rock Creek corridor trail. . The 
Audubon Society of Portland testifies that the evidence shows that the site has unique value for 
open space as one of the last undeveloped properties along Rock Creek. ONO asserts that the 
property is better suited for a combination of open space in the west and central parts, with 
residential in the southeast part of the site, and that funding could be found for the parkland. 

· (August 22, 2005 Council letter.)· AI Waibel also notes that the imposition of Qevelopment 
directives to attain compliance with the approval standards is insufficient (Waibel August 22, 
2005 letter.) Shaun Starr and Kimberly Culbertson contend that this site is Hillsboro's last 

· chance to have a major park along the light rail. 
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In a8sessing these contentionS, and applying j;his criterion, the Com1cil finds as f~Iiows: 

1. The Appellants are correct that "better suited" is not determined by showing that there. is · a housing shoqage. This criterion is not a "need" criterion:. By the same token, the ·need for 
· .. parlcland is also immaterial to application of this criterion. .Instead, this factor goes to whether 

the characteristics of the property itself or its setting makes it ~'better suited" for residential uses 
· than for open space uses. · · · 

2. The P<>re reason why the property is better sUited for residential uses than open space uses 
. .js because it is close to two light rail stations. The light rail system is more likely to be used by 
the residents of this property than if those persons resided somewhere else further from the light · 

· rail station. The City and the region have a ·great number of policies supporting increased· 
densities near light j:ail stations in order to maximize the use of and investment in the light rail 
system. See, e.g .• Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan; section 13(III)(C)(3) (higher densities near . 

. transit service to reduce trip generation for motor vehicles) and ·section 15(V)(A) (target densities 

. in Orencci SCP A); Metro Code 3.07.610 et seq. (Title 6 of Urban Growth Management 
Fm1ctional Plan on Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Communities). 
These policies are better implemented bY the use of part of the property for residential Uses. 

3. The Appellants argue that more demands will be placed on the street system and other 
public facilities and services if the property is used for residential development than if it were 
used for passive uses. It is likely that residential development of the property will place more . 

. demands on roads, schools, utilities and other public facilities and services than if the property · ; 
·were .developed for passive, open space uses. From a comprehensive plaiming perspective, · . 

.. however, the issue is· not whether those demands will be created within the City. They will be 
.created whether the residential development is located on Orenco. Woods Crossing or somewhere 
else. Instead, the issue is whether this property has. characteristics that make it harder or more. 
expensive to serve with public facilities and services, so that it is comparatively less valuable for 
residential uses than for open space uses. The evidence does not show any particular . · 
characteristics of this property that makes it difficult or more expensive to serve. Indeed, it is 
generally more efficient to irtfill property than to develop land on the urban fringe. Thus, the 
immediate availability of urban facilities and services makes the property better Suited for· 

. residential development thim for passive or U!ldeveloped uses that do not need .those services. 
The relevant inquiry is whether this property has better qualities for potential residential uses, 
compared with other properties, than it has for potential open space uses, compared with. other 
open space property. · 

4. The Appellants raise a good argument that the property's location next to the Old Orenco . · 
neighborhood makes it less suited for residential development than other property not so situated. 
City policy favors preservation ofland use patterns within the Old Orenco neighborhood. More 
intense and adjacent residential development may force.&ome changes in the development pattern 
·or create demands on neighborhood streets.· The Council has considered this argument in the 
balance of considerations relevant to this criterion, buf does not consider it to be decisive. The 
other factors favoring the comparative value of this property for residential uses (proximity to 
light rail, availabkpublic facilities and services) predominate. 
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5. The size of the property makes it better suited for residential development. Resideiltial 
development of this size can spend more on public improvements and more easily afford 
dedications ofland for public uses. Here, the size of the development allows potential 

·.construction of the Rock Creek Bridge and dedication of substantial acreage for parkland and 
· . . open space uses. By contrast, the size of the property works against its acquisition and use for 

.. parkland or other public uses because it is more expensive than smaller tracts and less affordable . 

.. 6. The Plan's policies ·on housing can be implemented by residential uses of portions of the • 
property. Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, section 3. The property is buildable. It can· 
accommodate a variety ofhousing units. Residential development can be provided with the 
·appropriate level of public facilities and services and the developffient will allow the retention of 

.. siguilicant areas for open space and recreation .. Residential development at the western part of 
the property can be designed to be reasonably compatible with.the Old Orenco neighborhood. 

·· A1; an example of how the property can be planned and developed consistent with plan policies, · 
the Council adopts development directions later in these findingS. 

· 7. Similarly, the property can be developed consistent with the goals set out in section 2(1) 
of the Plan. There is nothing about the characteristics of the property that would prevent it from 

. accommodating population growth, developing with appropriate environmental safeguards, 
· efficiently using public facilities and services and developing consistent with community needs, 
providing decent housing and allowing an environment with a high de!ll'ee ofliveability. 

, ) . 8. · By contrast, these qualities of the property make it Jess suited for "open sp,ace". · · 
·
1

•· designation on the plan cfui.gram. It gains little in its value for recreational or parkland uses 
.· because of its proximity to a light rail station. The property is not aided functionally in its use 

· · .. for' passive, recreational uses by the full availability of public facilities and services. 

9. Except for its past use as a golf course, the characteristics of the relevant part of the 
property do not fit the definition of"open space" set out in Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, 
section 6(ll)(B). Certainly, the parts of the property retained in floodplain designation or 
constrained by resource overlays are legitimate open space uses and the residential plan 

· designation does not include those areas. There is no evidence that the upland portions of the 
property are needed to be used for open space in order to conser:ve or retain the .:Wetlands or 
.floodplain areas. The water quality of the creek can be protected from the effects of residential· 
development. If the property were retained as a golf course, it would continue to be used for 
open space and recreational opportunities. But the record does not suggest anything about the 
property itself that makes it particularly valuable or functional as a golf course compared with 
other properties. · Classification of the relevant part of the property as open space is not necessary 
to protect bird rookeries, spawuing beds and wildlife habitat areas. 

10. There are two characteristics of the relevant part of property that promote its retention in 
open space and floodplain designations.· First, it does have open space value because of its 
proximity to the Rock Creek wetlands, floodplain and wildlife habitat areas. Goal 5 recognizes 
that property can have value because it enhances "the value· to the public. of abutting or 

· neighboring parks, forests, wildlife preserves, nature reservations or sanctuaries or other open 
. space." Second, the part of the property near the McDonald House may have some open space 
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·'value because it enhances or bett~r preserves the historic structure, or allows p~eservation ofim 
· historic setting. This latter issue is addressed below.· These qualities ~ve been conSidered by 

the Council. The associative value of the property because of proximity to the floodplains or an 
· .historic structure is less valuable than its value for residential purposes.· 

. 11. Residential designation of a portion of the property provides more flexibility in use than 
.retention of the existing plan designations. The residential designation does not pieclude u,se of 
the residentially designated property for open space uses in part. It is expected. that the 
residential development of the property will allow dedication of land for parks and development 
. of the Rock Creek trail. A sigmficant part of the ·property will continue to be designated for: 
· floodplain and open space uses. On the other hand, retention of the open space and floodpiain 
. designations for the entire property would require exclusive open space uses: 

. 12. Thus, while the property bas some value for open space uses, on·balance, it is better 
·suited for residential uses. More intense uses capitalize on the location near light rail and 

.. availability of public facilities and services. Residential designation allows a varietyofllSes, 
including open space. The uses allowed by an open space designation are not clear. · 

m. Application of Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, Section l(V)(B) (Residential Land 
Need Criterion) 

·This crlterion requires that a need exists for the proposed Plan Map designation that.is. not 
:.alrCadymet by existing Plan Map designations in the general area. The Appellants <;ontend that. 

the proposed amendment violates Hillsboro Cornpreherisive Plan, section l(V)(B) becaqse any 
· need for residential land is already met by the existing residentially designated land in the 

general area. They argue that "general area" should be construed to be land within a few miles 
of the site, or, at best, the area within the city limits. Even still, the City complies with · 

. ·residential dwelling targets in the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. {June 20, 
2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd) · · · 

The written and oral testimony of the opponents was directed to the supply of housing in 
.. the immediate Orenco area. Mr. Shepherd argues that the Orenco area already contributed one­
third of the City's new housing and that the City already complies with its Metro commitments 
for housing. Jim Lubischer asserts that "general area" should be inte~preted to mean the 
immediate vicinity of the plan amendment, and not areas outside of the city limits. Mr. 

· Lubischer also states ·that the effects of redevelopment were not considered in the housing needs 
·analysis relied upon (the 2005 planning staff analysis), that the housing needs analyses did not 
look at the "general area" and several did not use a constrained population forecast. ("Things 
. Change" August 16, 2005 submission: from Jim Lubischer.) 

ONO contends that the Orenco area contributed 38% of the City's housing need, while . 
occupying 12% of its area. (August 22, 2005 Council letter.) Shaun Starr and Kimberly 

. Culbertson argue that the increasing infilling of residential dwellings is not reflected in the 
housing need calculations. Nor is mixed use development, accessory units, county islands and 
urban growth.boundary expansion taken into account. (August 22, 2005 Council letter.) 
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. ·_-{ ; At page 2 of the Appeal Statement, Appellatits recognize that there is a need for· . 
additional housing within Hillsboro, "There is and may always be. a housing need in our growing 
metropolitan region, including Hillsboro." This conclusion is supported by the following studies 

. and analyses: 

I. . 1995 Major Periodic Review: Summary: Changed Circumstances; Unanticipated 
. Developments; Cumulative Effects of City Actions, completed by the City of 
-Hillsboro; 

2. .· 1998 Metro Functional Plan Compliance Report, completed by the City of· 
Hillsboro; 

). 2000 City ofHillsboro Housirig Need Study, completed by Johnson Gardner and· 
City of Hillsboro; 

. . . . . 

· 4. 2004Housing Needs Report, completed by Ferrarini & Associates; and 

· 5. 2005 City of Hillsboro Staff Analysis. 

However, at page 4 of their appeal, Appellants discount Applicants' Housing Analyses 
(completed by Ferrarini & Associates) because they do not match the City Housing Analysis. 
Each report utilized slightly different assumptions' and slightly "different study areas, But all five 

i ;reports, including those prepared by the City.ofHillsboro, show a shortageofresidential.Iand in· 
' ,the. Hillsboro Planning Area. · · · · · . . . · . · · 

In evaluating ar~ents wider this criterion, the Council ~ncludes as follows: . 

1. "The relevant "general area" for purposes of this criterion will depend upon the type of 
land imder. consideration and how the Plan ;1ddresses that category of land. The land use types 
needed for citywide need are more likely to be evaluated based on the Hillsboro Planning Area. 
.The land use. categories tised for more specific and local needs (open space, floodplain, and 
public facilities) can be assessed against a more local inventory of plan designations. Here, the 
relevant general area is the Hillsboro Planning Area. This is the area addressed in the plan 
poiicies on housing. 

2. The criterion goes to the need for residential land during the relevant planning period, not 
just to any immediate or short-term need for residentially designated land. The relevant planning 
period is the 20-yearbuildable land supply addressed in ORS 197.299 (stating Metro's 
obligations to ensure accommodation of this supply ofland). As implemented, that period 
extends to 2022. Thus, the relevant planning period for this criterion extends to at least 2022 and 
could extend to 2025 (a twenty year period from the time of the plan change). 

3. There is a large amount of credible infor.mation in the record about housing need. The 
five reports, cited above, studied the need for more residential land in Hillsboro. All five find 
·that the City does not have sufficient residential land to meet its obligation under Goal 10. Of 
the five reports, the 2005 Hillsboro Staff Analysis provides the most compelling evidence_ on 
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housing need. This report concludes that th~ City's hciusiD.g inventory in the Hillsboro Plannmg 
Area is 1, 109 units bel<;>w what is needed over the ·next 20 years. This report did not consider · · 
infill and redevelopment potential. !low ever, since 2000, some lnfill parcels of residentiall!llld 
have been developed. The two largeSt parcels that were available for nifill in 2000 (totaling 19.3 · 
acres, almost half of what was available for infill or redevelopment in 2000) have since been · 
·built-out oi: plans have been approved by the Planning Department, i.e. Stonewater. Therefore, 
the infil! and redevelopment potential that was cited m the 2000 Housing Needs Report has been . 
substantially reduced. The Council cancludes that there is an unrnet need for additional 
.residential land in the Hillsboro Planning Area during the relevant period. In fact, the 2005 
·Hillsboro. Staff Analysis niay underestimate the need because it is based on a constrained . . . . 

forecast that assumes the City's population will grow at an average annual rate of 1.5% over the 
next twenty years, a rate that is far below the 20-year historic growth rate of 5% cited in the 
Housing Needs Report. . · · 

Even if"general area" is interpreted to mean the inunediate area, there is still a need for 
residential land in the planning period. Appellants note the generally higher residential densities 

· near the site, stating that this portion of the City should not bear i:he burden of additional homes. 
Within a mile radius of Orenco Woods, there will be approximately 19,603 new residents by 

.. 2007. See December 29, 2004 Letter from WRG (Exhibit 23). This figure equates to a gross 
density of 9. 75 residents (or 4.1 dwelling units) per acre, 1 well below the Orenco SCP A goal of 
45 dwelling units per acre in Section 15 of the Hillsboro Compreherisive Plan? In Section 15 of 

·the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan; the City decided to concentrate l,lousing and jobs. B,round the 
.light rail stations to support transit use: . · · 

(D) Zoning districts which implement the Station Community Planning Area designatimi 
· shall include the following: · 

(I) Development and design standards for buildings, streets and public spaces that 
are oriented toward the pedestrian while not excluding the automobile; · · · 

(2) Concentration of housing and/or jobs in centers that encourage transit users to 
· live and work near tranSit stations; · · 

(3) Provision for public and private amenities, including parks, plazas and other 
facilities to support the higher densities and mixed use developments; 

(4) A multi-modal circulation system that links uses of bus, bicycle, 
CaipooVvanpool, shuttle service, auto and light rail with pedestrians: and 

This result is reached by using the multiplier from the January 3, 2005 staff report for the Housing Need 
Study in Exhibit 23. 

2 "The Orenco SCPA is designated as a 'station community' in the Region 2040 Growth Concept. Overall 
density :targets of 45 persons per net acre are anticipated under this regional designation.· The City will map specific 
zoning. districts which allow the overall density targets to be achieved. Given the amount of vacant land available 
for intensive mixed use development to the north of the Orenco light rail station and s.trong high tech employment 
growth iu the immediate vicinity, the Region 2040 density targets are achievable." 
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(5) Provisions that reduce off-str~et parking requirements within Station . 
· Community Planning Areas 

·In tl:iis more immediate 'general area' it is certainly appropriate to concentrate housing. . 
'Jhis Plan.provision requires open space, not as a primary land use in this area, but as a use "to 

. support the higher densities and mixed uses developments." The Orenco Woods development · 
and Plan amendment will not result in high densitY housing. Almost half the property will be 

.·publicly accessible parks and open space. The Council modified the plan amendment to reduce . 
. the density. Approval of this proposal Wiij allow single family detached homes adjacent to the 
. Orenoo district, subject to buffering standards of the SCP A regulations .. 

. . . . .· .. 

·Appellants state that Hillsboro was ~ie to comply ~ith Metro's Title 1 target capacity of 
J4,8i2 dwelling units for 2017. This Metro target is focused on the efficient use of ex1sting . 

. zoning within the city liri:UtS, and is not based on: population projections or employment capacity. 
In the January 3, 2005 StaffReport on Housing Need (Exhibit 23), Ms. Antonini utilized the 
same 1998 Hillsboro Functional Plan Compliance Report to point out that Hillsboro has capacity 

·for 58,247 additionaljobs·in 2017,.and at.a ratio of 1.5 jobs per housing unit, Hillsboro would 
. need to add about 38,831 dwelling unitsby 2017. The City only has capacity for 14,896 units,. · 

. · leaving a housing deficit of24,000 homes. This demonstrates that compliance wiih Metro's 
·. Title 1 does not insure that there will be a sufficient housing supply for a city, only that .the land . 
. : currently·designated as residential is used efficiently, such as an·;J.Verage density 9f 10 dwelling 

J · units per ;u:re. ·· · · · · 

The Council concludes that there is a need for additionally designated low and ~edium . 
density residential land on the Plan map that is not met by designations within the Hillsboro 
Planning Area or within the immediate vicinity of the plan amendment area. · · 

. . 

IV. Application ofGoalll and HiUsboro Comprehensive Plan Provisions on P~blic 
Facilities and Services. 

The Appellants assert that the proposed amendment violates Statewide Planning Goal 1 L 
They claim that the allowed development will exceed the available public facilities and services, 
particularly schools. (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) · · 

In the same vein, Appellants argue that the proposed amendment violates Hillsboro 
Comprehensive Plan, section 2(III)(A) which states a policy that"[ u)rbanization·within the 

. planning area shall be consistent with the goals and policies of this Plan. Development shall 
occur according to the availability of urban services and within the context of the Urban 
Planning Area Agreement." (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) 

Similarly, the proposed amendment is claimed to violate Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, 
section 2(IV)(A) stating an implementation measure that "[u)rban development shall occur 
where urban service8 exist or are available. It is the intent ofthis Plan to encourage development 
in those areas where such services are currently available or can be readily provided in a logical 
manner." (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) · 
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. . 
The Appellants further claim that the proposed amendment violates Hillsboro . . 

· Comprehensive Plan, section 2(IV)(A)(4) (implementation measure on the availability.of"school 
· districts" within five years of a development approval), as well as section 12(I)(B) (goal to use 

• . availability of public facilities and services as a guide for urbanization), section 12(I)(D) (goal 
that existing land uses be supported by necided public facilities and services), section 12(I)(E) 
(goal that future. development be guided by timely, orderly and efficient provision of public · 
facilities and services), sectioill2(III)(D)(policyto supply public services and facilities at a 
sufficient level), section 12(lli)(B) (po).icy of ability of residents to pay for public facilities and 
services as "prime consideration" ill determining appropriate densities.and Uses in planning . 
area), section 12(Ill)(G) (policy oflocation of schools as a tool in directing future gro'Wtb.), 
section 12(IIl)(J) (policy to work with school districts on facilities plan), and section 12(V)(J) 
(implementation measure on schools and public facilities planuing and consideration of school 
capacities, population aJ;~d assessed value "during the development approval process") . ."(J"!I!le 20, 
2005 .Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) · · 

The Appellants suggest that the schools are already in excess of capacity, particularly in 
·light of planned and additional di.weiopment Tli.ey .claim that other proposed development muit · 
be considered in connection with these standards.and the opponents criticize the Applicants for 
failing to produce evidence on the effects of other development on school capacity. The 
opponents claim thatSchools lacked capacity to serve any newly designated residential areas and 
would not be available within five years. The proposed amendment is also claimed to violate 
ORS 195.100. (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from·Gary P. Shepherd.) There was testimony 

. , on. the enrollment at the local elementary schooL AI Waibel a8serts that it is .wrong to. assume. 
• that schools will expand to meet future needs. (WaibelAugust 22, 2095 letter.). · 

Applicants have provided two Service AvailabilitY Forms from the. Hillsboro S~hool 
District that show that there is sufficient immediate capa6ity to acconuiJ.odate the proposed 
Orenco Woods development. (November 15, 2004 Service Availability Form from Hillsboro 

· School District, HCP 4-04 Exhibit 25) and (December 15, 2004 Service Availability Statement 
. from Hillsboro School District, HCP 4-04 Exhibit 23). The key data include: · 

School Level Capacity· Enrollment 10/1/04 
Orenco Elementary · Elementary School 672 .. 567 
Poynter Middle School 800 770 
Liberty HighSchool 1&00 1171 

Expected hnpact from Orenco Woods: 

School Level Students 
Orenco Elementary Elementary School 78.3 
Poynter Middle School 32.4 
Liberty Higll School 29.7 

. 

HCP Section 12 describes Public" Facilities, and outlines several goals and policies for 
public facility planning. It clarifies that the City should actively plan for future public facilities 
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. .. {.--'j . to accommodate the future population growth ofHinSboro. As. noted. above, the issue at the pi~ . 
amendment stage is whether there are constniints that would preclude the provision of public 
facilities and services to the site during the planning period. The more immediate avai13bility of .. · · 

... public facilities and services becomes more probative under the policies at the time of 
"development". No issue has been raised with respect to the curr~t or future av;ri.lability of 

. public facilities and services, other than school and roads. · · · 

. More specifically, section 2(lli)(A) of the Plan largely affects the transition ofniral or 
urbanizable land to lirban land. The current site is urban land and not within the scope of thJl.( . · .· 
policy. Section 2(IV)(A) of the Plan is partly relevant The parts of this implementation · 
.measU,:e discussing "development," however, apply during rezoning and other development 
processes. and not at the time of plan amendment. Section 2(IV)(A)( 5) encoilrages infilling and · 
the plan amendment allows the filling in of underdeveloped land with urban uses .. Section . · 
2(IV)(A)(5) emphasize~ the importance ofdensity aro.und light rail transit stations and.supports 
ihe approval of the plan amendment 

Section 12(I)(B) states a goal to use the av3.ilability of urban facilities and services us a· 
.tool for guiding urbanization. This goal goes to the timing of development and not plan diagram·. 

· designations, but is implemented by the plan amendment since urban facilities and services are . 
·. - available to the site, and generally can be provided. Section 12(I)(D) discusses provision of 

. services to existing land uses and is not relevant to a plan change for different land uses. Section 
· . · .'12(I)(E) states a goai for the provision of facilities and services to future development. This 

[- ·.) · :applies at the time of zoning and development review. Jhe saine-thing is true for section .. 
\ / · •12(ill)(D), requiring a sufficient level of public facilities. a:iid services to slipportbousing. The 

. development allowed by this plan amendment can occur consistent with the provision of 
adequate public facilities and services. Section 12(Ill)(E) suggests that development occur ai a 

· sufficient density to allow for the economical provision of public facilities and services. This 
· · supports medium density residential plan designations and sufficient density on the site to allow 

.· financing of the ro.ad improvements and parkland by the developer. Section.l2(Ill)(G) supports 
· the plan amendment, since the parcel is adjacent to an elementary school site and is pref=ed for · 
residential development over parcels not so close to schools. Section 12(V)(J)(2)( d) applies . 

. during the development approvai process and not at the time of a plan amendment 

Based on the service availability statements from the Hillsboro School District, testimony 
of the Applicants, l!fid the other evidence in the record, the Council finds and concludes that Goal 

··11 and that these portions ofHillsboro's Comprehensive Plan Sections 2 and 12 have been met · 
with respect to school facilities. Accordingly, Assistant Superintendent for the Hillsboro School · 
District, Betsy Miller stated that the official Strategic Planning effort began in spring of2005 to 
address population growth and school capacity. A new middle school for this area is on the top 
of the priority list. · 

The Council further finds and concludes that, based on the discussion in Part V of these 
findings below, that transportation facilities will be available at the time of development. The 
Commission was aware that some transportation facilities to serve the area were planned, but not 

1. yet in place, so recommended phasing of the project, if necessary, to assure concurrency of these 
services. The Council agrees with that recommendation and commits itself to implementing it 
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during the rezoning and development processes as p~ the developm~t direction5 belbw .. Goal · ' 
·.11 and the applicable standards in·the.Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan with respect to 
· transportation services are satisfied. · 

V. Application of Goall2, the Transportation Plann.hig Rule.and Hillsboro . 
. Compre}lensive Plan Policies on Transportation. 

·The opponents of the plan change contend that the proposed amendm~t violates 
Statewide Planning Goal 12, largely for the reasons asserted with respect to contentions about · 

· section 13 of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan.· (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P. 
· Shepherd.) Jim Lubischer argues that the traffic generated from residential use of the property 
will change the character of the Old Oreneo streets. ('Things Chmige" August 16, 2005 
submission from Jim Lubischer.) Gary Shepherd argues that the unamended Goal 12 Rule 

. applies to the plan ameiidment and the limitations stated in Jaqua v. City of Springfield, 193 Or 
573 (2004). Mr. Shepherd suggests that Corp.elius Pa8sRmid will fail after 2006 with the 
impacts from residential development of the site and that the Cornelius Pass Road improvements 
are not even scheduled in the 2007-2012 STIP projects. The decision failed. in his view, to take . 
appropriate mitigation measures under the Transportation Planning Rule. 

The opponents charge that the proposed amendment violates Hillsboro Comprehensive 
Plan, section 13(Ill)(A)(l), (D)(l), (F)(2), (G)(3), (Vll)(A) and (\!II)(O). Section 13(Ill)(A)(1) 

· · · requires the City to "build, ·maintain and/or support a well-defined and safe transportation system 
withit)..the City."· Se~on 13(lli)(D)(l) requires that the City ''maintain a level of service 
consistent with regional goals and reduce traffic congeStion." Section.l3(III)(F)(2) promiseS to· 

... "relate the design of street capaeity and improvements to their intended use." .Section 
13(irr)(G)(3) requires constructed transportation facilities to "comply with applicable City 
landscape and design standards." Section 13(VII)(A) requires evaluation ofland use actions that 

·would create substantially higher traffic volumes than assumed in.the development of the City's. 
transporta,tiori maps and precludes land u5e actions that would exceed the street capacities of the ·. · 
.transportation maps. Section 13(VII)(O) states street design standards. (June 20,.2005 Appeal 
Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) · · . · 

. . 

The Appellants also contend that the plan change will exacerbate existing capacity 
problems on Cornelius Pass Road· and create noncompliance over the planning horizon. They 
point to the intersection of Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road and to the bridge at 227th . 
Avenue and Cornelius Pass Road. The Appellants state that residential development will change 

·the cbaracter of the streets in Old Orenco. (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P. 
Shepherd.) Jim Lubischer claims that actual capacity of the Old Orenco streetS has to be · 
considered in evaluating traffic impacts, not their functional classification as collector or 
neighborhood streets. Mr. Lubischer also suggests that these standards require concurrency and 
''no negative impact" on Cornelius Pass Road, and that the Planning Commission concern about 
this was not incorporated into their findings. He notes that connection of the development· to the 
Old Orenco streets will violate these plan standards and failure to counect will violate the · 
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) or Metro standards, and that this is not excused by Metro 
Regional 'frimsportation Pliin section 6.4.5(2)( d) that limits uses of cui-de-sacs to "situations . 

F1NDINGS - Page 17 

i 
; 



.. 

('; . where barriers prevent full street extensie>ns." (''Things Change"August 16, 2()05submiss1on . 
from Jim Lubiscli.er.) · · · 

Mr. Shepherd adds that limiting connection to Old Orenco will 'violate the Transportation 
Planning Rule, and Policy 6.4.5 of the Metro Regional Transportation Plan. . (August 17, 2005 · : 

: Council Jetter.) Mr. Shepherd notes that·access to Cornelius Road would be precluded under a 
. Washington County code provision restricting access to arterial streets, WCC 501-8.5(B)(4), and 

traffic would be forced to go to:Quirtama. According to Mr. Shepherd, the applicant's traffic . 
analysis tmderstates this traffic effect on the intersections of Quatama with Cornelius Pass and 
76th A venue. (August 22, 2005 Council letter.). AI W ru.'bei echoes concerns about the additional · ·. 

· traffic load onto Cornelius Pass Road or the Quatam;l/22 7th A venue Bridge. He also states that · · 
· the traffic study assumption that rio traffic will· tum west on Quatama Road and cross the bridge 
is not correct (Wru.l>el August 22, 2005letter.) · 

. The Council fin~ that the September i004 transportation impact analysis report prepared 
by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAI), and subsequent letters dated December 22, 2004, January · 
24, 2005, March 30, 2005 and April 6, 2005, demonstrated that the proposed comprehensive plan · 
amendment will romply with the Transportation Planning Rule, which implements Statewide 
Planning Goal 12. The Council finds that the travel demand forecasts prepared for the. 

· Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation system plans were based. on the 
underlying plan and zoning designation ofWashington County, i.e., Institutional When 

:.washington County and the City ofHillsboro. adopted their. transportation systein plans in the 
{ '_) years 2002 and 1999, respectively, the Orenco Woods Crossing site was in unincorporated_ · 
'. .. . · Washington County, where the Institutional designation applied. Because the TPR requires the 

· :.undei-tying designation be used as the basis for comparison to aproposed new designaticin,.the' · 
Washington County Institutional designation was used. This fact, in view of the TPR, is · 
independent of the. action taken by the Applicants to have the Orenco Woods Crossing site 

· · annexed into the city limits ofHillsboro in 2004, where the City of Hillsboro Open Spaee plan 
. designation now· applies. · 

The Council aceepts the Applicants' September 2004 transportation impact study and 
subsequent analyses. It shows that, tmder reasonable worst-case conditions, the site _trip 
generation potential is much higher under the Washington County Institutional designation than 

· for the designation originally proposed by the Applicants' of Station Community Planning Area, 
.which had a maximum housing count of 400 units. The proposed plan change has been modified 

· to a lower density designation on the site, consisting primarily of Medium Density Residential 
with a small portion of Low Density-Residential, yielding a likely housing count of 
approximately 240 units (plus or minus five percent). the final density under the modified plan 
map land allocatiqns will generate less traffic than the land uses allowed under the relevant 
transportation system plans. Thus, there is no need to preclude this type of use under. Goal 12, 

. the TPR and the applicable Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan provisions. · 

Based on a review of the information contained in the September 2004 transportation 
impact study, the subsequent transportation impact analyses provided by KAI, and subsequent 
transportation impact analyses prepared by staff from Washington-County, and the analysis of 

. the independent traffic engineering consultant representing the City of Hillsboro, the proposed 
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, 
· couipreheWive plan ~hange will not signifi~tly aff~t·the surroundi~g trarisportatio~ fiLcilities · · 
and is in compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule. The Council believes this testimony 
and evidence .. 

. Access to Quatama Road and Com.elius P~s Road 
·· .. 

All transportation impact analyses prepared by KAl and submitted to the City of · 
. HillSboro and Washirigton County conclude tha{under year 2006 build-out conditions; and under· 
. planned conditions for the forecast year 2020 condition, .the abutting streets·of Quatama Road 

. .and Cornelius Pass Road will function at levels which meet the operating standards enforced py : 
· .. Washington County, which has jurisdictional arithority over both roadways. The Council so • 

finds.. . . . . 

The analyses ofbuild-out year 2006 conditions were prepared in a conservative fashion 
to generate worst-case results .. Originally, the Planning Cominission required KAl to prepare 
-and provide a supplemental traffic impact analysis that iiicorporated not only a background 
· traffic growth rate of two percent and additional traffic from apj>roved, or in-process 
developments in the area, but also traffic fro in developments that were still in review, and not yet 

. approved by· the City. This request exceeds the miiiimum development review criteria of 
Washington County; · 

.. The supplemental traffic impact anal~s prepared at that time also accounted for a higher 
· • · housing density than now being proposed.· With a maximum housing count of 4oo units, the 

supplemental analyses prepared by K.AI (in letters. dated December 22, 2004 and January 24, 
2005) concluded that the proposed development would not adversely affect the adjacent" streets 
.of Cornelius Pass Road and·Quatarna Road, with or without We.Stem street connections to~the Old 
Orenco neighborhood. · · 

Brent Ahrend, PE of Group Mackenzie reviewed the initial traffic impact analysis as well 
as the supplemental analysis for the City. In this review letter dated January 6, 2005, Mr. 
Ahrend stated that the analyses completed by KAl complied with standard traffic engineering 
procedures ·and the findings and reconimendations were consistent with the developmental 
assumptions. The Council accepts and relies upon this testimony. il 

. The actual density under the new designation ConSisting primarily of Medium and Low 
Density Residential now liinits the development to rnuch l.ess than 298 housing units, thus further 

. reducing the trip generation potential of the site by more than 25 percent. Again, the number of 
· housing units under the Council modification will be reduced. Nevertheless, the additional 
·analyses prepared by KAl (March 30, 2005 and April6, 2005 letters) s;how that the proposed 
development, at a housing count of298 dwelling units, would not adversely affect the adjacent 
streets of Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road, with or without the western street 

. connections to the Old Orenco neigh!:>orhood. 

Lastly, the Applicants agreed to phase in development of the Orenco Woods Crossing site 
.and make appropriate off-site improvements during each development phase in order to comply 
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. with the directions reco~ended by the Hillsboro Pl~ng Co~sion and adopted bythls 
Council. · · · 

Access to Old Orenco Neighborhood Streets. 

The plan amendment does ncit presage a particular _local street pattem Tiui issue of. 
whether or how the local streets connect to old Orenco is premature. To whatever ·extent 

· · relevant,_ the supplemental traffic impact ·analysis information provided to the Planning . · 
Commission illustrates how the existing east-west street sections of Alder, Birch (east of228th · 
Avenue), Dogwood, and Elm Streets in the old Orenco Neighborhood are sUfficiently wide . 

·enough to accommodate the additional traffic load from the Orenco Woods Crossing site. • 
Evidence supporting this position includes the following: · 

That exhibits were prepared showing that the street widths and pavement conditions of 
the above roadway sections are sufficient to maintain safe two-way vehicular travel; 

That total daily traffic levels (existing+ site-generated) on these street sections .will be 
consistent with City standards for each roadway's classification; and . · · . 

That t~tal peak hour traffic levels (existing+ site) on these roadway5 will range between· 
· less than one car per minute to just over three cars per minute, with traffic levels beirig less 
during all other periods of the day. . . 

. ( \< 
The development dii:ections suggested in the findings preclude any public street. 

·connections between the neighborhood and the western boundary of the Orenco Woods Crossing 
· site. These directions will be .tested in future zoning and developmen( processes against any· 

state, regional or city connectivity standards. The Council concludes there.is no violation o( 
Goall2, the TPR., and the City transportation planning criteria by approval of this plan 
amendment, as modified,· · · 

Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan 

The Council concludes that Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, sections 2(IV)(A) and. 
13(III)(A)(l), (D)(l), (F)(2), (G)(3), (Vll)(A) and (0) can be applied if the plan amendment is 
allowed for the following reasons: 

A. Section 2(!V)(A) -.These are implementation measures to carry out plan policies, 
which are not alleged to be violated by this decision. In particular, this measure states that urban 
development shall occur only where url>an services exist or are available and states that its intent 
is to encourage development where such services "can be readily provided in alogical m;umer." 
As noted above, these measures apply to "development" decisions not to plan amendments. The . 
only implementation measure specific to streets (section 2(iv)(A)(3)) requires development of 
streets consistent with section 13 of the Plan. · 

The Applicants Showed that this measure can be met in these future processes. They 
.· reviewed transportation facilities with city and county transportation staffs and stated the nature 
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of !ldditional transportation services that couid be required. The Applicants presented expert · 
testimony. ·Appellants presented notbirig in response, except for observations on the present state 

. of the local transportation system. The Applicants demonstrated that the improvements they_· 
propose are feasible and can be provided as part _of development review and in phaseS if needed. 

B. Policy 13(lli)(A)(l) · This policy provides that the City will "build, maintain 
. and/or support a well-defined and safe transportation system witbiri the City for pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, motor vehicles, air and rail travel." The action to implement this policy deals. · 
with City design standards, al\ocation of expenditures, minimizing conflicts among modes of 

. travel, establishing city standMds for safe pedestrian roadway crossings and public involvement. 
These implementation standards do not apply to private plan amendment applications. This 

· }lolicy does not apply to this case.. · 

. C. · Policy 13(ill)(D)(l) · This policy speaks to maintaining a level of service. 
consistent with regional goals and reduction of traffic congestion. Its implementing measure 

. "reconnnends" a Level of ServiceD, suggests monitoring of Metro and County (transportation) 
work programs, and a policy of managing traffic to prevent cut-through traffic through 
neighborhoods .. As above, most of this policy deals with matters not ]?efore the Council in this 
case. To the extent relevant, the evidence shows that the property can be developed in ways that 

· ·are consiStent with this policy.· 

D. Policy 13(1II)(F)(2) This policy states simply "relate the design of street 
capacity and improvements to their intended use." The implementing measure requii-es:the City 
. to develop a functioilaJ roadway classification system and that "appropriate design standards 
should be coordinated and. developed by the responsible jurisdiction." The direction in this 
policy is to the City to undertake a work plan. It is not a plan ainendment criterion for plan 
changes to residential use, · · · 

E. Policy l3(1II)(G)(3) ThiS policy requires the City .to design the locai street 
network to "facilitate street connectivity and limit out-of-direction travel." This.policy is applied 
at the time of zouing. To whatever extent relevant, the plan amendment will not preclude street 
connections. Even the suggested development directions do not foreclose forever the street 

· connections between the existing Orenco connnunity and this development. The implementing 
measures are limited to street spacing measures and standards ·ror cul-de-sac length and size, 
which are not plan amendment criteria. · 

F. Implementation Measure 13 fYil)(A) -This measure prohibits ll!Ild use actions 
. creating substantially higher traffic volumes "which would exceed the street capacities of the 
Trailsportation Maps shall not be allowed" unless those maps and other applicable ordinances are 
amended. As indicated above, the volumes projected by this proposal are witbiri those limits, so 
this implementing measure is met. · · 

G. Implementation Measure 13 <VIl)(O) -This measure states construction 
standards for streets of various classifications. It does not state standards for evaluating a plan 
diagram amendment. ' · 
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~-J Other Transportation Issues 

() 

In the last three paragraphS on p. 7 and remaiD.ing disc~ssion oftransportation issues on . 
p. 8 of their appeal, Appellants speak of their perceptions of the inadequacy of the currentlociu 
transportation system. They attack the sufficiency of the transportation estimates, even though 

· all public agericy transportation start' have accepted these estimates and Appellants presented no . 
· expert testimony of their owa Appellants express concern about funding new improvements· 
(such as a replacement or substitute for the existing Quatama Bridge), without conceding thai 

· this development cannot be realized (whether the City or some other public or private agency. · 
undertakes these transportation improvements) without such funding .. This testimony has been 
considered in the evaluation of the· approval criteria · 

Appellants also suggest that the City has an obligation for-connectivity, but cannot realize . 
that duty through their neighborhood, because that would bring in "incompatible" development. . 
When any connectivity policy is considered during development review, it is the Council's 

. opinion that that policy should yield as necessary to competing plan policies protecting the 
character of the Old Orenconeighborhood. This issue, however, is not yet ripe. . · 

VI. · Application of GoalS and Hillsboro Com~rehensive Plan Provisions on Resource 
Protections~ ·· · 

The opponents ~sert that the proposed amendme~t violates Statewide Planning GoalS 
·and its implementing rules. They Claim that removal of open space plan designations requires 

. ·full application of the GoalS inventorying and conflictiil.g use examination process. They also 
.assert that the proposed medium density-residential uses will conflict with.the McDonald House.· . 
without justification under GoalS. (June 20, 200S Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) · . 

Mr. Shepherd later cites particular portions of the Goal 5 Rule, including OAR 660-023-. 
0200 relating to historic resources, as being violated. He criticizes the ESEE analysis perfmmed 

. ·by the Applicants as failing to include the economic value of preserving the setting for the · 
McDonald House and the social qualities of this resource. (August 17, 2005 City Council 
submission.) · · · · 

Mr. Shepherd also claims that other Goal 5 resources were not inventoried for the site as 
· . part of the plan change apart from open space, Rock Creek and the McDonald House. Jim 

Lubischer argues that loss of open space designation will impair the historic context or setting of · 
the McDonald House, relying· upon the Planning Commission testimony of Kay Demlow to this 
effect. This will occur, he suggests, if only a one•half acre is preserved around the structure. · · 

· ("Things Change" August 16, 2005 submission from Jim Lubischer.) The Portland Audubon 
Society criticized the sufficiency of the City's Goal 5 program to adequately protect the chaimel 
migration zone for Rock Creek. · · · 

Relatedly, the Appellants claim that the proposed amendlnent violates Hillsboro 
Comprehensive Plan, section 6(l)(A) and (lll)(A)(l).· These portions of the plan state a goalto 
«preserve, prote:ct·and maintain ... open space, historic sites and structures" and a plan policy to 
"assure at the time of development the preservation of op_en space at a level which maintains a 
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. balance oflanduses within the planning area and shall enc<iurage the creation and maintenance_ 
of open space in the urban area." _The Appellants contend_that these partS of the plan support 

.. retention of the property fgr open space. (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from Gary P .. 
· Shepherd.) · · · · 

·. :.' · The Appell~ts S!so 8ugg~ that the prop~sed amendment violates Hillsboro 
·. Coniprehensive Plan, section 6(I)(A) (goal to preserve, protect and maintain open space and 
. · .. historic sites and structures) in a different way and ·section 6(III)(C) (policy to identify and 

: . encouri!ge preservation of_Cnl!ut"ai resources sites and require policies in station community 
· . planning.areas to "preserve and euhance the character ofhistoric neighborhoods such as·. ~ • the 
. · ·original Orenco community"). The claim is that open space designation will, allow a better 
. historical context for theMcDon_ald House and better preserve it. (June 20,2005 Appeal 

Statexp.ent from Giu'y P .. Shepherd.) 

Appellants raise three principal issues: 

1. The proposed plan amendment "fails to protect" a nafural area imd conserve scenic. 
and historic resources and open spaces as mandated by Goal 5." Appellants then state that the 

:current Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan deSignates the entire site as open space under GoalS. 
This is not true. The Council finds that only the Rock Creek floodplain and on-site 
drainageways and wetland areas are inventoried as significarit resources under Goal 5. These 

· areas remain. protected and are unaffected by this plan amendment . 

• 2. .· Appellants assert fue Plalming Commission icip.Opc;riy "mWJyzed coiill.icts with 
the McDonald House under low density residential developi;J;~.ent, stating that the evaluation 
should have been done under medium density development "The McDonald House arid the area . . . 

: around it was always proposed to be designated medium density, and the evaluation was done · 
With thls assumption. Appellants have no~ challenged that aDaiysis, except tO quibble with the 

.. difference b_etween low and medium density residential use. . . . 

3. · Finally, Appellants qllarrel with the use of development directions. This issue is 
addressed in section vn of these findings. 

Appellants state that the application violates Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan section 6 for 
· 'proper historic<~.! context for the McDonald Houst;:. HCP section 6 implements Statewide 

·Planning Goal 5 for historic resources. The plan amendment does not change the Goal 5 status 
ofthe McDonald House. The program adopted to carry· out GoalS involves application of 
section 6 of the Plan and implementation of the Cultural Resources Management Ordinance . 

. Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance, § 132. These measures have been acknowledged as the City's 
.cultural resources Goal 5 program. The plan amendment does not preclude implementation of 

. these plan policies and code provisions to protect the McDonald House under GoalS. · 

In particular, ·section 6(I)(A) of the Plan states a goal to preserve, protect and maintain 
· open space and historic sites and structures. The Council concludes that this goal does not 

require· the retention of open spai:e when another plan designation is more suitable. Moreover, 
the open space uses allowed by the plan amendment (preservation of stream corridor open space 
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r-) and floodplaili; additional parkland) implement this goal. The protection of the McDonitld . 
· House and the Old Orenco neighborhood can oceur in the implementation of tliis plan 

amendment Section 6(III)(A)(l) states a plan policy to preserve open space "at the .time of 
development" in ways that "maintain a balance ofland uses in the planning area." The 

. residential designation will allow the appropriate balance of open space and other u5es on this 

. property and contribute toward that balance in the planning area. 

Section 6(III)(C) of the Plan states policies on identification of cultural resource sites and 
the need for policies applicable to station community plariillng areas to preserve the character of 
historic neighborhoods .. This policy is not an adjudicative standard for evaluatmg a plan diagram 
change. · · · · · 

. . 

The city is riot obligated to perform an ESEE process in order to protect historic 
resources in general .. OAR 660-023-0200(7). It has no GoalS obligation to do an ESEE 
evaluation of any conflicting ilses for the McDonald House or Orenco Neighborhood as a result 
of this proposed plan amendment To whatever extent relevant, the evidence shows that both the 
McDonald House and the Orenco Neighborhood can be protected from any .conflicting 

· residential uses alluded by this plan amendment through application of existing plan and 
ordinance requirements. · 

The particular program to protect the McDonald House will be detennined during 
. development review. The Council has development directions that will be relevant at that time. 

(. ·) ' The. area of open space around the house will be detennined at that time .. The Applicants' 
proposal with respect to McDonald Honse relied on the expertise of the State Historic 

· Preservation Officer. Roger Roper, the Preservation Progr.ams Manager viSited the McDonald 
· · . ·house on February 17, 200S. The Applicants provided two site plan alternatives for his review 

that created an individual parcel for the McDonald house approximately 38,000 square feet iii 
size. On February 22, 200S, Mr. Roper provided a letter (HCP 4-04 Exhibit 8) to the ElkS and to · 
Ventuni that states that the McDonald House would be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. His letter also states that" ... the proposed lot for this house appears 
to be of a sufficient size and configuration to provide an acceptable backdrop for the historic 
house." The ownership of the house will be retained by the Elks, and the sale of the Orenco 

. Woods property will provide a funding mechanism for its long term care and maintenance. 
Again, the relevant parts of the City's GoalS program can be applied during rezoning and 
development review. The plan amendment does not prevent the application of that program .. 

'-···/ 

The Council finds no violation of GoalS or applicable implementing administrative rules 
in this case. · 

VIL Application of Goal 8 and Hillsboro Comprehensive PI~ Provisions on Parks. 

The Appellants claim that the proposed amendment violates Statewide Planning Goal 8. 
·They state that there are insufficient findings and evidence to show protection of open space as 
required by the goal. (June 20, 200S Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) 
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More particuiarly, the Appellants assert that the proposed amendment V:iola~s Hillsboro i 
Comprehensive Plan, section 9(ID)(l ). This implementation measure requires the City-to adopt a 
Parks Master Plan to establish park standards and defin~ the ne~ for park land and objectives for 

.. attaining this need; The Appellants state that the plan c)lange violates policies in the Parks · · . 
Master Plan for achieving a target of 10 acres of parkland for each 1,000 residents of the City. 
(June 20, 2005 Appeal Statement from GaryP. Shepherd.) · 

Jim Lubischer states that the evidence shows that the City will need an additional676 
acres of parkland to reach the 10 acres/1,000 persons standard by 2020, and that the 220 acre 
shortfall noted by staff and the Planning Commission is incorreCt. He asserts that the record · · . 
shows that the subject site is the only site available for a community park in northeast Hillsboro . 
and criticizes the Applicants' calculation of available parkland within one· mile of the subject 
site .. ("Things Change" August 16,2005 sribrnission from Jim Lubischer.) · · 

Goiu 8 states: 

To satisfY the recreational needs ofthe citizens of the state and visitors and, where 
appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including 
destination resorts. 

The Council concludes that Goal 8 provides little direction and has no "implementing 
regulations" relevant to this case. Appellants' sole suggestion of error is that the Goal protects· 

.. open space and requires a demonstration that changing the Q}>en space designation.is .consistent . · 
~the~ · · · .. ·· · · ·I 

Goal 8 does not provide .for open 8pace designations, much less theif removal. .It is :rather . 
concerned with recreational fiicilities and, aside from a weak enoouragement for loCal· 
governments to undertake recreational planning, is concentrated on the interaction.of state . 
recreational providers and their coordination with local governments and with destination resorts. 

· · There is nothing in the text of this Goal, or its relevant administrative rules that provides any 
· comfort to Appellants in this case. · 

Appellants contend the City has not achieved its goal of 10 acres of parks and oi>en space 
for ever 1,000 residents in this "general area.'' 1n the December 29, 2004 letter from WRG on 
behalf of the Applicants, Exhibit 23, a parks analysis was completed for the "generill area." 
Within a one-mile radius of the subject site, there is an expected population of 19,603 residents, 
including the assumed residential units from the Orenco Woods proposal Within this same land 
area, there currently.exist 241 acres of parks and open space. With the proposed Orenco Woods.· 
development, that ratio could increase to 13.37 acres per 1,000 residents. · 

· The City-wide goal oflO acres of parks and open space land per 1,000 residents is a long 
. term: goal tor the City and progress is being made to achieve il As noted by Kevin Smith at the 

January 3, 2005 Planning Commission hearing, at the time the goal was established in 1985, that 
iatio was 1.79 acres per 1,000 residents. AI; of the 2003 Parks and Recreation Master Plan, that 
ratio had climbed to 6.64 acres per 1,000 residents. He pointed out that the City's Parks and 
Recreation Commission had been careful in its expenditures for park and open space !arid 

FINDINGS- Page 25 

i . 



.... --...... 

( } ~uisition and had establishedspecificservice areasand facility needs identified in that Master • 
. Plan and compared every proposed project with these goals and established priorities. Finally, 
he pointed 011t that the Master Plan does not identify the need for.a 55-acre community park in 
this area, although it does show the neeti for a neighborhood park, which is likely to be provided· 

· in the. development process for this site. 

The Council concludes there is no Goal 8 violation in this case. 

Nor is Hillsboro's Compreherisive Plan Section 9 (III)( I) of any greater assistance to 
Appellants. The City has adopted a Parks Master Plan and the Council adopts the analyses and 
conclusions ofits Parks and Recreation staff that no community park (or larger park, for that · 

. matter) is required in this area of the City. The Applicants with be required to dedicate a five 
acre park as part of their subsequent development under the.development directions found in 

·. these· findings, which cOmpletely fulfills their parkland obligations. The Council concludes that 
·both Goal 8 and Hillsboro Comprehensive Plim Section 9(III)(l) are met · 

VITI. Application of Hillsboro Compreh~nsive Plan Pi-ovisions on Compatibility. 

At p. 5 of their appeal, Appellants contend that the proposed amendment violates 
Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, section 15(V)(B) which ~uire5 that the ol:enco Township 
Conservation zoning district be applied to "property within or near the. originally platted Orenco 

_, ToWiisite." The Appellants assert that the subject property is required to be zoned OTC.under 
( ) this policy and that a medium density ~dential plan designation is incoilsistent with this 

· . prospective zoning. (June 20, 2005 Appeal Statelllent from Gary P. Shep~erd.) · 

'The Appellants further claim that the proposed amendment violates Hillsboro 
Comprehensive Plan, section 2(N)(A)(5). That section st.ates an implementation measure that. 
encourages infill of vacant, bypassed lands betWeen areas of development and requires that 

. "appropriate measures shall be taken to insure that new development in infill areas is compatible 
with existing developed areas." The opponents claim that the traffic generated from residential 
·use of Orenco Woods will be incompatible with the historic conservation district and that the 
connections to the Old Orenco streets are required by state and regional law.· (June 20, 2005 
Appeal Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) 

. AI Waibel argues that if traffic later 1s routed through Old Orenco that the costs of street 
upgrades will be placed on the property owners there, rather than with the developer or owners 
ofOrenco Woods. (Waibel August 22, 2005letter.) Antonius Dirriwachter contends that this 
plan provision is ignored in the adopted findings and that alternative plan designations were not 
considered. He suggests a plan amendment with RL.in the western portion of the site, open 
space in the m1ddle and RM in the southeast. (Dirriwachter August 22, 2005 letter.) 

The request to apply OTC zoning is premature .. The Council finds that the Orenco 
Townsite Conservation District (SCR-OTC) matches the original 1908 and 1911 Orenco Plats. 
Orenco Woods is not included in this plat, was not p.art of the townsite, and is not appropriate for 
inclusion in the SCR-OTC district. More importantly, a specific zone change application is.not 
before the Council. This decision is about plan designations. · 
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. Section 2(.IV)(A)(5) of the Plan applies during rezoning and development review and is 
not relevant. To whirtever extent relevant, compatibilitY with the old Orenco neighborhood can . 

. occur during zoning and development revjew. ·. 

lfthe Orenco Woods development site is zoned SCRN, it will be subject to the SCPA 
regulations on buffering, HzO Section 138, which provides among other t9ings: · 

12. Except where a prop.osed residential or mixed use project is part of a· 
.. phased or on"going development under the same or related ownership, residential . 
. development within a SCRcHD, SCR-MD, SCRLD or SCR-V District located 
adjacent to a neighborhood of single family detached houses located in a 

· .. subdivision or development platted before the effective date of the Station Area 
: Interim Protection Ordinance, ~ tf11nsition the type and derisity of the abutting 

· new housing to be compatible With the single faffiily character of the previously 
established neighborhood. Development within l 00 feet, including road right-of-

. , way, of an existing single family· neighborhood shall nqt exceed a derisity.of.7 · 
dwelling units per net acre unless the existing neighborhood is .zoned at a density 
.exceeding 7 units per net acre in which case the new development shall match the 
density of the existing neighborhood. 

. . lfanon-SCPAzone is used,HCP Section is ll(G) will be applied to impose rezoning 
conditions. It requires that: "residential development in mediiun density iesidential.diStricts 

: located next to single famiiy neighborhoods established prior to the adoption of the Station Area 
• Intenm Protection Ordinance ("SAIPO") ~transition the type and density of new housing to 
.be compatible with the established single family neighborhood." · · 

·Protections will be provided to the McDonald House through the development process, as 
discussed in Section VI oftheseffudings. Appellants' concerns regarding transportation 
compatibility are addressed above. The Collilcil concludes that this proposal. does not violate 
Hills]Joro. Comprehensive Plan compatibility provisions. · 

IX. Application of Goal2. 

The Appellants claim that the proposed amendment violates Statewide Planning Goal i 
·(Land Use Plarming). That goa) requires that comprehensive plans be coordinated with affected · 
governmental entities. The Appellants state that residential uses will crowd county roads and 

·.that the decision is ineffectively coordinated with Washington County. :(June 20, 2005 Appeal 
· Statement from Gary P. Shepherd.) · 

· The Council finds that both the Applicants and City staff coordinated with a Washington 
. County Department of Land Use and Transportation ("DLUT") staff during the application and 
hearings processes regarding laild use planning and transportation matters. 

The Council interprets the cOordination obligation under Goal2 to obligate it to consider · 
the needs of Washington County and to accommodate those needs as much as possible in, the 
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plan ~endment under consideration That obligation require:s an exchalige of information and . 
use of that information in making the planning deeision. Finally, the decision must respond to 
legitimate concerns in the adoption of findings. SeeD.S. Par/dane Dev., Inc. v. City of Lake 
Oswego, 165 Or App 1, 25- 26(1999). · 

. . The record in this case shows the notices were sent. Exhibit 30, Notice to Department of· .. · 
Lalld Conservation and Development, October 20, 2004. The record also particularly shows the · 
discussions between ihe Applicants and city staff on the one hand, and Washington Coimty.Land 

. Use and Transport;Ltion personnel on the other. Review l'!otice dated October 29, 2004, Exhibit 
29 and Comments from Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation dated 

. November 17, 2004, Exhibit 27, and comments from same source dated March 23, 2005, Exhibit 
9. 

Washington Coimty staff recommended in its November 17, 2004letter thatthe proposed· 
amendment be conditioned to require zoning to be SCR-V with a maximum development of no 
more than 400 residential dwelling units. In its March 23, 2005 letter, Greg Leion of the County 
staff commented upon the revised application, that the County had "no objection to the proposed 

· alternative plan designation ofRM; FP, and RL." The County discouraged the elimination of 
local street connectivity and requested a 2020 intersection anal ).sis from the Applicants, which it 
receive!L There was-no shortage of oommunication on transportation issues to accommodate the 

. transportation needs ofboth entities "as muchas possible." There is no violation ofGoal2. 
. ' . . . 

r· . .:x. . 
I ) 
' . ~ 

Application of.Otlier Statewide Phuining Goals. . 

The Planning Commission findings ·adequately address the statewide planning goals .. 
Additional findings on Goals i, 5, 8, 11 and 12 are set out above. Goals 1, 3 and 4 do not apply. 
Goals 6, 7, 9 and 13 are marginally applical>le to the residential map change for the reasons 

·stated by the Planning Commission. The property is urban land under Goal·14. 

· The key goal implemented by the plan amendment is Goal 10 (Housing), although the 
goals have been given equal weight in this decision. Goal 10 requires planning jurisdictionsto 
"provide for the housing ·needs of citizens of the state." It requires comprehensive plans to 
"encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent 
levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow 
for flexibility of housing location, type and density." · 

The designation of additional re~identialland. of approximately 36.17 acres in single 
ownership allows for flexibility in the housing densities and types in this location. It helps to 
meet the City's obligation to designate land for an adequate number of housing units. The 
location of the housing in proximity to employment land and to iight rail stations is particularly 
valuable and part of the implementation ofGoallO. · 

XI. Application of Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

·i · Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan in particular, and Regional 
Framework Plan, in general, do not set out policies to be applied in quasi~judicial comprehensive 
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·. plan amendments' Instead, the functional plan proscnl>es ~dards for the adoption ofpolicy . · · 
within comprehensive plans. The allowed plan amendment is-consistent with the City's ·· 

·.implementation of Title 1 (Requirements for Housing and Emplo~ent Accommodation) and 
. Title 3 (Water Quality, Flood Management and Wildlife Conservation). 

XII. Relevance ofDevelopment Dire~tions. 

The Applicants chose ·to suggest a detailed development pian that wa5 the focuS of 
.coruiiderable testimony,. The evidence Suggested that some types of development allowed by the 
plan change may not be conSistent with relevant plan policies .. These plim policies will be . 

. .. applied when'more specific land use actions are taken. It is premature to state the precise content 
of potentially problematic development. !tis not necessary to do so in order to decide this plliii 
amendment request · 

. However, in fairness to the Applicants and other participants in this proceeding, it is 
useful to state the Council's views on the nature of implementing zoning and development · 

: ponditions, and, to a lesser extent, to describe acceptable development under the current approval 
. criteria. ·These development directions are not intended to bind the Council, Planning : 
. Conimission, the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board or the Applicants. However, they are 
·intended to use testimony arid evidence in the record to forecast likely Council actions in · 

· ·.adopting future zoning and other. developJI!ental controls for this property: . This forecast may. 
make future land use proceedings more-efficient and focused. These directions are.relevant to 
the permitted plan· amendm¢ only to the extentthat they show how the.plan .amendment .could . · 1 

· be implemented consistent with plan policies and how the amendment does not render tiie Plan : . \ 
. internally inconsistent. ' - · · · · · 

• The Planning Commission has expressed its intention to initiate a ione change to SCR-V 
on the subject site as authorized byHZO Section 112. Should the SCR-Vzone be applied 
to the site, the applicant sbiill apply for and receive Concept Development Plan (CDP) I 
Detailed Development Plan (DDI') approval as a part of the development I site review for 

. the subject properties. . . · . . . 

• . · Retention of the protectioris of the Historic McDonald House as provided for under. the 
· HZO. Funding by the landowners of an application for federal National Historic Register· 
status for the McDonald House, and following the advice given by the State Historic 
Preservation Office in filing such an application. Retention of an open space I landscaped · 
area around the McDoziald House to provide context to the House, with specific design to 
be addressed ·in the CDP/DDP or other applicable development l site review · · 
application(s). Continuing coordination between the Elks, who will retain oWnership of · 
the McDonald House, and the existing charitable use, to assure that ·the maintenance of 
that House is continued. Consideration of the context of the McDonald House dunng 
development approval(s}ofthe remainder of the subject site .. 

• The owners of the subject site shall cooperate with the City so that at least five acres 
.located north ofRock Cre~ outside the OS Plan designated area, and outside the City of 
Hillsboro Goal 5 Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) are available to be 
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(~} . acquired by the Cityfordevelopmentofa neighborhood park The location of the park 
.. would be adcfressed in the CDP/DDP or other applicable development I site review 

application(s). lf appropriate amingements can be made, thdse lands designated as OS 
may also be acquired for public use .. lf the OSISNRO lands cannot be acquired by the City 

.. 
• 

· for open space use, maintenance of these lands for open space use shall be required during 
·the development review process and may include a required homeowners association, the 
Elks, or equivalent maintenance mec~sm. · · 

The deveioper shall c~nstnict a ha!f-str~et improvement along ·the site's frontage with 
· · Cornelius Pass Road to the standards required in the t:railsportation system plans for. the 

City of Hillsboro and Washington County. · · · 

CoDstruction ·of a.bridge which crosses Rock Creek thereby providing a vehicular 
connection between the southern and northern sides of the site. · · 

• The maximum number of residential dwelling :units for the subject site shall be in the 
range of240 dwelling Units (plus or minus five percent).· The actual density shall be· 
determined as part of rezoning and application of the. plan designations for the property 

· and as part of development I site review for the project. 

• ·The western portion ofthe subject siie shall not be connected. with the street systeni of the 
()ld Orenco neighborhood, eiccept for pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency pillposes; · 

· · provided, however,· that the. landowners shall provide for future rights of way for 
connection to Old Oren co shotild the City detern1ine; following a public hearing, that such 

·· connections should be provided for safety, convenien~e or other trarisportation reasons. · 

. • Each project phase shall be developed upon a determination by the City that the capacity 
ofthe·streets and intersections providing automobile access to the site meet the standards 
of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660, Div. 012). Pha§ed development 

.. shall be coordinated with street improvements io assure that capacity is available. oil the 
street system servicing the site to serve site generated. traffic for each phase. . 

• Construction shall be phased so thai the first development phase is located at the 
southeastern side of the site. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the southeastern 
side transitioning to the northwest side with the final phase being located at the 

·.northwestern corner in order to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland above 
the five acres proscribed, should funds become available. · · 

• Larger lots in the range of7,500 square feet or more in area shall be provided aldng 2251
h 

Avenue in order to transition lot sizes in Old Orenco to those on the subject development 
site. Enhanced landscaping in the yards and planier strips along 225th Avenue shall also be 

.provided. 

XIII. Conclusions. 
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··The plan amendment is justified f'~r the reaSons set out in·these findings .. The diagram · 
· change is consistent with the pIan amendment criteria set out in Hillsboro Comprehensive }>lan, 
. section 2(IV)(B) and the statewide planning goals. Adoption of the diagram change is oonsistent 
· .. with. relevant tex,tual policies and requirements in the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan imd will not 

.make the plan internally inconsistent. · · · · 

Based on the evidence before the Planning Commission, and having considered the 
· arguments of the parties and participants, the Council determines that the property is better suited . 
·· for residential development than for open space uses and that there is sufficient need for . · 
additional residential uses during the planning period to justifY the plan change now as. opposed 

. ·to later. These conclusions are reached based on the detailed findings set out earlier. Wrthout 

. regard to the correctness or not of any particular finding, the property is better suited for. 
residential development_ because of its location adjacent to the light rail system and close to two 
light rail stations. . 

The region and community investment in the light rail corridor and system, and the.City's 
. adoption of special zoning around light rail stations; are premised upon increasing residential and 
employment densities around light rail stations. This property, soine of which is within one-half 
mile of one of two light rail stations, is an obvious choice for residential development for this 
·reason. This conclusion is rooted in Goal 2 (as an extension of the participatory processes Used 
iil siting· and developi:D.g the light rail corridor), Goal 10 (in promoting housing within walking 

· distance of light rail stations) and Goal· 12 (in capitalizing upon the inve$nent made in the light · 

i 
. '· 

· rail system). bi balancing the requirements of the statewide planning goals, and giVing eaCh goal .. { 
. equal weight, the core rationale for the decision is its ini.plemimtation of Goals 2, 10 and 12 in 
this manner. Within Hillsboro, there is .no other tract ofland of this size and proximity to light 

· rail that could be used for residential development. · · · · · 
. . . 

The second core i:onclusion is. that all of this property is not mrlted for o~en. space uses. It 
· is simply too large for that wholesale designation .. The Council does not view the partS of the 
property that are outside the wetlands, floodplains and wildlife habitat already protected unrurr 
City ordinance, as significant under Goal5 or the Hillsboro Comprehensive PiaU. It is not any 
functionally different than any other property adjacent to the floodplain of a river or creek in the 
City. Use of the residentially-designated property for open space is not necessary to the 
functioning of the nearby wetlands or floodplains. The use of the residentially desjgnated land 
for parkland can occur ev:en if it is designated an(l zoned for residential uses. Indeed, the 
evidence here is that parts of the property are more likely to be developed or maintained for open 
space or recreational uses if the property is developed, than if it is left in open.spacedesignation 
on the plan. 

Finally, the record does not show long-term development constraints that would interfere 
with the ultimate uses of this property for floodplain, open space and residential uses. A1 the 
plan amendment leve~ the issue is whether immutable circumstances would prevent 
development of the property. Once the property is proposed for development through rezonings 
or development review, the sufficiency of public facilities and services and other factors 
becomes more probative. There is no development constraint here that would prevent the use of 
the property for residential uses at some point in the planning period for the Plan. 
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For these reasons, and for the reasons set out above, th~ record supports allowing the plan 
amendment as modified. · 

. The findings stated in this decision are severable. ·where a concluSion is justifiedby a ·. 
number of findings, it should be assumed that the fmdings provide alternative justifications for 
the' conclusion. The inadequacy of any particular finding does not affect the ultimate . . . 
conclusions drawn by the Council Any finding not necessary to the justification required by 
state and local law may be disregarded: · · · · 

K:I26483\00300\TJS\TJS_02246 
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A RESOLUTION INITlATING A 

RECENTLY 

WHEREAS, ihe owners of ·certain properties; des¢tibed herein, whiCh are contlgooua to 
the City of lilllsboro, filed with the City of Hillsboro a written ronsent and requel;.l'1hat:the re<il 
properties be annexed to the Oij;y,.and 

. WHEREAS, tile Hillsb~: t::lty CDI.indl reviewed the IJl<lltei' and on Juiy 20, ?Oo4 anti 
August 11. 2004, on the bas!$ of the1t findings, did approve t!\~ annexaijoll qY fue pt:oparties as 
Ordinance Nas. 5395 and 5413 re~;pectlveiy, and · · 

WHEREAS, ~;ubsequeni fo .the annexation,. the o\Nners of ~in prop~rti$, ,de~bed 
herein •. submitted an appficatlon f9r a Minor Comprehenslve Plan La!;\cl Use ~P l;hangefl'om 
os Open Space; RL Low Density Residential, and FP Floo(j_plairi to SCPA Station Qor.ril'iiunltY 
Planning Area; Rl Low Density tf~sldenqa!, and f'P Floodplain for the apprgJiiraately .l)S 'atte 
Orenco Woods Golf Course site, and · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public. tieanng retjardir!!!l1he sut;j~~-plan­
Change on November 29, 2004, Janual}t tZ, 2005. -and January 2"6, 2®$ re,gaidtng the: 
requested Plan Change; and 

WHEREAS, the .Planning Comfl'l_issiOn reopened til-e puo6c itearlog .'in o:td.er to discuss 
alternatiVe Comprehensive pian det~ignations of!he:Si'te. arid $uQ5equenUy:h!C!Id a ptibll¢:1}eiulng 
on MatCh 30, 2005 regarding a Plan mange from OS .OJ:ll;ln~Space,, RL L9\'I'<Pensliy-ReSiiienual, 
and i"P Floodplain to RM Medium Denslty Residential.. RL Lolv Density Re$ideniia1, :a!id FP 
Aoodpfain on the Si!;e, and 

WHEREAS,· the PlaRning Commission; at their May 25, 2005 meeting, adopted 
Resolution No. 1496cP thereby recommending to the City council that1he.Couric:ll. approve a 
Plan change from OS Open Space, RL Low Density Re:siderltlal and FP Fl~plain ·tq RM 
Medium Denslly Residential, RL Low Density Residential, and FP Floo(!pfain . .- and 

WHEREAS, the City Coi.lncn, at their June 21. 2005.meeting, received an appeal of the 
Planning Commission's re_commendation of appl'{}y~f of .the.· subject Plan cllaQge and 
subsequently scheduled an "on the record" hearing ·on- tfils matter, ·and · · 

WHEREAS, the City Cqtmcll open!\d the "on tile. record" public heari!lg regarding the 
appeal at their August 22, 2001> meeting .and. subsequeflt!Y etas~ the neatliJg at their 
September 6, 200~ meeting a.t whlch time llie Council directed staff tO Sl;lggest illtematlVe 
Comprehensive PJan configurations on the site;-arid 

WHEREAS, the City Council subsequently adopted Ordinance No. 55Z1 thereby 
approving a Plan Change from OS Open Space. Rl Low .Densily R~idential, and FF' Rood 
Plain to RM Medium Density Re:sidentlal, RL Low DensitY Residential, OS Open Space. and 
FP Floodplain on the subject site, and 
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R&s<>!utiOll- Oreocx> Wood& Crossing Zone Change lnl!lallon 2 

WHEREAS. as outlined during the Planning Commission hearing for the Orenco Woods 
Crossing Comprehensive Plan Change, Casefile HCP 4-04, and as lndie9ted in the City Council 
findings regarding the subject Plan change, the Planning Commission expressed Its intention to 
initiate a zone change for the Orenco Woods Golf Course site from· County Institutional to City 
SCR-V Station Communjty Residential - Village, and 

J 
WHEREAS, the City supports the rezoning .of properties Within the City to allow their 

highest and best use under the Comprehensive Plan, and 

WHEREAS, Section 112 of Zoning O("dlnance No. 1945 delegates to the Planning · 
Commission the authority to Initiate :tone changes, and · 

WHEREAS, rezoning ·of annexed tracts prevents Interim problems resulting from the City 
attempting to enforce the zoning codes of Washington County, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has determined that the zone tllat most 
appropriately .implements the Plan designations on these properties is SCR-V Statlon 
Comrminity Residential ~Village. · 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Hillsboro Planning Commission 
that the Commission initiate the rezoning of the tracts of land described below from County 
Institutional to City SCR-V Statlon Community Residential - ViUage as defined in the City of 
HU!sboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945:. · 

Tax Lots 3400 and 6600 on 
Washington County Tax Assessor's Map 1 N2-35, 

Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West. WiUamette Meridian 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a public hearing be held before the Planning and 
Zoning Hearings Board, at a lime the Board deems appropriate, upon the question of rezoning 
the above described properties to SCR-V Station Community Residential- Village. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission recommends that that the 
Planning and Zoning Hearings Board consider that tlle following conditions be applied to the 
approval of a zone change to SCR-V Station Community Residential- Village on tlle above 
described properties: 

1) The applicant shall apply for and receive Concept Development Plan 
(COP) f Detailed Development Plan (DDP) approval as a part of the 
development I site review for the subject properties. 

2) Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Development . Plan 
application submittals, the appficant shall provide: 

• Information on how the Historic McDonald House has been provided 
protecllon as a cultural resource under th~ HZO Section 132; 

• Information verifying that funding has been designated to be applied 
towards an application to place the McDonald House on the Natlonal 
Register of Historic Places and the status of such application. The 



3) 

4) 

5) 

7) 

JandoWOI'Irs J;)ll!IJL folloW the advi~ ;giVen by .the State Historic 
Preserya@n Office and shall make a .good-faith ilffort 11:1 ·flUng suCh an 
appliba!ion; 

• A lahdsca~ 'and imprbW~nt plan fur an o.P.~" llPf!ce i landscaped 
area around tbe McDonald House whl~ will provide context to the 
House; and. 

• Information on -hoW c:anslderatioh of the corilext of the McDomild 
House· Was. addressed in the plans intluded in_ !he CDP/ODP 

· applications,. · 

There shan be •c:an_tinoed coordination :lleiweeri the Ell'S; and the--eXisting 
Charitable use, to assure jh<Jt the ·maintenance o'i' tltat !-louse. is 
continued. -

nie awtiers of jhe subject site shall .COOJiilra~ lolli\0 'fue City so thl!t at 
least five acres 'lqcatell nOrth ·c:>f. Rack Greek, o~ide _ the 0$ Plan 
deslgnat,ed area, a.nd putslde the City of Hillsboro Goat 5 Significant 
Natural ResaUJ'C$ OVenay (StiiRG) .are av<~llabl~ _to IJe acquire~ by ·the 
CitY fqr •development a.f a _neigh~ pail<. 'th~ laCflfapil Of the -park 
shall be address-ed _in the CDPIODP ~pfitaooru;. If appropi'llite 
arrangemei1ll$ ·cap ~·made. thQ!lE! lalidS deJ>iQn~ as os. may also be 
.acquired for ~Jlibrg:, t.l!;ll, If, jhe._os/SJIIRp li!pils't:annot ~ acquired by the _ 
City for open spateo!;e, maJ~erian~.af·th!i~.limdS'fer'~>P."Em space liSe-

. shall be • S~d during the, t.bf'iDDP fll'O_®s ~n:if iflay lno!l!d~ a, 
required homeowneiS ;msoCiation, the )3ks, or· eqtiiVal$1:if ma!ntenatib& 
i'nechani_srn, - · -

The applicant ~II dedicate nglit'<if"WaY. aritl i:OJ:1$111Jdi 'Cl [$1f..S:treet 
improvement along the site's frontage '11th NW G()melius Pass Rood.and 
Quatama Road- ~ the standards required ln the_ transp.ortalien system 
plans for the Olty' of l'iillsboro arid Washington County, 

The applioant.shail construct a bridge Whip!) crosses Rock Creek thereby 
prOviding a vehicular connection between the southern and northern 
sides of the site. The spe-cific lot:ation and ca,pacijty of the bridge 
connection shall be Identified on the OOF'/tlDPapplications. 

The western por,tion of the subiecl ,slie shall not .be connected wllh the 
street system of the Old Orenc:a neighborhopd, except for pedestrian. 
bicycle, and emergency purposes; provi!le:d, however, · that ihe 
landowners shall pravide fur Mure rights of' way for connection to Old 
Orenco sllo.Lild the City determine, fOllOwing a publlG hearlng, .that sud) 
connections- should be prOVided for safety, .eonvenlence or o'\her 
transportation reasons. · 

·. 3 
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8) 

9.), 

12) 

matter prior to 
be coordinated 

availabla on the .street 
· for eaqh phase . 

.ConstruCtion jnall .b,e phased so. thf;lt #}e _flrst .devalopment phasa is 
IP.cated at tl:le scn:lthe~~ ~iM·of tbe.site. ~l!¢[11 phases shall be 
ttll'lSt~ ·irom the·'SOi:ilbea~ side tfansltionlng.•to th;J·nocthWest side 
wlt!J tne. iilulil pn·a;.; ~ing lq~d ;:n ~ !J!i!it\1we5tein ®m~r 1n !3rder to 
praliid!!' fh:~ ?.l>lliiY for filtY!l'> p,ureo_asli iif p:atlsi~n!t F!bove the rw.e a~ 
p~DsCi'ibeQ; $11oQ1d 'funils betl?irie ay<ljl;;t!)!(e. The ~pec:!fic phasing plan · 
$haP be provlfled'iiifl\e OflPti)DP ~ppii!li;fi!Qru.;. 

~taetlots in IM: ~<~nge of 7.,500 !ll_ll!.<!@ feet or more in. l:lrE!a. shall be 
prc;liid9d. a)ong f.NV 22~ Al'leniJEi itl 'Oi'det IQ !rllnsitibn lot siZe? in Old 
Qtel:lb<:\ to tl:!oi!e on the sill?jeQl d6¥~!0pi:ilent:slte,. _l;flpanceq _laridscapin~ 
Jn thE! yards ami plaflta_r smps ~km9. NII'J 22filh AVenua $hall also be 
pltlvi9El4 Tha sptlCific JO\f;j~g pattem :<~s well as a plan id!'!ntif¥ing the 
eiitiai;i~ Janlls~pJng Sli.all.l)~ ldenm!eCI ,in-th'e CDP.IQDP applications. 

If :g~d · py Wasnlng(on .Qoul)jy, the d~lo(lma-!d shali inClude a 
minimum of one access onto I)IIN'OQmeUus.PaS!i RQad. AU a~s pt>ints 
s~lll:le eonstwDtei:lto the standardsl']'lqui~el by the City of_'HQI!l!;loro and 
W asbingipn ()oiint}'. -

Construction vehicles us.ed. (luring sil!1 developmept shan a~ss the site 
only ft:om NW Comeliu~ Pass-Road and/or NW Quatama-_Road. 

lntrot!u~l:l and passed this 30th clliY of·Novernb!1r • .2005. 

A~_···<·"?} . . - ',' QCTetary .. ·. -- . - ·. __ · ..• "\ 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
September 10, 2008 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

The applicant's representative, WRG Design, Inc., requests Planning Commission approval of a 
modification to the southeastern corner of the approved Concept Development Plan (CDP) for 
Orenco Woods Crossing. The applicant and property owner is Venture Properties, Inc. The 
traffic engineer is Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC. 

The following additional items have been submitted since the creation of the September 4th staff 
report, and are attached for the Planning Commission's review: 

• Letter from Dan Bloom, titled "Testimony pertaining to Orenco Woods Crossing Case File# 
CDP 1-06 Mod 1 ", received September 10, 2008. 

• Email from Laura Milligan, titled "RE: Traffic on Dogwood St.", received September 9, 
2008. 

• Email from Jacob Speas, titled "Keep Orenco a True Neighborhood!", received September 9, 
2008. 

• Email from Erin Straw, titled "plans", received September 8, 2008. 

• Email from Edward Crawford, titled "proposed building on the old Oren co Golf Course", 
received September 8, 2008. 

• Staff Report from Jinde Zhu, P.E., Traffic Engineer, titled "Traffic Staff Report (Revised) 
Orenco Woods Crossing City of Hillsboro", received September 8, 2008. 

• Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Questionaire Venture Properties Orenco Woods 
Crossing", received September 5, 2008 with attachment. 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123~4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNfTY EMPLOYER PAINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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PC Staff Report B- CDP 1-06 (MOD]) Orenco Woods Crossing 2 

• Email from Mimi Doukas, WRG Design, Inc., titled "FW: Orenco Woods Crossing -
Revised lot numbering Part One", received September 2, 2008, with five attachments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attachments: as listed above 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
BACKGROUND: 

NW Dogwood Street 
Pedestrian Safely Concerns 

Moy2008 

This study was initiated following comments received from citizens regarding traffic safety 
concerns on NW Dogwood Street at the February 2008 Transportation Committee. See Figure 1 
for a site vicinity mop. Citizens specific concerns were related to the speed of vehicle traffic 
and the impacts to pedestrian safety. Several different solutions were recommended by the 
citizens at the time of the meeting. These included: 

a. The installation of all way stops at the intersections of NW 2281h Avenue and NW 229'h 
A venue at NW Dogwood Street. 

b. The installation of speed humps. 
c. Installation of a crosswalk at the intersection of 2291h Ave and Dogwood. 

legend 

• Exlsllrq Slops 

a!Ro..,.,....y 
QTaxLds 

("ICiiYUnils 

Figure 1. Site Vicinity Mop 

150 E. Main Street, Fourth Floor 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 

OffiCe: 
Fax: 
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Figure 2. NW Dogwood St. 
West of NW 229t" Ave 

Figure 3. Westbound NW Dogwood St. 
West of NW 228tn Ave 

Figure Eos1bound NW Dogwood St. 
East of NW 229tto Ave 

888 

BACKGROUND: 

Staff conducted an extensive investigafion of this 
area late in 2004. At that time staff specifically 
investigated the intersecfion of 2291" and 
Dogwood for a mulfi-way stop. A multi way stop 
was no! warranted however several sight distance 
issues from vegetation at the intersecfions were 
encountered. Staff worked with property owners 
to !rim this vegetation resolving the sight distance 
concerns. 

Also done al that time was the development of a 
Sale Walking Route map for Orenco Elementary to 
determine if any additional crosswalks were 
necessary. No additional crosswalks were found to 
be warranted at the lime. A copy of these reports 
is contained in Appendix A. 

SITE CONDITIONS: 

NW Dogwood Street: 

NW Dogwood Street is a two lane collector. Its 
width varies from 19 to 26 feel between NW 231 '' 
and 2271" Avenues. There are no curbs or gutters 
on the street west of 228'" Avenue. Between 2281" 

and 2271" curb and gutter exists on the north side. 
Sidewalk is present on the south side of the street 
between 231•' and 229'"· There ore no sidewalks 
between 229'" and 2281" and sidewalks exist on 
both sides of the street between 228'" and 2271". 

Parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. 
Drainage ditches. sometimes deep, exist ol various 
locations along the roadway. Rgures 2 through 5 
show various sections of the roadway. 

Because of its proximity to Light Roil, the Orenco 
Neighborhood. including Dogwood has been 
identified as a Stofion Community Planning Area 
(SCPA) within the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance. As 
port of this. special street and design standards 
were adopted. As o result, the design standard for 
Dogwood Street coils foro 20 foot wide street. with 
3 fool shoulders, 12 fool planter strips and 5 foot 
property line sidewalks. The roadway would be lo 
standard if sidewalks were constructed on both 
sides of I he street over its entire length. 

The roadway operates under a basic rule speed of 
25 mph however o school speed of 20 mph exists 
east of 2291" and is in effect weekdays between 
the hours of 8 am and 5 pm. 

\ 
\ 
\ 



Figure 5. NW 229'h Ave. Sou1h of Dogwood 

Figure 7. NW 228tn Ave. South of Dogwood 

NW 229'" Avenue: 

NW 2291h Avenue is a two lane local residential slreel. South of Dogwood Slreel, !he roadway is 
21 feel in width with curb, guller, and sidewalks on !he west side. North of Dogwood. the 
roadway is 16 feet wide. There are no curb. guller or sidewalks on either side of the streel. 
Parking is prohibited on both sides of the streel. The roadway is subject to the basic rule speed 
of 25 mph. Presently, lrallic entering Dogwood from either north or south, must slop before 
entering the intersection. Figures 5 and 6 show the character of the roadway north and south of 
Dogwood: 

SCPA standard for !his roadway call for the street to be 18 feel in width with 3 loot shoulders and 
no sidewalks. 

NW 228'" Avenue: 

South of Dogwood Street. NW 2281h Avenue is a two way local residential streel. It is 15 feet in 
width with no curb. guller or sidewalks. SCPA standards call lor the roadway to be 18 feet in 
width with 3 foot shoulders and no sidew1illts:"The roadway is subject to a basic rule speed of 25 
mph and traffic entering Dogwood is required to slop. Figure 7 shows the character of this 
section of roadway. 

North of Dogwood Street. NW 2281h A venue is a two way neighborhood route streel. II is 20 feet 
in width with no curb and guller. Sidewalks exist on the east side of the streel. SCPA standards 
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call for the roadway to be 20 feel in width with 3 fool shoulders and 5 fool property line 
sidewalks. With the exception of sidewalks on the west side of the street. the roadway is buill to 
standard. The roadway is subject to the basic rule speed of 25 mph. however between the 
hours of 8 am and 5 pm weekdays, the rood is subject to a 20 mph school zone speed. Traffic 
entering the NW Dogwood Street southbound is required Ia slop before doing so. Figure 8 shows 
the character of this segment of roadway. 

TRAFFIC DATA: 

Twenty four hour traffic counts were Ioken of two locations on NW Dogwood Street from noon. 
Tuesday. February 20. 2008 Ia noon. Wednesday. February 21. 2008 to capture free flow speed 
and volumes on the roadway. The results of these counts ore displayed in Table 1. 

NW Dogwood Street: Speed/Volume Traffic Dolo 

Average Daily 
Location Direction Traffic (vpd). 85th %tile (mph) 

Eastbound 523 28.22 
Between 227lh/228th Westbound 649 27.62 

Total 1172 
Eastbound 531 30.00 

Between 229lh/2301h Westbound 625 29.93 

Total 1156 
Tobie 1. NW Dogwood Street Average Daity VokJmes and 85"' Percen11te Speeds 

Twenty Four hour intersection approach counts were token of the intersections of NW 2281h 

Avenue and NW 2291h Avenue with NW Dogwood Street from noon, Tuesday, March 4, 2008 to 
noon. Wednesday. March 5, 2008. The results of these counts ore summarized Table 2. 
Complete hourly approach information con be found in Appendix B. 

29.37 

I 

Avenues a1 Dogwood Street 



SIGHT DISTANCE: 

The City references A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets by the American 
Association of State Highway ond Transportation Officials (AASHTO "Green Book") for standards 
regordin~ stopping sight distance at intersections. Each intersection has fhe potential for severo! 
different types of vehiculcr conflicts. The possibility of these conflicts actually occurring can be 
greatly reduced through e provision of proper sight distances and appropriate traffic controls. 
The avoidance of conflicts'and the efficiency of traffic operations still depend on the judgment. 
capabilities. and response of each individual driver. 

Vehicles ore assigned the righl of way at intersections by traffic-control devices or. where no 
traffic control devices ore present. by the rules of the rood. Sight distance is also provided of 
intersections fo allow the drivers of stopped vehicles a sufficient view of the intersections 
roadway to decide when !hey enter the intersecting roadway or to cross the roadway. If the 
available sight distance for and entering or crossing vehicle is at least equal to the appropriate 
stopping sight distance for the major road. then drivers have sufficient sight distance to 
anticipate and avoid collisions. Therefore. intersection sight distance is checked for each leg of 
the intersection utilizing deporlure sight triangles. The intersection of NW Dogwood Street with 
NW 2281h and NW 2291h Avenue will both be a Case B as defined by AASHTO. A Case B clear 
sight triangle is for an intersection controlled by stops signs on the minor rood. This clear 
triangular area provides sight distance sufficient for a stopped driver on a minor road approach 
to deparl from the intersection and enter or cross the major road. 

Sigh! distance measurements were taken on Tuesday. April 1. 200B at both intersections. The 
decision point of the deparlure sigh! triangle on the minor road is 15 feel from !he edge of the 
major traveled way. This represents the typical position of the minor street driver's eye when a 
vehicle is stopped relatively close lo the major road. Detailed measurement information is 
contained in Appendix C. 

229"' & Dogwood: 

The measurements Ioken indicate the sigh! distance is 
adequate to !he west of the intersection from both the 
norlh and the south. Drivers can see Ia the next 
intersection at 2301h. Sigh! distance east of the 
intersection is limited by landscaping. On !he norlh 
side arborvitae near !he right of way restrict visibility to 
175 feel. On !he south side, visibility is limited to 75 
feel. These measurements are taken on the minor 
street approach 15 feel from the edge of the major 
traveled way. This does allow drivers Ia slop and inch 

Hgu<e 9. Sighl Distance 229~ & Dogwood forward to obtain the additional visibility needed. 
Moving forward 5 feel on !he minor street approach. 

approximately 10 feel from the major street. increases visibility to approximately 270 feel. This is 
adequate for the posted speeds. 

228"' & Dogwood: 

Sigh! distance is not a problem of the intersection of 2281h and Dogwood. Drivers entering 
Dogwood from 228'h must stop. Driver's visibility is to the next intersection in either direction. 300 
to 350 feel. 
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INTERSECflON CRASH DATA: 

According lo eslablished federal guidelines from !he Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 
2003 edifion. reported crash records should be searched back for a 12 mon1h period. Al1hough 
only accidents reported fo the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). through !he 
Department of Mo1or Vehicles (DMV), qualify for this requiremen1, the Cily of Hillsboro researches 
reported crash records from both ODOT and the Hillsboro Police Departmenl. 

This is because drivers are only required Jo report an accident with !he DMV if: 

1. Damage to the vehicle you were driving is over $1.500. or 

2. Damage to any vehicle is over $1.500 and any vehicle is towed from !he scene as a 
result of damages from this accident, or 

3. Injury or dealh resul1ed from this acciden1, or 

4. Dqmages 1o any one person's property o1her than a vehicle involved in !his acciden1 is 
over $1.500. 

The acciden1 report records from the Hillsboro Police Deportment included all acciden1s thai our 
Police respond 1o. These often include occiden1s 1ha1 don'! mee1 !he above cri1eria. Hillsboro 
also researches reported crash records for a11eos1 3 years. 

Accidenl records were searched back through January 1. 2005. There were no reported 
acciden1s a1 ei1her 228'" and Dogwood or 229'" and Dogwood in ei1her Slate or City records. 

PEDESTRIAN DATA: 

Pedestrian walking speeds 1ypically range between 2.5 and 6.5 feel per second (Ips). The 
average normal walking speed is 4.0 Ips. Assuming a walking speed range of 3.0 Ia 4.5 Ips, !he 
lime required to cross a 22 fool wide s1reet (the widest point of Dogwood a1 229'") is 5 to 7.5 
seconds. The shortest average gap lime between vehicles recorded by !he traffic counters was 
26.5 seconds. This occurred be1ween 7 am and Bam. Based upon 1he overage gap lime, !here 
is ample time for pedestrians to safely cross the s1ree1s. 

Pedestrian counls were taken on Wednesday, May 14. 2008 be1ween 2:15pm and 3:45pm. A 
detail of lhe pedestrian counl is..con1ained in Appendix D. In all, 14 individuals crossed 
Dogwood Street between 2281" and 229th. either north to south or south to north, during this time 
frame. Only one of 1hese 14 individuals ulilized the north/sou1h crosswalk a12281h. 

ENFORCEMENT: 

The Hillsboro Police Departmen1 conducled enforcemen1 in !he area during 1he mon1h of April. 
No citalions were issued on Dogwood Stree1. Officers did however documen11he license plale 
of vehicles traveling on Dogwood. Officers collec1ed dolo on 1he following dales and limes: 

a. Wednesday, April 9, 8 am 1o 9 am 
b. Friday, April 18. 7 am to 8 am 
c. Monday, April 21. 4 pm to 4:30pm 

A to1al of 252 vehicles were recorded during 1hese lime frames. Using the vehicle license plales 
and Deparlment of Motor Vehicle records. addresses were ob1oined for each of 1he vehicles 



and these were plotted to determine where the vehicles were originating from. Three general 
boundaries were defined to determine where the vehicles were originating from: Orenco, 
Quotomo, and Orenco Gardens. See Figure 10 for a mop of the boundaries. 

4 Figure 10. Orenco Troffic Boundaries 

MULTIWAY STOP APPLICATIONS: 
I)Aonuol of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD, 2003 Edition} 

were found to 
·n the Orenco 

Multiwoy stop control con be useful as o safety measure at intersections if certain traffic 
conditions exist. Safety concerns associated with multiwoy stops include pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and all rood users expecting ather rood users to stop. Multiwoy stop control is used where the 
volume of_ traffic on the intersecting roods is approximately equal. 
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The decision to install multiway stop control should be based on an engineering study. The 
following criteria should be considered in the engineering study for a multiway STOP sign 
installation: 

A. Where traffic control signals are justified. the multiway stop is an interim measure that 
can be installed quickly to control traffic while arrangements are being made for the 
installation of the traffic control signal. 

2281h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. 
2291h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. 

B. A crash problem. as indicated by 5 or more reported crashes in a 12-month period 
that are susceptible to correction by a multiway stop installation. Such crashes 
include right- and left-turn collisions as well as right-angle collisions. 

2281h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. There have been no accidents at this intersection 
within the lasl3 years. 

2291h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. There have been no accidents at this intersection 
within the last 3 years. 

C. Minimum volumes: 

1. The vehicular volume entering the intersection from the major street 
approaches (total of both approaches} averages at least 300 vehicles per 
hour for any 8 hours of an average day, and 

2281h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. Major street volumes (Dagwood) never 
exceed 200 vehicles per hour. 

2291h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. Major street volumes (Dogwood) never 
exceed 150 vehicles per hour. 

2. The combined vehicular, pedestrian. and bicycle volume entering the 
intersection from the minor street approaches (total of both approaches} 
averages at least 200 units per hour for the same 8 hours. with an average 
delay to minor-street vehicular traffic of at least 30 seconds per vehicle during 
the highest hour. but 

2281h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. Minor street volumes (2281h) do not exceed 
20 vehicles per hour. 

2291h/Dogwood: Criteria not mel. Minor street volumes (2291h) do not exceed 
15 vehicles per hour. 

3. If the 85th-percentile approach speed of the major-street traffic exceeds 65 
km/h or exceeds 40 mph, the minimum vehicular volume warrants ore 70 
percent of the above values. 

Not applicable for either intersection. 85th percentile approach speeds on 
Dogwood are under 30 mph. 

D. Where no single criterion is satisfied, but where Criteria B. C.1. and C.2 are all satisfied 
fa 80 percent of the minimum values. Criterion C.3 is excluded from this condition. 



Under this crfferia, 4 accidents would have to have occurred in 12 months. 
Addidlionally, 240 vehicles on the major approach and 160 vehicles on the minor 
approach would hove to enter the intersection per hour for a total of 8 hours. No 
accidents hove occurred, major approach volumes are tess than 200 vehicle per 
hour and minor street approach volumes ore less than 20 vehicles per hour for both 
intersections. 

SPEED HUMPS: 

Between 1999 and 2004. the City experimented with the speed humps. Five four1een foot 
recycled rubber speed humps were installed along Hacienda and 601h near Century High School 
in response to speeding and cut through issues. Over the years traffic counts were Ioken to 
determine their effectiveness both long term and shor1 term. 851h percentile speeds were 
graphed over the length of the route. Copies of these graphs ore in Appendix E. The results 
showed that the humps in this case were affective at keeping the peak 851h percentile speeds 
between 20 and 27 mph. 

Interestingly, the speed humps did not eliminate top end speeders (the number of individuals 
traveling 5 mph in excess of the posted speed). While it did reduce the top end speeds. in a 
number of cases the number of people traveling 5 mph over the speed limif increased. 
Essentially those individuals traveling around 25 mph and below began traveling ot 20 mph and 
below and those traveling 25 mph and above began 30 mph and above. They were also not 
effective at reducing the volume of traffic utilizing the roadway. 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION: 

Multiway Stop Signs: 
Stoff does not recommend the installation of on all way stop sign at either 228'h and Dogwood 
or 2291h and Dogwood. Traffic volumes. 85'h percentile speeds. intersection sight distance. and 
occident history do not indicate a need for a multiwoy stop. Because traffic volumes in the 
nor1h/south direction ore low compared to the volumes in the east/west direction. installation of 
a multiwoy stop at· either location may cause accidents and would likely increases the mid 
block speeds on the Dogwood Street. 

Where stop signs ore installed as "speed breakers", there is a high incidence of intentional 
violation or running the stop sign. Most drivers ore reasonable and prudent with no intention of 
violation traffic regulations. However. when on unreasonable restriction is imposed. it con result 
in flagrant violations. In the case of speeders, they ore already violating a traffic regulation and 
ore no more likely to obey a stop sign over a speed sign. In these cases. the stop sign creates a 
false sense of security lor pedestrians and motorists. This may result in an increase in accidents. 
Drivers a_nd pedestrians may incorrectly assume that a conflicting vehicle will stop for them 
because of the sign. 

Additionally, when stop sings ore installed as "speed breakers." often the opposite of what is 
intended occurs. Speeds midblock often increase. This is because drivers having felt they hove 
lost time for slopping or slowing for a stop sign, often accelerate more rapidly and reach higher 
mid block speeds to make up for the lost time. 
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Speed Humps: 
Speed humps would have a marginal effect on traffic speeds in the area. 851" percentile speeds 
on Dogwood ore in the range ol27 and 30 mph. The City's experience with speed humps shows 
thai they can reduce 85'" percentile speeds to 20 to 27 mph. Our experience however has not 
shown !hal the speed humps ore effective at eliminating top end speeders. 

As a collector street. Dogwood serves as a primary emergency response route to the school and 
lhe many residents living in the area. Consideration to the effects on emergency response 
vehicles should be given. The City of Portland conducted a study in 1996 to determine the 
impacts of speed humps on emergency response vehicles. These showed fhal speed humps 
con cause a travel delay of up to 10 seconds per speed hump. Delay is affected by the desired 
speed of the vehicle, the size of the vehicle, ond the size of the speed hump. Speed humps, in 
order to be effective need to be placed at approximately 300 fool intervals. At least 3 would 
hove fo be placed between 2281" and 231'' to hove any impact on vehicle speeds. This would 
odd up to 30 seconds to emergency response limes. 

Additionally, because of the grid nature of the streets within the Orenco Town Site, consideration 
should be given to the potential impacts Ia traffic volumes on the other streets within the 
neighborhood. Drivers tend to look for alternate routes to ovoid driving over speed humps. Staff 
has worked with the neighborhood to move school and other traffic off of the local streets of 
Chestnut and Birch and onto Alder, a neighborhood route, and Dogwood. Because of the grid 
nature of the development. an increase of traffic on Chestnut and Birch is likely if speed humps 
ore installed. 

Given I he current vehicle speeds. staff does not believe the potential impacts to vehicle speeds 
out weigh the potential risks associated with the installation; increased emergency response 
limes and potential increases in traffic on local streets. Stoff does not recommend there 
installation. II however the Committee wishes to explore this option further. the residents 
affected by this proposal should be consulted. 

Crosswalk: 
A crosswalk was requested at the intersection of 2291" and Dogwood in 2004. This request was 
evaluated at that lime and a crosswalk was not found to be warranted. There have been no 
significant changes that would effect this 2004 decision. 

In 2004, stall developed a Sole Walk Route plan for the elementary school. When planning a 
sole walk boundary, we seek to limit' the crossing locations. installing them in locations where the 
most students ore served. By consolidating the crossings we hope to increase the use of the 
crosswalk. Drivers ore more likely to be aware of a crossing if it is frequently used. We also try 
and install crosswalks at locations where it is safer. In this case. a crosswalk exists within a school 
speed zone at the intersection of 228'" and Dogwood. It provides a sole crossing alternative for 
students living west of 2281" and lor those living to the south and east of 228'"· A crosswalk 
located at 2291" would provide no additional advantage for students west of 2281" and could 
actually reduce the effectiveness of the crosswalk at 228'"· Stoff does not recommend the 
installation of a crosswalk at !his location. 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m . 

Public Works Department, Engineering Division 

NW DOGWOOD STREET AND NW 229™ AVENUE 
TRAFFIC STUDY 

September 2004 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

This study was initiated by a dtizen requesting an all-way stop at the intersection of NW Dogwood street 
and NW 22.9"" Avenue. See Agure 1 for a site vicinity map. There is conoem regarding restricted views 
when attempting to enter onto NW Dogwood Street from NW 229"' Avenue and increasing speeds with 
children present. A ropy of the dtizen's request is enclosed in Appendix A. In addition, the oty received 
a phone call from a neighbor in support of the request for an all-way stop at the intersection. 

Figure L Site Vidnity Map 

W:\Transportation\STUDJES\2004\229th-Dogwood\Dogwood_Study.doc 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Figure 2. NW Dogwood Street (west of inte=ction) looking east. 

Figure3. NW 229"' Avenue (north of intersection) looking south. 

TRAFFIC DATA 

NW Dogwood Street is an unimproved 2-lane 
collector street with a width of 22 feet to the 
west of the intersection and a width of 18 feet to 
the east of the intersection. The only section of 
5-foot property line sidewalks and planter strip is 
on the south side of the street beginning at NW 

· 229"' Avenue and continuing to the west. There 
are no curbs along the street. See Figure 2. 
Parking is prohibited on both sides of the street 

· and the basic rule- speed of 25 mph applies. 
There are irrigation areas on the northwest 
(deep), northeast, and southeast comers of the 
intersection. 

NW 229"' Avenue is a mostly unimproved 2-lane 
l<ical residential street with a width of 21 feet to 
tile south of the intersection and a width. of 16 
feet to the north of the intersection. The only 
section of curb/gutter and 5-foot curbside 
sidewalks is on the west side· of the street 
beginning at NW Dogwood Street and 
continuing to ttie south. There are rocks 
forming a curb line on the northeast comer of 
the intersection. See Figure 3. Parking is 
prohibited on both sides of the street and the 
basic rule speed of 25 mph applies. NW 229"' 
Avenue is stop controlled northbound and 
southbound at NW Dogwood Street. 

Traffic counters were placed approximately 110 feet from each approach of the intersection for a 24-hour 
period beginning on Tuesday, June 22, 2004 and ending on Wednesday, June 23, 2004. The counters 
are placed at approximately 110 feet to obtain the speed at which vehldes are entering the intersection 
for calculating the available sight distance of each driver. The average daily volume and 85'" Percentile 
Speeds (the speed at which 85% of vehides are traveling at or below) are summarized in Table 1 and 
hourly approach volumes are available in Appendix B. 

NW Dogwood street and NW 229'" Avenue 
Volumes and API roach ~s 

Location Direction Avg. ~=l . Traffic 5
::..%-Tile 

S lfmoh) 

NW 22':1" Avenue 
Northlx>und 39 13.88 
Southbound 51 17.6 

NW Dogwood Street Eastbound 500 27.86 
Westbound 521 2533 

TOTALS 1111 
Table 1. Average Dally Volumes and 85"' Percentile Speeds for NW Dogwood Street 

and NW 22':1" Avenue. 



SIGHT DISTANCE 

The City references A Policy on Geomei:Jic Design of Highways and Streets by the American Association of 
Slate HighWay and Transportation Officials (AASHTO ~Green Book") for standards regarding stopping 
sight distance at intersections. Each intersection has the potential for several different types of vehicular 
conflicts. The possibility of these conflicts actually oa::uning can be greatly reduced through the 
provision of proper sight <fiStances and appropriate traffic controls. The avoidance of conflicts and the 
efficiency of traffic operations still depend on the judgment, capabilities, and response of each individual 
driver. 

Vehicles are assigned the right-of-way at intersections by traffic-control devices or, where ·no traffic­
control devices are present, by the rules of the road. Sight distanCe is also provided at intersections to 
allow the drivers of stopped vehicles a sufficient view of the intersecting roadway to decide when to enter 
the intersecting roadway or to cross the roadway. If the available sight distance for an entering or 
crossing vehicle is at least equal to the appropriate stopping sight distance for the major road, then 
drivers have sufficient sight <fiStance to anticipate and avoid collisions. Therefore, intersection sight 
distance is checked for each leg of the intersection utilizing the departure sight mangles. The 
intersection of NW Dogwood Street and NW 229"' Avenue will be a Case 8 dear sight mangle for an 
intersection controlled by stop signs on the minor road. This dear mangular area provides sight distance 
sufficient for a stopped driver on a minor road approach to depart from the intersection and enter or 
cross the major road. 

Sight distance measurements were taken on Thursday, July 8, 2004 at the intersection. The decision 
point of the departure sight mangle on the minor road is 15 feet from the edge of the major road 
traveled way. This represents the typical position of the minor road driver's eye when a vehicle is 
stopped relatively dose to the major road. Detailed measurement information is contained in Appendix C. 

The measurements indicate that sight distance is adequate to the west of the intersection for both posted 
and actual, 85"' Percentile, speeds. Sight visibility to· the east of the intersection is minimized by 
vegetation for both the north and south legs of the intersection. However, the vehicle on 229"' Avenue 
can move forward at the stop in order to obtain additional visibility, which would allow the driver to see 
from 229"' Avenue to 228"' Avenue (350 feet). Therefore, sight distance becomes adequate to the east 
of the intersection for both posted and actual, 85"' Percentile, speeds. See Appendix D for photos of the 
intersection showing visibility at the comers. 

INTERSECTION CRASH DATA 

According to the established federal guidelines from the Manual of UnifoiTT1 Traffic Control Devices, 2003 
edition, reported crash records should be searched back for a 12-month period. The City of Hillsboro 
usually researches reported crash records from both the Hillsboro Police and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) for the past 3 years at an intersection. Therefore, Hillsboro Police traffic crash 
records were searched back from September 1, 2001 to September 1, 2004 and ODOT records were 
searched from January 1, 2001 to December 31, 2002 (ODOT 2003 crash data is not available at this 
time). There have been no reported crashes during this time period. 

PEDESTRIANS 

Pedestrian walking speeds typically vary between 2.5 and 6.5 feet per second (fps). The average normal 
walking speed is 4.0 fps. Therefore, if we use a walking speed range of 3.0 to 4.5 fps, the time required 
to cross the 22-foot wide street (longest crossing distance at the intersection) is 5 to 7.5 seconds. The 
shortest average gap time between vehicles at peak times recorded by the traffic counters was 643 
seconds (roughly a minute). Based upon the average gap time, there is ample time for pedesbians to 
safely cross these streets. 
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STOP SIGN EVALUATION 

Evaluation of STOP signs for multiway stops for an intersection is based upon federal guideUnes outnned 
in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition, HUTCD), which the City has 
adopted. The MliTCO takes into consideration traffic volumes, intersection configuration, approach 
speed, and crash reports in determining whether an intersection should be rontroUed by the use of stop 
signs. The following italicized text, is the criteria for ~lultiway Stop Appf~eations directly from tt.e MUTCD 
and the bold text stating if the criteria are met or not with explanation when necessary. 

Multiway stop control can be useful as a safety measure at intersections if certain traffiC conditions 
exist. Safety concerns associated with mu/tiway stops include pedestrians, bicycfJSts, and all road 
users expecting other road users to stop. Multiway stop control is used where the volume of traffic 
on the intersecting roads is approximately equal NOTE: NW 229th Avenue only carries 8% of 
the volume entering the intersection whereas NW Dogwood street carries 92°/o. 

The following criteria should be considered in the engineering study for a mu/tiway STOP sign 
installation: . . 

A. Where traffic control signals are justified, the multiway srop is. an interim measure that can be 
installed quickly ro control traffic while arrangements are being made for the installation of the 
traffic control signal 

Criteria not met. 

B. A crash problem, as indicated by S or more reported crashes in a 12-month period that are 
susceptible ro correctfon by a multiway stop installation. Such crashes include right- and left-tum 
collisions as well as right angle collisions. 

Criteria not met. There have been no reported crashes at this intersection since 
January 2001. 

C Minimum Volumes: 

1. The vehicular volume entering the inter.;ection from the major street approaches (rota/ of 
both approaches} averages at least 300 vehicles per hour for any 8 hours of an average 
day, and 

2. The combined vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle volume entering the intersection from 
the minor street approaches (rota/ of both approaches) averages at least 200 units per 

· hour for the same 8 hours, with an average delay to minor-street vehicular traffiC of at 
least 30 seconds per vehicle during the highest hour, but 

3. If the sst' -percentile approach speed of the major-street traffic exceeds 40 mph, the 
minimum vehicular volume warrants are 70 percent of the aboVe values. 

Criteria not met. A total of 578 vehicles entered the intersection during an 8-
hour period for an average of 72 vph on the major ~t approach. A total of 
61 vehicles (average of 8 vph) entered the intersection on the minor street 
approach during an 8-hour period. See Appendix B for hourly approach 
volumes. 

D. Where no single aiterion is satisfied, but where Criteria 8, Cl, and C2 are all satisfied to 80 
percent of the i7Vnimum values. Oiterion C3 is excluded from this condition. 

Criteria not met. 



DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Staff does not recommend the installation of a multiway stop at the intersection due to the very low 
· volume of traffic on NW 229"' Avenue and not meeting MUTCD cn1eria for a multiway stop. The crash 
history, sight distance measurements, 85"' Percentile speeds, and volumes do not indicate the need for 
signs. The peak hour volume on NW 229"' Avenue is only 11 vehicles, which indicates that it would be 
unreasonable to require all vehicles to stop and may potentially create disrespect for STOP signs.. 

When traveling westbound on NW Dogwood Street you can see the intersection stop bar before the stop 
sign is visible due to the mac bushes.. Therefore, staff is working with oty crews to- move the stop Sign 
forward to make tile stop control and street signs more visible for drivers on Dogwood. 
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I 
655 NW 229th Ave. 

June 4, 2004 

City Engineer 
Public Works 
City ofHillsboro 

RE: Stop sign request 

Blaine C. Ackley 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

To Whom It May Concern: 

503-693-0610 

I would like to request a stop sign on Dogwood St. at the 229th A venue 
intersection. The reason I feel that it meets the criteria is because of the 
restricted view a vehicle operator has when attempting to enter Dogwood 
Street. 

For example heading North on 229th and wishing to tum West on Dogwood 
Street, a vehicle operator is prevented from seeing on-coming westbound 
traffic by shrubbery. A vehicle operator heading South on 229th and wishing 
to head East on Dogwood has a restricted view because of a large tree. 

In addition, I believe that the average speed of the traffic on Dogwood seems 
to increasing at a time when we have young children riding their bicycles and 
playing on the streets of229th Avenue and Dogwood Street. 

Therefore, I believe that the intersection merits a stop sign. I hope that you 
will investigate the situation and keep me apprised of your planning and 
decision-making. 

I 
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NW DOGWOOD STREET AND NW 229TH AVENUE 
24-HOUR APPROACH VOLUME SUMMARY 

MUTCD (2003 Edition)- Multiway Stop Applications C1 & C2 

'Multiway Stop Application C2: Bold italicised numbers total 61 vehicles. 
-Multiway Stop Application C1: Bold Italicized numbers total 578 vehicles. 
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Photo A: Northbound on 229th- Southwest corner. 
Photo 6: Southbound on 229th- Northwest corner. 
Photo C: Westbound on Dogwood - East of intersection. 
Photo D: Southbound on 229lh- Northeast corner. 
Photo E: Northbound on 229th- Southeast corner. 
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CllY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
Public Works Department, Engineering Division 

NW DOGWOOD STREET AND NW 229™ AVENUE 
FOLLOW-UP REPORT 

November 2004 

BACKGROUND 

The Street Committee considered citizens' request for an all-way stop at the intersection of NW Dogwood 
Street and NW 229"' Avenue at their September 28"' meeting. A traffic study was presented in which 

· staff did not recommend the installation of an· all-way stop at the intersection due to not meeting MUTCD 
criteria. After discussing the issue Street Committee directed staff to trim vegetation for added visibility, 
conduct enforcement, inform dtizens of the Neighborhood Speed Watch Program, and find out where the 
school tiuses stopped. A progress update was given at the following meeting. on October 25"', in which 
the Committee directed staff to continue with the aforementioned issues and develop a preliminary safe . 
walk route to Orenco Elementary School. 

VEGETATION TRIMMING 

City crews trimmed the vegetation at the intersection on November 4, 2004 once the proper notification 
was given to the affected property owners. After trimming, staff conducted new sight distance 
measurements on November 8, 2004 to determine if the additional sight visibility was suffident. The 
detailed measurements contained in Appendix A indicate that there is indeed adequate sight visibility at 
the intersection of NW Dogwood Street and NW 229"' Avenue. The trimming at the intersection gained 
an additional. 123 feet on the southeast comer and 151 feet ori the northeast comer. Before and after 
trimming photos are contained in Appendix B, . 

ENFORCEMENT & NEIGHBORHOOD SPEED WATCH PROGRAM 

Hillsboro Police has conducted some enforcement in the area. See Table 1 for the log of the officers' 
findings along with violation and speeds. The officers sat at NW Dogwood Street and NW 227"' Avenue 
for approximately an hour for each time the officer was deployed. The location was chosen because the 
officers could tag the entire road with their equipment from this position. The traffic stops occurred 
between 7:15 am and 4:15 pm. In a month's time, HPD gave 23 tickets/warnings. The highest speed 
was 42 mph, lowest speed was 28 mph, and average speed ticketed was 34 mph. Figure 1 is a pie chart 
indicating the number of traffic stops for categories such as a resident, conimuter, or unknown. The 
Police also utilized Johnny Raz, which is a life-size cutout of a motorcycle officer as part of the 
enforcement. Figure 2 shows the placement of Johnny Raz at a couple locations in the area. 

In addition, staff and Police have made contact with the concerned individuals for partidpation in the 
Neighborhood Speed Watch Program. There has been no partidpation by dtizens as of this date. 

W:\Transportation\SllJDIES\2004\229th-Dogwood\FollowUp_Report.doc 



Date Time Officer Violation Alleged 
Speed 
(mph) 

10/07/04 11:30 C. Chrz DWS No Insurance -
10/07/04 11:30 C. Chrz No Insurance -
10/11/01 8:00 J. Rasmussen VMS 30 
10 11 01 7:30 J. Rasmussen VMSWarninQ 29 
10 11 01 8:15 J. Rasmussen VMS Warnino 28 
10 11 01 - A. Oh VMS 30+ 
10 11/01 - A. Oh VMS 30+ 
10 11/01 - A.Oh Stop Sion -
10 15/04 9:58 C. Chrz VMS 41 
11/01/04 16:00 C. Rasmussen VMS 35 
11/01/04 16:15 C. Rasmussen VMS 35 
11/01}04 - A.Oh VMS -
11/01/04 7:30 J. Rose VMS Warning 28 
11/01/04 8:30 J. Rose VMS Warning 28 
11/02/04 16:00 C. Rasmussen VMS, No stops, fastest 

speed was 33 
11 03 04 9:30 C. Rasmussen WarninQ 34 
11 03 04 10:30 C. Rasmussen VMS 40 
11 08 04 9:48 C.Chrz VMS 37 
11/08 04 10:30 C. Rasmussen VMS 39 
11/08/04 7:30 J. Rasmussen VMS Warning 29 
11/08/04 8:00 J. Rasmussen VMS Warning 28 
11/08/04 8:15 J. Rasmussen VMS Warning 29 
11/08/04 7:45 J. Rose No speed problems seen -

in 1 hour of work 
11/09/04 15:00 C. Rasmussen VMS . 42. 
11/10/04 8:05 J. Rasmussen VSL, Disregard Traffic 30 

Device 
11 10 04 11:40 C. Chrz Expired Vehide Taos -
11 10 04 7:15 J: Rasmussen VMS 38 
11 10 04 7:30 J. Rasmussen VMS 37 
11 10 04 8:00 J. Rasmussen VMS 35. 

Table 1. Log of Portee Enforcement on NW Dogwood Street at NW 227"' Avenue. 

Traffic Stops on HW ~ During 
Enforcement Tirhe {7:15am· 4:t5 pm} 

Figure 1. Pie Olart cat"9Qflling traffic stops. 

Designated Radar/ 
Speed Pace/ 
(mph) Laser 

- -
- -

20 
20 
20 
25 
25 
25 -

25 Laser 
25 
25 
25 -
20 -
20 -
25 

25 
25 
25 Laser 
25 
20 
20 
20 
- -

25 
20 Laser 

- -
25 
25 
25 
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TRAFFIC COUNTS 

The City has two locations along NW Dogwood Street where annual traffic counts are taken representing 
free flow conditions. These annual counts were taken in September 2004 prior to any trimming or 
enforcement. After the trimming and enforcement, staff placed traffic counters at the two annual count 
locations for a 24-hour period beginning on Tuesday, November 16, 2004 and ending on Wednesday, 
November 17, 2004. The average daily volume and 85., Percentile Speeds (the speed at which 85% of 
vehides are traveling at or below) for October 2003, September 2004, and November 2004 are 
summarized in Table 2. 

NW Dogwood Street 
Volumes and Aooroach Soeeds 

October 2003 Seotember 2004 November 2004 
Avg. 85"'%-Tile Avg. 85"'%-Tile Avg. 85"'%-Tile 

Location Direction Daily 
Speed 

Daily Speed Daily 
Speed 

~=~ ~=~ 
Traffic (mph) (mph) Cvodl (mph). 

Eastbound 750 23.42 666 2039 804 23.06 
Between 227"'(22'if" Westbound 600 23.49 791 22.88 639 21.44 

TOTAL 1350 1457 1443 
EastbOund 724 29.4 768 25.06 698 26.49 

Between 229"'(23o"' Westbound 548 29.95 850 24.79 784 255 
TOTAL 1272 1618 1482 

Table 2. Average Daily Volumes and 85"' Percentile Speeds for NW Dogwood Street. 

The traffic counts between 227.,/228., fall within a school zone. The traffic counts at both locations 
indicate that drivers are traveling at very reasonable speeds along Dogwood Street (obeying the posted 
speed signs). 



SCHOOL BUS STOPS & SAFE WALK ROUTE TO SCHOOL 

There were concerns expressed regarding kids waiting for the school bus and walking to Orenco 
Elementary School. Therefore, staff contacted the School District to find out where the bus stops for the 
Junior High and High School students (the Elementary buses travel in and out on Dogwood, but do not 
stop in the area as it is in the walking boundary). The District has the Junior High bus enter Dogwood 
from 231" Avenue to pick the kids up at the intersection of NW Dogwood Street and NW 229"' Avenue, 
and then turns up 229"' Avenue to another stop at 229"' and Alder. The High School bus comes from 
Orenco Elementary down Dogwood.to pick up studen.ts afthe intersection of Dogwood and 229"' Avenue, 
then turns up 229"' to Chestnut and out to 231" for a stop at 231" and Birch. 

Along with the information provided by the School District, a pedestrian/traffic count along with 
observations of the school bus stops was conducted on Wednesday, November 3, 2004 from 7:30am to 
8:40am. A copy of the pedestrian/traffic count field sheet is contained in Appendix C. There were a total 
of 57 cars and 13 buses entering the intersection (5 of the cars entered from 229"' Avenue). Near the 
intersection of Dogwood and 229"', a total of 4 kids/1 adult crossed Dogwood Street and 11 kids/1 adult 
crossed 229"' Avenue. Away from tiJe intersection there were a total of 4 kids/1 adult crossing Dogwood 
Street. During the count staff observed that many of the kids crossed Dogwood wherever they wanted 
and didn't typically use the existing crosswalk at Dogwood and 228"' Avenue. Staff feels. this ·is due to a 
low volume of vehides allowing little conflict or waiting time in crosSing. 

The Junior High students (9 kids) waited on the southwest corner of 229"' and Dogwood for the bus 
while the High School students (6 kids) waited on the northeast comer for the bus. Only 2 of the kids 
waiting for the Junior High bus crossed Dogwood and only one of the High School kids crossed Dogwood 
to wait at their stops. However, the School District asks the kids to wait on their side until the bus stops 
in order to put out the paddle to stop traffic for the kids to cross the street and enter the bus. The buses 
traveled in a direction so the students did not have to cross the street when being picked up. 

In addition, staff developed a preliminary Safe Walking Route to Orenco Elementary School, which is 
contained in Appendix D. In this route the elementary students would walk along Dogwood Street and 
cross at 228"' Avenue where there are existing school crosswalks. There is· some· missing· sidewalk along 
Dogwood Street; however, there is shoulder area most the way for the kids to walk as shown on the 
drawings in Appendix D. 
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NORTHWEST CORNER AT DOGWOOD /22~ 

Before Trimming Photo- Taken for the September 2004 Study. 

After Trimming Photo- Taken for the November Follow-Up Study 2004. 
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NORTHEAST CORNER AT DOGWOOD/229TH 

Before Trimming Photo- Taken for the September 2004 Study .. 

After Trimming Photo- Taken for the November Follow-Up Study 2004. 
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SOUTHEAST CORNER AT DOGWOOD/229TH 

Before Trimming Photo- Taken for the September 2004 Study. 

After Trimming Photo- Taken for the November Follow-Up Study 2004. 
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Pedestrian/Traffic Count Field Sheet 
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AppendixD 

-Preliminary Safe Walking Route to Orenco Elementary School 

-Drawing Showing Shoulders 
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APPENDIX B: HOURLY APPROACH VOLUMES 
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228th & Dogwood 
24 Hour Approach Volume Summary 

NW 228th Avenue NW Dogwood Street Intersection 
Time Northbound Southbound Total Eastbound Westbound Total Total 

Noon 2 11 13 28 36 64 77 
1:00PM 5 17 22 29 39 68 90 
2:00PM 4 10 14 29 55 84 98 
3:00PM 3 12 15 35 42 77 92 
4:00PM 2 12 14 37 38 75 89 
5:00PM 0 8 8 67 62 129 137 
6:00PM 4 16 20 60 57 117 137 
7:00PM 2 16 18 32 29 61 79 
8:00PM 1 12 13 27 27 54 67 
9:00PM 2 3 5 10 25 35 40 

10:00PM 0 3 3 5 13 18 21 
11:00PM 0 0 0 3 1 4 4 

Midnight 0 1 1 1 3 4 5 
1:00AM 0 0 0 2 2 4 4 
2:00AM 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 
3:00AM 0 5 5 2 3 5 10 
4:00AM 0 0 0 2 3 5 5 
5:00AM 0 1 1 5 10 15 16 
6:00AM 2 4 6 2 22 24 30 
7:00AM 4 13 17 55 97 152 169 
8:00AM 4 11 15 28 58 86 101 
9:00AM 3 5 8 19 33 52 60 

10:00AM 6 4 10 16 18 34 44 
11:00 AM 0 7 7 27 41 68 75 

44 171 215 523 714 1237 1452 

949 



229th & Dogwood 
24 Hour Approach Volume Summary 

NW 2291h Avenue NW Dogwood Street Intersection 
Time Northbound Southbound Total Eastbound Westbound Total Total 

Noon 3 2 5 31 41 72 77 
1:00 PM 3 3 6 32 35 67 73 
2:00PM 4 5 9 34 46 80 89 
3:00 PM 6 6 12 40 47 87 99 
4:00PM 2 4 6 38 37 75 81 
5:00 PM 2 7 9 59 57 116 125 
6:00PM 3 1 4 62 51 113 117 
7:00PM 2 1 3 34 26 60 63 
8:00 PM 3 2 5 30 35 65 70 
9:00PM 3 1 4 13 21 34 38 

10:00 PM 0 2 2 7 11 18 20 
11:00 PM 0 0 0 2 1 3 3 

Midnight 1 0 1 3 3 6 7 
1:00AM 0 0 0 2 2 4 4 
2:00AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
3:00AM 0 0 0 3 3 6 6 
4:00AM 0 0 0 2 2 4 4 
5:00AM 2 1 3 5 1 1 16 19 
6:00AM 2 0 2 2 21 23 25 
7:00AM 2 3 5 53 71 124 129 
8:00AM 1 3 4 32 63 95 99 
9:00AM 3 4 7 22 33 55 62 

10:00 AM 2 2 4 17 17 34 38 
11:00 AM 2 4 6 31 42 73 79 

46 51 97 555 676 1231 1907 
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Ruth Klein 

·om: 
>ent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Laura Milligan [lauriemill11@comcast.net) 
Tuesday, September 09, 2008 4:11 PM 
Ruth Klein; Laurie Vizzini 
RE: Traffic on Dogwood St. 

I'm not sure, but would love for them to know it. How wou-ld I send it to them? 

Laurie Vizzini 
Sent with Wireless Sync from Verizon Wireless 

Original Message ----
From: "Ruth Klein" <ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us> 
Date: 9/9/08 2:24 pm 
To: "Laurie Vizzini" <Lauriernillll@comcast.net> 
Subj: RE: Traffic on Dogwood St. 
Hello Laurie, 

Thank you for emailing this information. 
considered by the Planning Commission at 
soon as possible. 

Is it being submitted as testimony to be 
tomorrow's public hearing? Please let me know as 

Sincerely, 

R.uth 

Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department 

(503) 681-6465 - Phone 
(503) 681-6245 - Fax 

From: Laurie Vizzini (mailto:Lauriemillll@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 12:57 PM 
To: oldorenco@gmail.com 
Cc: Ruth Klein 
Subject: FW: Traffic on Dogwood St. 
Importance: High 

FYI, I sent this to the local traffic cop today. I will plan on being at the Planning 
Commission meeting tomorrow night. I live on Dogwood/230th and am deeply concerned about 
it's future and the future of my investment. This is· such a wonderful community and I 
would hate to see what previous owners have tried so hard to keep, be destroyed by more 
traffic. It is also possible that the only way anyone will see the light, is if someone 
is killed on this road due to lack of foresight from the Planning Commission. See below. 

-?.urie Vizzini 

I 
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From: Laurie Vizzini [mailto:Lauriemillll@corocast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 12:52 PM 
To: markwe@ci.hillsboro.or.us 
Subject: Traffic on Dogwood St. 
Importance: High 

Mark, 

We met a few weeks ago when I stopped you and your partner out on Dogwood Street and you 
asked me to send you an email regarding excessive speeders down Dogwood. So far I have 
accumulated a small list of license plates that have been at least going 35-40mph down 
Dogwood near 230th, which is a 25 mph narrow road. I am seriously concerned about the 
safety of pedestrians (lots of walkers, bikers, cats etc) on 
Dogwood. Please advise: 

194 DEL 

131 CYT 

809 BVA 

546 DAD 

YST 149 

UGR 741 

24578 

YWB 151 (Landscaping Truck 8:30am on 9/4/08) 

583 EVT 

2PF 394 (subaru slowly paced down and back Sx on 9/9/08) 

ZNC 734 

ZGU 693 

825 BKT 

554 BMY 

Also, there is a planning commission meeting at 6:30 on Wednesday night regarding the 
development that will be going into the old golf course. 
They are thinking of opening up Dogwood and Birch to be major throughways ... which will 
TRIPLE the amount of traffic down these roads. 
I am seriously scared for our community and the impact it will have on Old Orenco. Please 
advise. 

Thank you, 

Laurie Vizzini 

2 
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22980 NW Dogwood Street 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 

)3-307-8209 

3 
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!'age 1 or L 

Ruth Klein 

From: Jacob Speas Uacob.speas@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 11:09 AM 

To: Ruth Klein 

Subject: "Keep Orenco a True Neighborhood!" 

Dear Ruth, 

It pleases me to become aware of what is happening to our community. I would love to rally at the 
commission meeting tomorrow, but my busy schedule will only allow me to write this e-mail in 
response. 

My family and I live on the corner of227th and Dogwood st. We very much love the neighborhood, 
and those that live in the community. It remains to be very quite for how close we are to everything. I 
can't tell you how many times I have been around the house, and seen Deer feeding in the elementary 
school fields, coyotes walking the streets, skunks scampering along the curbs and into the brush, owls 
hooting in the oak tress, and a plethora of other wildlife. We like to take our daughter across the street 
the play at Orenco elementary frequently, as well as, walk to the Max for different weekend excursions. 

I would have to say I am strongly against the development of the Elk's golf course. I would be for 
the redevelopment of the golf course itself. This way I wouldn't have to practice my swing at the school, 
but that is a whole other topic. I don't understand why anyone would want to develop right now, 
especially of that magnitude with the economic recession we are in, was well as, the decline in real 
estate sales over the last five years. Beaverton and Hillsboro already have a handful of areas where 
residential development has stopped at the foundation. One such area is right on 231 rst towards 
Baseline, where they have stopped the development of ten houses. Orenco is finishing the rest of their 
developments off of Cornell, and have recently finished the apartment structures by the Orenco Station 
Max platform. It is hard for me to see the need when the surrounding neighborhoods have plenty of rent 
vacancies, on top of the Houses for sale. The housing market is not ready for the construction for some 
two hundred and forty-nine houses! 

I am also against this plan due to the fact that the over run golf course has evolved itself into a 
wildlife habitat. With the growth Hillsboro, Orenco, and Tanasbourne has undergone the surrounding 
wildlife has lost a lot of its once familiar environment. When the elks purchased the golf course, and 
continued with its closure, these homeless animals have now found somewhere they can go without 
disturbing communities, and vise verse. In a time when humanity is focusing on being green, this plan is 
a complete one-eighty. This would eliminate more trees in our area, as well as, demolish one of the last 
areas of refugee for our local wildlife. 

My final argument deals with the traffic that we deal with now, and what is expected if this plan goes 
forward. Living on the corner of 227th and Dogwood st. can be very frustrating. The corner is a 
controlled 3-way stop. This is a some what busy route connecting 23lrst to Cornelius Pass rd. It is a 
school zone, a 25 MPH zone, and an actively used neighborhood by the local kids. I can't tell you how 
many times a day commuters speed down the streets, run the stop signs, and if they stop, it is in the 
middle of the intersection. I have taken license plate numbers down and have called them into the local 
police department. I have a 4 year old, and one on the way. I do not feel safe with them playing in front 
of or on the side of the house. I have witnessed several occasions where pedestrians have almost been 
hit, vehicles nearly collide, and a few accidents all based around the traffic not obeying the law. The 
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Hillsboro police department will occasionally have an officer roll through the neighborhood. A couple 
times a month, a motorcycle officer will sit and watch the intersection, and the local streets. This helps 
for the time being, but as the saying goes, "out of sight, out of mind." With the increase in homes in this 
area, how does the county expect to manage this, when they already struggle with the current issues?! 
We are talking about a school zone that sits kin a 25 MPH zone all the time, not just 7 to 5. While we 
are on the subject, how is running Birch and Dogwood all the way from 23lrst to Cornelius Pass rd 
going to elevate congestion? Cornelius pass rd. already gets congested at the controlled intersection of 
Quatama and Cornelius Pass rd. That and the fact that Cornelius pass rd. is a two lane road, and would 
need to be widened to handle the extra traffic. Another point is how controlled intersections will have to 
be put in at Birch and Dogwood to control the flow of traffic onto Cornelius Pass rd. Who is going to 
pay for all the extras that are going to have to go along with the development plan? Or taxes? 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to express my and my family's views on such a Hannis 
development plan. 

Jacob Speas 
22662 NW Dogwood St. 
Hillsboro, Or. 97124 
503.704.9504 
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Ruth Klein 

From: ERIN STRAW [estraw@gmail.com] 

Sent: Monday, September 08,2008 9:31PM 

To: Ruth Klein 

Subject: plans 

I personally wish they weren't putting any of these new houses and townhouses and commercial 
whatever into our area. I moved here to the old Orenco neighborhood over a year ago, and the main 
reason I chose this neighborhood was because there were so many old houses and farm houses, everyone 
has been living here a long time in those houses and is very friendly, and the streets were very quiet with 
not alot of traffic so that kids could play out on the streets and I could walk my dog without cars 
interrupting us. 

If they put in all these new houses, I live on Alder St. with is perpendicular to Birch street, and that 
might mean that alot more cars would be going right by my house everyday, and I don't want that. I like 
my quiet little neighborhood where cars drive slow and people and kids can be out on the streets without 
worrying about a ton of traffic and noise. 

Please email me back if you want to use this email for anything. I cannot make any meetings or anything 
b/c of my busy schedule, but I just wanted to share my thoughts on this. Thanks! 

Erin 

"A friend is like a good pair of running shoes; a comfortable fit with a lot of sole." 
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Ruth Klein 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Edward Crawford [completion3@verizon.net] 

Monday, September 08, 2008 2:13PM 

Ruth Klein 

proposed building on the old Orenco Golf Course 

Attachments: "AVG certification" 

Greetings Ruth, 

Page I of I 

The paper regarding this new construction proposed on the old Orenco Golf Course asked us to express our concerns. 

So, here it comes. 

This Oren co has been noisy from the time they decided to build this new Orenco Elementary School. It was months of 
hammering steel into the ground to stabilize the earthquake resistant foundation. NOISY all day for my wife as I was still on 
the road. Even one of the workers said the engineer was a nut case. He did things totally unnecessary. 

We have had trucks in town with those worse than annoying backup beepers that can be heard for miles. 

We have the sports field, part of the Orenco School, that tries to have soccer games, softball games, etc. The field was never 
designed for the count of people that try to use it. It is a elementary school; not a high school zone. The players come in and 
park all over the place. They park in no parking zones. They block the streets by parking on both sides that are not designed 
for parking. They scream and yell which can be heard inside our house. The leave trash all around. 

The Old Orenco is a historic town which means nothing to me as I prefer new if it is reasonable. If this old Golf Course 
construction goes in, then that will mean more years of noise to put up with. We have these vibrating trucks going through 
the town far too often. We have boom box kids going through the town shaking the windows. Due to it being what some 
people would call "County", they seem to think they can get away with more noise than they could in the city. 

So, I would oppose this construction not just due to safety for the kids. If the kids do not know enough to stay out of the way 
of trucks, then they are bound to get hurt. The parents need to be more alert for the kids safety; not the people driving 
through. I will confess that 228th ave seems to be a form of racetrack for a number of rebels. 

Even if they built a road to the East of Orenco for the trucks to use, we can still hear the grinding of the earthmoving 
equipment and the backup beepers as well as the 450 cube engines vibrating that close. They can be on the job as early as 6 
a.m. and as late as 7 at night or later. NO thanks -for this household. 
Ed Crawford in Oren co 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 
Department of Land Use and Transportation, EngineeringiSurveying Division 
1400 SW Walnut Sl, MS 17A, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 
(503) 846-7900 ·FAX: (503) 846-7910 

DATE: September 8, 2008 

TO: 

FROM: 

CC: 

RE: 

Naomi Vogel-Beattie, Associate Planner 

Jinde Zhu, P.E., Traffic Engineer 

Tracy Stone, Stephen Roberts, Greg Miller, Abbas Shafii, Traffic Analysis 
File #1323/3, C/File 

TRAFFIC STAFF REPORT (REVISED) 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 
CITY OF HILLSBORO 

This report examines the traffic safety impacts of the revised Orenco Woods Crossing 
development, which consists of 120 single family homes, 129 townhome/condominium 
units, and up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. The previous plan only proposed 
a mixture of 141 single family homes and 111 townhomes. This proposed development is 
located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 
Quatama Road in the city of Hillsboro. Recommendations are provided to ensure an 
adequate level of traffic safety as defined by R&O 86-95. 

Two accesses are proposed to serve the site, one full access on NW Quatama Road and 
the other access (right-in/right-out/left-in) on NW Cornelius Pass Road. NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW Quatama Road are classified as an arterial and collector respectively. 
The proposed restricted access on NW Cornelius Pass Road was justified previously by 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, December 29, 2005. Since the latest proposed plan will 
generate significantly higher traffic than the previously approved site plan, a new request 
for access on Cornelius Pass Road is required. 

A revised Access Report was submitted by the applicant's traffic engineer (" REVISED 
Transportation Impact Analysis Report, OREN CO WOODS CROSSING, Hillsboro, OR", 
Dunn Traffic Engineering, August 2008). The findings and recommendations given below 
are based, in part, on the information provided in the access report. 

FINDINGS: 

1. The site trip generation from the development, based on the report 'Trip 
Generation, 7th Edition", ITE, is as follows: 
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* 

2. The site impact on streets under Washington County jurisdiction, based on a 10 
percent increase in average daily traffic or the minimum impact area, is described below. 

* east Pass Road is within the 10 percent 
impact area, the main intersection, Quatama Road/2051h Avenue, has just been improved 
with a new traffic signal. 

3. Intersections within the impact area under Washington County jurisdiction were 
analyzed (weekday AM and PM peak hours) with the following results. 

Access 
* LOS is for STOP-controlled movement/approach. 
** LOS is for an entire signalized intersection. 

As indicated in the above table, all the intersections within the project impact area are 
estimated to operate at an acceptable level of service during the weekday peak hours with 
the following recommended roadway improvements (in the Recommendations section). 
The intersection of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road is on the county's 
latest SPIS list. However, no correctable accident patterns can be identified. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Provide a center left turn lane on NW Quatama Road between NE 76th Avenue and 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and a westbound left turn lane with storage of 175 feet on NW 

Quatama Road at the intersection of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. 



Coordinate with Washington County and modify the traffic signal after the completion 
of the recommended roadway improvements · 

2. Design and construct the proposed access on NW Cornelius Pass Road to 
safely and effectively restrict the site access to right-in/right-out/left-in 
movements only. 

a. Construct a raised median on NW Cornelius Pass Road and a half pork-chop 
island at the proposed site access. The raised median shall be designed to 
effectively restrict vehicle movements to right-in/right-out/left-in only. It is the 
applicant's responsibility to ensure that the access restrictions are adequate 
on NW Cornelius Pass Road to restrict movements to right-in/right-out/left-in 
only. Washington County will monitor the access to assure that it operates as 
a right-in/right-out/left-in intersection. If it is found that there are a significant 
number of violations of the restricted turning movements or safety/operational 
problems arise, the applicant will be responsible for assuring the safe 
operation of the access. This may require that the applicant retrofit additional 
traffic control devices to limit turning movements and/or physical 
improvements to the roadway. All changes will be subject to Washington 
County approval. If the retrofit(s) is (are) unsuccessful the County reserves 
the right to close the access. 

b. The roadway within the limits of the raised median shall be adequately 
illuminated satisfying the requirements of the Department of Land Use and 
Transportation Roadway Illumination Standards, Latest revision. Direct 
technical questions concerning this condition or the current Roadway 
Illumination Standards to Traffic Engineering at (503) 846-7950. 

c. It is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure that sufficient roadway width 
exists for the raised median, striping, lane markers, and shy distances. 

3. Provide a northbound left turn lane with storage of 150 feet and a southbound 
deceleration right turn lane at the proposed restricted access on NW Cornelius Pass 
Road. 

4. Provide adequate illumination at the two proposed site accesses, one on NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and the other on NW Quatama Road. Adequate illumination shall 
consist of at least one 200 watt high pressure sodium cobra head luminaire mounted at 
a minimum height of 20 feet on existing utility poles if available. The fixture shall 
have a medium full-cutoff type Ill distribution. The pole shall be within the area defined 
by the radius returns of the intersection. The fixture shall be oriented at 90 degrees to 
centerline of the collector or arterial. For intersections of collectors with arterials, or 
arterials with arterials, the luminaire fixture shall be installed at 90 degrees to the higher 
classified roadway. If the intersecting roadways are of the same functional 
classification, the fixture may be oriented at 90 degrees to either roadway. If no 
existing utility poles are available within the intersection area defined by the 
radius returns, the developer shall meet the requirements of the Department of 
Land Use and Transportation Roadway Illumination Standards, latest revision. 
Illumination provided within the proscribed intersection area shall be a minimum 
of 1.5 times the required illumination level of the highest roadway classification at 
the intersection. Washington County may require illumination in addition to the above-
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stated minimums. Direct technical questions concerning this condition or the current 
Roadway Illumination Standards to Traffic Engineering at (503) 846-7950. 
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Ruth Klein 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Bonnie Kooken [wekookens@verizon.net] 

Friday, September 05, 2008 5:47PM 

Ruth Klein 

Questionnaire Venture Properties Orenco Woods Crossing 

Attachments: Questionnaire Venture Properties Orenco Woods Crossing.doc 

!:'age 1 ot 1 

Ruth: Please enter the following questionnaire- answers into the Planning Commission 
packet. 

Thank you for your help 
Bonnie 
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Venture Properties Orenco Woods Crossing Questionnaire 

September 04, 2008 

The following questionnaire was sent to Orenco residents by email. The following is a summary 
of their comments. The numbers represent votes with no comments attached. 

1) __ I support Venture-WRG's present "proposal" which has no reduction in the total number of 252 
dwelling units on the golf course property, but adds 2.98 acres of commercial development (2.98 
acres of commercial development and 1.96 acres of 8 condominiums, each with 8 units each, 
which replaces 64-65 dwelling units.) because: 

I don't support the venture proposal as tendered 

NO ENTRACE INTO THE NEIGHBORHOOD! 

No. I would support this project of front/rear -loaded products IF (1) those products 
were single family homes on a single lot for a distance of 1000 feet from Orenco, and {2) if 
there was 9 acres of open land around the McDonald House to preserve the context of its 
construction. 

2) What type of commercial development would be acceptable to you? None- but if it is deemed to go 
forward read below 

Low traffic and low impact- with high service value to the community - specialty 
ethnic restaurant, dry cleaners, law and/or accounting offices, low income retirement 
housing 

UPS type store for copying, mailings, quick source of greeting cards. Coffee shop that is 
truly neighborhood oriented perhaps a local owner that show local artists. Small 
restaurant or historic bar grill. NOT a 7/11 McDonalds-Burgerthing-Tacothing {plenty of 
that now) 

3) _4 _I do not support, Venture-WRG's present "proposal" (2.98 acres of commercial development 
and 1.96 acres of 8 duplexes of 8 units each) because: 

This density should be located within 1.2 mile of a light rail station. Orenco station is 1.14 
miles away (by way of Quatama Rd.) and Quatama Crosing station is %miles away. 
And, if the drawing (Venture's concept of the SE corner) is accurate there is too 
little parking shown for the 64 condominium units 

Too much traffic. I thought there was some commercial bldg. to be included in the 
original plans. What happened to that and where were the buildings to be? 
Quatama RD. and Cornelius Pass Rd. are already too crowded. Remember when 
Wai-Mart wanted to build on Baseline- no way do we need more empty business 
buildings in our neighborhood 

I 
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It would result in more traffic congestion to the area and our local streets, further 
adversely impacting o the Old Orenco Townsite and increasing chances of catastrophic 
traffic accidents on Quatama, 227th, Cornelius Pass Road, Dogwood, and possibly Birch, 
Chestnut, Alder. 

It would mean more vehicular and human traffic would be in and out going, aside 
from the already existing one. The roads are not humps free that makes it easy for 
speeding and racing to occur especially on odd hours of the day. I live in the corner of 
Dogwood and 227th and I am a witness to this. I would hate to see a cross sign with 
flowers in the future because of the negligence 

I Can't imagine how 252 new homes will be supported by the limited access points 
proposed much less an additional 290 home "product units" AND commercial. There is 
not reasonable transportation access now. 

4) __ I support the addition of commercial development under the following conditions (Choose as 
many as you wish and/or add your own reasons) 

a) _5 _ If there is a reduction of residential units 

So that the total traffic generated (from all residential units and from the 
commercial section) is not greater than was forecasted for the 252 residential units 
previously agreed to by the developer and the City.) 

b) _ 8_If the total traffic generated (from all residential units and from the commercial section) 
is no greater than was forecast for the 252 residential units previously agreed to by the 
developer and the City. (8 

NO. More modification is needed to be compatible with the vicinity and 
region 

c) _10 _ If there are additional acres of open space/park for the entire project. (10) 

Maybe 

d) _9 _ If Cornelius Pass and Quatama are made pedestrian safe. Without a sidewalk between 
Quatama and Baseline, pedestrians will be in jeopardy with the entire new traffic heading 
into and out of the Oren co commercial and condominium development.(9) 

e) __ Other Conditions: Quatama no longer connects to 2271
h (close the bridge to 

vehicular traffic pedestrian & bicycles only). Old Orenco still needs some method 
of slowing traffic (speed bumps would be best). If dogwood is to eventually 
connect with the new development {which I presume is inevitable) we will definitely 
need some additional speed control. 

As for the entrance into the development form Cornelius Pass Rd (right 
in/right out), I believe there should be a light, coordinated with Wilkins St (goes 
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east from Cornelius Pass Rd). This would eliminate the need for the RI/RO and 
safety concerns 

I would like to see a guarantee that Dogwood and Birch streets will never be 
opened to through traffic between historic Orenco and the new housing 
development. Access for emergency vehicles is fine, but no cars or school buses 
should be allowed through. This should be written out as part of the requirements 
for approval for the business construction There should also be speed bumps put 
on Quatama just east of the Quatama-227 bridge, and on 227th just north of the 
bridge. This will help ensure cars don't come speeding through our neighborhood 
just to avoid traffic problems on Cornelius Pass. There have been several very 
dangerous near-collisions on the bridge between cars and bicyclists and 
pedestrians. The bridge is not safe for heavy traffic, and needs to have a way to 
slow traffic to safe speeds. I would also love to see a pedestrian walk way put on 
the side of the bridge, perhaps outside the safety railing, to ensure the safety of 
those who choose to walk there. The city needs to be made aware of the dangers of 
this bridge and of fast cars going through our streets so they understand the 
potential for injury and litigation if and when some is injured. This neighborhood 
currently has many pedestrians and bicyclists, and adding more cars will only 
endanger non-drivers. 

IF there was a reasonable long-range plan for traffic support, and there was a 
complete presentation of the cumulative impacts (not just 2011 prospective build 
out conditions). We need to include discussion of just how all the new growth 
south of Baseline will be connected to Hwy. 26, since there is literally no plan for 
that now. Furthermore, what is the plan to connect people to mass transit? Busses 
running along TV Hwy are so slow they can not be considered a reasonable source 
of support for people traveling from Hillsboro to Beaverton. 

5) _x _I do not support any commercial development because: There are vacant spaces 
available within a three mile radius. 

The currenttraffic issues 

Not needed, not necessary and not wanted. Look at the empty business building 
around here. 

I do not support the addition of the 2.98 acres for commercial development 
because ther is already plenty of convenient shopping within a close radius of this area. 
Additional commercial business will lead to more traffic congestion on already congested 
Cornelius Pass Road. Cornelius Pass Road is not pedestrian or bike safe. 

6) _x_ The amount of traffic that this project generates concerns me because: Quatama R. NO 
Cornelius pass Rl. Do not have walkways sufficient for pedestrian safety for 
destinations of Quatama Crossing, Cornel Rd. or Baseline R. 

3 
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Without any improvement to Quatama and Cornelius Pass, an intersection that is 
already problematical will become much worse than it is now. 

Speed issues through our narrow streets 

Look at the backed up traffic already on Cornelius Pass Rd. 

It would result in more traffic congestion to the area and our local streets, further 
adversely impacting the Old Orenco Townsite and increasing chances of catastrophic 
traffic accidents on Quatama, 227th, Cornelius Pass Rd, dogwood, and possibly Birch, 
Chestnut and Alder 

Additional commercial business will lead to more traffic congestion on already 
congested Cornelius Pass Road. Cornelius Pass Road is not pedestrian or bike safe. 

The traffic it would bring is not safe for the neighborhood as well as the school kids in 
the Orenco Elementary School 

The PC and CC have accepted a generic traffic study as adequate response for 
unique conditions. More consideration needs to be given the limitations of 2 bridges 
(MAX/CP & 2271

h I Quatama). The traffic counts for the current TIA for the 
'modification' were collected in 2004 and in 2005 the same gang used 2000 data. This 
area is growing for too quickly for this to adequately represent current conditions, and 
certainly can't be applied to future cumulative impacts. 

7) _x_ The amount of traffic that this project generates does not concern me because: 

Only if I am driving drunk 

8) _5_ I do not support any commercial development, but if there is commercial development, the total 
traffic generated (from all residential units and from the commercial section) should be no 
greater than was forecast for the 252 residential units that have already been approved. (5) 

9) __ I do not support any commercial development, but if there is commercial development I do not 
care how much traffic will be result. 

I 0) __ Additional Comments and opinions; 

Defer development of this site until the S-lane upgrade of Cornelius Pass Road is 
complete 

When the 200+ houses were built on the south side of Quatama we saw two cars per 
house. Now it is more like 3 or 4. Traffic on Quatama Road is heavy during rush house 
and 20 minutes before school starts (I counted 80 cars going by our home in thes 20 
minutes one morning) and 20 minutes before school get out. And drivers must not know 
or heed the 25 mph speed limit residential and 20 by the school. Some even hit 50. Is this 
safe for a new access and for the existing traffic? Think. The statement that the County 
can close the propose access from Cornelius Pass RD. needs serious thought. There are 
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problems on Cornelius Pass Rd. already, why does anyone think the problems would go 
away? Think about it- do you really think an access on Cornelius Pass Rd will be safe. 
Close this access then what? Be realistic. Don't let the development run the show 

The need exists for ensuring safe passage for pedestrians/bicyclists walking I riding 
along either Cornelius Pass Rd north from Baseline to Quatama Road, or heading south 
or along Quatama Rd. west or east. Remember, there is the increasingly important 
ridership on the MAX train, and more people are walking to or from the station at 205th 
and Quatama, towards Cornelius Pass Rd and south toward the developments by 
Samantha Lane or further south to other developments nearer to Baseline Rd and even 
further south (Brown JHS and the very popular skateboard park there). It would be 
irresponsible for any major commercial development at Ore nco Golf Course without 
taking into account the need to build sidewalks/bicycle lanes/wider lanes/ that are 
continuous along these streets, and not discontinuous as they currently exist. 

An historic park surrounding the McDonald House abutting the old town of Ore nco would 
solve much of the traffic problem this development presents. It would eliminate some of 
the houses hence the amount of traffic. A park will transition the Old town with the new 
development. It would be the first and possibly the only historic park for the City of 
Hillsboro. The parks department has a goal of 10 acres per 1000 people (master plan) 
There will be at least 500 people in the new department and there is definitely 500 people 
living in the old town. A task force consisting of someone from the City, Planning 
Department, Venture, Orenco, the Parks Department, a grant writer, a fund raiser should 
be appointed by the City to settle on a price and placement of a designated historic park. 

Submitted by: Bonnie Kooken 09-04-08 
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Ruth Klein 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Mimi Doukas [mimi.doukas@wrgdesign.com] 

Tuesday, September 02, 2008 3:31 PM 

Ruth Klein 

Subject: FW: Orenco Woods Crossing- Revised lot numbering PART ONE 

Attachments: C604.pdf; C601.pdf; C602.pdf 

From: Mimi Doukas 
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 2:51 PM 
To: Ruth Klein 
Cc: Kelly Ritz; Mimi Doukas; John Howorth; Brian Dunn (brian@dunntrafftc.com) 
Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing - Revised lot numbering 

Page I ot I 

Ruth -here are the Orenco Woods Crossing revisions for all sheets that show lot numbering. The 
project summary was correct: we have 249 dwelling units. As we discussed, the misnumbering 
occurred on the west side of the property and is not an indication of any other site plan modifications in 
that area. 

Please let me know if you need anything else. 

Mimi Doukas, AICP, RlA 
Director of Land Use Planning 
WRG Design, Inc 
5415 SWWestgate Drive, Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97221 
phone: 503-419·2500 
fax: 503-419-2600 
www.wrgdesign.com 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
September 4, 2008 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

REQUEST 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

Request for a Modification to the Concept Development Plan Approval 
Orenco Woods Crossing- File No. CDP 1-06 MOD 1 

The applicant's representative, WRG Design, Inc., requests Planning Commission approval of a 
modification to the Concept Development Plan (CDP) for Orenco Woods Crossing; a phased 
residential development on a site approximately 55 acres in size. 

The proposed modification to the CDP revises the approved layout at the southeast comer of the 
site. Since the modification is confmed to this comer, this staff report will limit the discussion to 
that area unless other noted. The approved CDP layout, for the southeast comer, includes 26 
detached single family residential lots and 40 attached single family residential lots. The 
requested layout includes 64 residential condominium units and six commercial buildings. The 
buildings are divided into two use categories with the first group containing four buildings 
totaling approximately 35,777 square feet in area and allocated for neighborhood commercial 
uses and the second group containing two buildings totaling approximately 17,650 square feet in 
area and allocated for other employment uses. The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance defines "other 
employment uses" as including such things as day care and office uses. 

The applicant and property owner is Venture Properties, Inc. The traffic engineer is Dunn 
Traffic Engineering, LLC. 

BACKGROUND 

The following is a timeline of prior land use approvals for the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development. All of the following approvals are vested and all appeals have concluded. 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Annexation of Site 

• July 20, 2004 the City Council approves the Annexation. (Case File No. AN 16-04) 
• August 17, 2004 the City Council approves the second Annexation of remnant pieces. 

(Case File No. 23-04) 

Minor Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map Change 

• May 25, 2005 the Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council. 
(Case File No. HCP 4-04) 

• October 18, 2005 the City Council approves the Map Change following the appeal 
hearing. 

Zone Change of Site 

• March 20, 2006 the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board approves the Zone Change. 
(Case File No. ZC 18-05) 

• April 18, 2006 the City Council approves the Zone Change. 

Development Proposal 

• May 10, 2006 the Planning Commission approves the Concept Development Plan, 
Subdivision Preliminary Plat, Detailed Development Plan, Floodplain Alteration 
Permit and Significant Natural Resources Permit. (Case File Nos. CDP 1-06, SUB 1-
06, DDP 2-06, FA l-06, and SNRP 1-06) 

• July 18,2006 the City Council approves the Concept Development Plan following the 
appeal hearing. 

• The City Council decision was upheld by the Land Use Board of Appeals, Oregon 
Court of Appeals and Oregon Supreme Court. 

• January 9, 2008, the Planning Director grants an extension of the Final Development 
Plan and Final Subdivision Plat for the initial phase to May 10, 2009. 

120DAYRULE 

As per state law ORS 227.178, the City of Hillsboro has 120 days from the date an application is 
deemed complete to issue a final action. On August 1, 2008 the CDP modification application 
was deemed complete. On November 29, 2008 the 120 day time frame will end. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

The subject site is generally located north of NW Quatama Road, south of Street 2, west of NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and east of Street B. Street 2 and Street B will not be the final names 
assigned to these streets. The street names were assigned by the applicant during the previous 
approval processes for ease of identification. The site contains a portion of Tax Lot 3400 on 
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Washington County Assessor's Tax Map 1N2-35. The site is currently vacant. The overall site 
contains the historic McDonald House located in the northwest portion of the site but it is not a 
part of the current modification request. 

NW Cornelius Pass Road is identified as an Arterial, NW Quatama Road is identified as a 
Collector and NW 225th Avenue is identified as a Local Street on the City of Hillsboro 
Transportation System Plan Functional Classification Plan. 

The City of Hillsboro Goal 5 Signific.ant Natural Resources Inventory identifies no Significant 
Natural Resources (SNR) or associated Impact Area on this portion of the site. The Clean Water 
Services (CWS) Sensitive Areas Pre-Screen Map shows no potion of the site as being within the 
area of potential impact (see attached map). 

DESCRIPTION OF SURROUNDING AREA 

SCR-V Station Community Vacant land 
(RM) Residential- Village (Orenco Woods 

Crossing) 
South Low Density Residential (RL ), R-6: Single Family Residential Single Family 

Medium Density Residential R-9 Residential (County) Residential 
(RM) 

East Station Community Planning Area County TO:EMP: Transit- Agricultural and 
(SCPA) Oriented Employment PGE Electrical 

SCI: Station Community Utility Substation 
Industrial 

West Commercial C-1 Elks 

PUBLIC UTILITIES 

.•.seriiice;&a;;~m;,-;;~tfA:~:J>rovidei'.t;l~slzef~i:2'ciJii\ ~:L<lcati&fi'~il)%I$'Xi~l'·lif("fiflti~;;;t:;;;ii!!'i1i~.[;DiSfance w.m·site;;rn; 
Water City 18" NW Cornelius Pass Road Adjacent (east) 

City 12" NW Quatama Road Adjacent (south) 
Sanitary Sewer City 27" Off ofNW Dogwood Street Adjacent (west) 

CWS 48" Along Rock Creek Adjacent (west) 
Storm Drain City 

Citv 

TRANSPORTATION 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
NW Quatama Road 
NW 225th 

8" 
1 0" 

R-0-W 
60'+/-
50'+/-
60'+/-

NW Cornelius Pass Road Adjacent (east) 
NW Quatama Road Adiacent (west) 

Improvement 
28'+/-
24'+/-
28'+/-

R-0-W 
98' 
70' 
60' 

Improvement 
74' 
46' 
26' 
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lfSiCI~~~~~nm~--~~--rm;l¥le~~~~ 
NW Cornelius Pass Road None 5-foot 
NW Quatama Road None 5-foot 
NW 225th Avenue None 5-foot 
if£F£~~~~'lf'~~~~~~~ff~'Rfi.S:•=t~,jY~~4'ii 
,~~~~~~J¥:)Uie&J~~ff~~VI~UJ,J.>Je"'~~~ 

Bus Stations Tri-Met Route #47 Approx. Y, mile west on NW 
231" Avenue 

MAX Stations MAX Orenco & Quatama Approx. 1/3 mile NW 
Stations Approx. 3,000 feet E 

\"'~'lft'"'i'i~-""'f~"l"<lllt~J'~~x'""t."s"t'n"~~~~~~~e·""s~tan;.~,.,"ii~~~ JJ:'i~-~"' :~£t(U~b~d?'..a¥;~&~t&J~g~~~ __ _ t. ~~~~~~.@1~~4~t:r:c:llt:.u __ ~tGU~~~~-£: 
NW Cornelius Pass Road None 6-foot bike lane 
NW Quatama Road None 6-foot bike lane 
NW 225th Avenue None None 

APPLICANT'S SUBMITTAL 

The applicant's proposed modification Concept Development Plan submittal includes the 
following items: 

Narrative 

Exhibit A - Plan set 
• Overall site plan 
• Overall site aerial 
• Existing conditions/tree removal 
• Site parking plan 
• Typical street sections 
• Public improvement plan 

ExhibitB­
Exhibit C­
ExhibitD­
Exhibit E­
ExhibitF­
ExhibitG-

Application 
Property Title Information 
Transportation Impact Analysis 
Revised Phasing Plan 
Zone Change Opinion 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 1561 

AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES 

The City Engineering and Water Departments must approve construction details of all public and 
private utilities. Public and private utility easements required to implement the approved utility 
plan, must be shown on the final plat. 

Water: Water service is currently available in a 12-inch line located in the NW Quatama Road 
right-of-way. Public water would be extended to the site through the public streets: Street 2 and 
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Street B. If the proposed modification to the CDP is approved then the applicant shall be 
required to provide detailed utility within the Detailed Development Plan submittal. 

Sanitary Sewer: Sanitary sewer for the subdivision is available within a 27-inch line located in 
the NW Dogwood Street right-of-way adjacent to its intersection with NW 225th Avenue and 
within a 48-inch line along Rock Creek that bisects the overall site. Public water would be 
extended to the site through the public streets: Street 2 and Street B. If the proposed 
modification to the CDP is approved then the applicant shall be required to provide detailed 
utility within the Detailed Development Plan submittal. 

Storm Drainage: Storm Drainage for the subdivision is available within an 8-inch line located in 
the NW Cornelius Pass Road right-of-way and in a 10-inch line located in the NW Quatama 
Road right-of-way. If the proposed modification to the CDP is approved then the applicant shall 
be required to provide detailed utility within the Detailed Development Plan submittal. 

APPLICABLE ZONING ORDINANCE STANDARDS 

Section 136.II.H defines the SCR-V zone as follows: 

H. Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

The SCR-V District may be applied to property containing at least thirty (30) 
acres in single ownership or control located within approximately 3,900 feet of a 
light rail station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of 
a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community contammg a 
range of residential housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing 
neighborhood commercial uses and employment opportunities. A residential 
village project may be developed in one or more phases. A residential village 
incorporates a number of design, development and infrastructure features 
indicative of a self-reliant neighborhood; including, but not limited to: multi­
purpose streets linking residential areas with neighborhood activity and 
commercial centers and the light rail station; horizontal and vertical integration 
through continuity of urban design befitting a growing major metropolitan area; 
quality and craftsmanship in the built environment; a lively mix of neighborhood 
shopping and community services; advantageous and sensitive use of natural 
resource features and open space; and innovative and imaginative site planning in 
order to develop a sense of place where the amenities, facilities, features, and 
overall urban design and architectural integration could not be achieved through 
application of any other individual or abutting combination of districts or zones. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, Section 136 Station Community Planning Areas Subsection VII (B) 
specifies the review standards for a Concept Development Plan as follows: 
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B. Development Review- SCR-V District, and Phased Developments within 
a SCP A Commercial, Industrial or Institutional District 

1. Purpose. It is the intent of this subsection to establish application 
and review procedures to permit flexibility in development review 
of all projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of 
commercial, industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty 
(30) acres within any SCPA district so that larger scale projects 
can be reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased manner. 
Specifically, these review procedures are intended to: 

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements 
consistent with the intent of the applicable SCP A district; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a 
more economical arrangement of buildings, circulation 
systems, land uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting 
uses; 

e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate 
approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will 
retain the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

f. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses 
than what may occur with a conventional project; and 

g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood 
commercial development and other opportunities for 
employment in a manner that achieves the intent and 
purpose of the District. 

2. General Provisions. Development Review within the SCR-V 
District shall be accomplished through the Concept Development 
process as provided in this subsection. Any phased development 
over thirty (30) acres within any SCPA commercial, industrial or 
institutional district shall be accomplished through the Concept 
Development process as provided in this subsection. At the 
election of the applicant, a commercial, industrial or institutional 
project of any size, that is not going to be accomplished in phases 

6 



PC Staff Report A- CDP 1-06 MOD 1: Orenco Woods Crossing 

may chose to take advantage of the Concept Development Plan in 
order to ensure an efficient processing of the application, or may 
proceed directly through the abbreviated Detailed Development 
Plan review process as provided in this subsection. An applicant 
shall request development approval in the following manner: 

a. An applicant proposing a single phase project of less than 
thirty (30) acres shall file an application for Detailed and 
Final Development Plan review as provided for in this 
subsection. 

b. An applicant proposing to construct a development project 
over time and in more than one phase (a "phased project") 
shall file an application for Concept Development Plan 
approval for the entire project area identified for 
development. Following Concept Development Plan 
approval, the applicant shall file applications for Detailed 
Development Plan and Final Development Plan approvals 
for each phase of the project in accordance with the 
approved Concept Development Plan and any conditions 
attached thereto; except that an applicant proposing a 
multi-phase project may request Detailed Development 
Plan approval for the initial phase or phases of the project 
concurrent with the application for Concept Development 
Plan approval. 

c. [This subsection is applicable only within PUDs approved 
prior to adoption of a SCP A District designation.] 

d. Except as provided in paragraph e., below, an applicant for 
Concept Development Plan approval may propose one or 
more alternative development or design elements for all 
and/or specific areas within the plan boundaries which 
supersede corresponding development regulations or design 
standards set forth in Sections 137 through 142. Such 
alternative elements shall be clearly and specifically 
identified within the plan submittals, and shall include an 
explanation and/or drawings justifYing and substantiating 
the need for a variance from the standards of Sections 13 7 
through 142. 

e. Notwithstanding paragraph d., above, no alternative 
development or design element shall be allowed to replace 
the development regulations and design standards of 
Sections 137 through 142 that would propose to vary or 
make an exception from: 

(1) The minimum floor area ratio; 

7 
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(2) The minimum or maximum residential density; 

(3) The minimum usable open space; 

( 4) The street and alley performance standards 
contained in Section 13 7 .XVI; 

(5) Any provision that would eliminate or effectively 
eliminate the required mix of residential, 
commercial and employment uses within the SCR­
V District; 

(6) To allow surface parking or loading areas between a 
major pedestrian route and an adjacent building, 
except as specifically provided in Sections 137 
through 142; 

(7) To allow off-street surface parking lots, or 
commercial service or loading areas outside the 
public right-of-way to be located or temporarily 
located or expanded adjacent to, cater-cornered or 
across the street from a light rail station site; 

(8) The requirement for pedestrian-related office, 
service or retail uses on the ground floor of parking 
structures; 

(9) The minimum access requirements; and 

(10) The requirements of Section 138.XII.C., Streetscape 
Design Standards. 

f. The Planning Commission may authorize a proposed 
alternative development or design provision only if it finds 
that the proposed standard meets the criteria set forth in 
Section 136.X.B.3., Variances and the intent of the district. 

g. Subsequent to Concept Development Plan approval, an 
applicant may request additional Variances under the 
provisions of Section 136.X., Variances, except that the 
provisions of paragraph e. of this subsection, above, shall 
apply; and no Variance to any condition of approval 
imposed by the Planning Commission shall be allowed 
except by action of the Planning Commission. 

3. Concept Development Plan Review Procedures. An application 
filed for a Concept Development Plan review shall be reviewed in 
accordance with the following procedures: 

8 
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a. Initiation of Concept Development Plan Review. An 
application for Concept Development Plan review may be 
initiated only upon application by the record owner of the 
property, a contract or earnest money purchaser, or an 
agent authorized by the property owner in writing. Where 
there is more than one owner, the application shall be filed 
and signed by all owners having a record interest in the 
property within which the project is proposed. If the 
development involves the subdivision or partitioning of 
land, the applicant may request review of its subdivision or 
partitioning application concurrent with Concept 
Development Plan review or defer such review until the 
time of Detailed Development Plan review. 

b. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Existing 
Conditions. [This subsection concerns requirements for 
materials to be submitted in the application]. 

4. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Development Information. 
The following information also shall be shown on the Concept 
Development Plan at a minimum scale of one inch equals one 
hundred feet (1"=100') and may include multiple sheets provided a 
single sheet depicting the entire plan area at greater scale is 
included with the submittal: 

a. A preliminary site circulation plan showing the 
approximate location of proposed vehicular, bicycle and 
pedestrian access points and circulation patterns, parking 
and loading areas or, in the alternative, proposed criteria for 
the location of such facilities to be determined during 
Detailed Development Plan review. 

b. The approximate location of all proposed streets, alleys, 
other public ways, sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian 
accessways and other bicycle and pedestrian ways, transit 
streets and facilities, neighborhood activity centers and 
easements on and within 250 feet of the site. The map shall 
identifY existing subdivisions and development and un­
subdivided or un-partitioned land ownerships adjacent to 
the proposed development site and show how existing 
streets, alleys, sidewalks, bike routes, pedestrian/bicycle 
accessways and utilities within 250 feet may be extended to 
and/or through the proposed development. 

c. The approximate projected location, acreage, type and 
density of the proposed development. 

9 
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For all projects within a SCR-V District and for residential 
projects within the SCRP District, this information shall be 
provided so as to identify these factors for all residential 
and non-residential development, by type. For purposes of 
residential phases of development, the applicant shall 
identify for each phase (I) the minimum and maximum 
number of housing units to be provided, by housing type; 
(2) the overall minimum number of housing units to be 
provided; and (3) the minimum and maximum lot sizes by 
housing type. 

d. Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations 
for all proposed attached single family and multi-family 
dwellings and all non-residential and mixed use buildings; 
typical multi-family and attached single family residential 
floor plans; and proposed exterior building materials and 
color boards typifying each of the listed housing products 
and typical non-residential and mixed use buildings to be 
constructed within the development. At the option of the 
applicant, this requirement may be delayed until submittal 
of the Detailed Development Plan, but in that case the 
Planning Commission shall give public notice of and hold a 
Hearing on this aspect of the development proposal. 

e. The approximate locations of proposed parks, playgrounds 
or other outdoor play areas; outdoor common areas and 
usable open spaces; and natural, historic and cultural 
resource areas or features proposed for preservation. This 
information shall include identification of areas proposed to 
be dedicated or otherwise preserved for public use and 
those open areas to be maintained and controlled by the 
owners of the property and their successors in interest for 
private use. 

5. Concept Development Plan: Narrative Statement. A Concept 
Development Plan shall include a narrative statement addressing 
the following: 

a. A description and approximate location of each proposed 
phase of development. Unless otherwise authorized by the 
Planning Commission, a phased development may not 
exceed five (5) years between commencement of 
development on the first and final phases. If this time 
expires before completion of the project, the project is 
subject to reauthorization under the procedures then in 
place for similar development projects within SCP As. 
However, provided that at least one phase of the approved 
Concept Development Plan proceeds into final construction 
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and is completed at least every eighteen (18) months, the 
expiration date shall automatically be extended for another 
eighteen (18) months. 

b. An explanation of how the proposed development is 
consistent with the purposes of this Section and the intent 
of the appropriate SCP A district. 

c. A traffic impact analysis as specified in Section 
137.XVI.B.2. Upon the request of the applicant and with 
the City Engineer's concurrence, the Planning Commission 
may limit this requirement to the specific phase under 
review upon a determination that some or all of such 
information is not necessary to evaluate the Concept 
Development Plan properly; in which case additional traffic 
impact analysis shall be required to be submitted during the 
Detailed Development Plan review phase of this process 
for all future phases of the development project. Any such 
future development phase traffic impact analysis report(s) 
are subject to review either through a public hearing or 
administrative process that includes the opportunity for 
review by affected agencies and interested parties, and the 
future development proposal is subject to imposition of 
appropriate conditions on that phase of the development 
project to mitigate identified traffic impacts of the proposed 
development. 

d. A statement describing the impacts of the proposed 
development on natural resources and on any resources 
contained in the City's Inventory of Cultural Resources, 
that is within the proposed site. 

6. Concept Development Plan Approval. 

a. Notice of the public hearing on the Concept Development 
Plan before the Planning Commission shall be made in 
accordance with the procedures contained in Section 116 
(!). 

b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for 
Concept Development Plan approval only upon finding that 
the following approval criteria are met: 

(I) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is 
consistent with the purposes identified in this 
section and the intent of the applicable SCP A 
district; 

11 
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(2) That the phasing schedule is reasonable and does 
not exceed five ( 5) years between commencement 
of development on the first and last phases unless 
otherwise authorized by the Planning Commission; 
and 

(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan 
complies with nurumum residential density, 
minimum floor area ratio and minimum usable open 
space requirements of Sections 137 and 138. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some 
or all of an applicant's proposed alternative development or 
design elements pursuant to the provisions of subsection 
VII.B.2.d. of this section. 

d. The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as 
it deems necessary to ensure compliance with these 
elements and other applicable standards in Sections 13 7 
through 142 of this Ordinance. 

e. Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute 
approval in principle for the proposed phased development; 
provided, however, that Concept Development Plan 
approval shall be binding as to the following particulars: 

(1) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area 
ratio and minimum usable open space for the 
project as a whole; 

(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses; 
and 

(3) Consistency with the purposes identified m this 
section. 

f. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the 
applicant the right to proceed with the filing of applications 
for Detailed Development Plan approval in a manner 
consistent with the approved Concept Development Plan, 
subject to compliance with the provisions of this 
subsection, all applicable requirements in Sections 136 
through 142 of this Ordinance, all other applicable City 
ordinances and regulations, and such conditions of 
approval as the Planning Commission has attached to the 
Concept Development Plan approval. An application for 
Detailed Development Plan approval of the first phase of 
the Concept Development Plan shall be filed not more than 
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eighteen (I 8) months following the date of a final decision 
approving the Concept Development Plan. 

13 

In addition to these criteria, Zoning Ordinance Section 137, Table l.h sets forth the general 
standards for development in the SCR-V zone. A copy of the table is attached for the 
Commissioners' reference. 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

The CDP approval procedure includes subsequent approval(s) of Detailed Development Plans 
(DDP). In the period between approval of the Orenco Woods CDP and submittal of the 
requested CDP modification the Planning Commission and City Council approved a procedural 
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance which establishes City staff review of a DDP application. 
The applicant has offered the Planning Commission the option of reviewing the DDPs for the 
southeast corner due to the level of examination this project has received. In anticipation of the 
Planning Commission accepting this offer a draft condition establishing Commission review has 
been prepared. 
The DDP process is intended to provide City staff and the Planning Commission with the 
opportunity to evaluation the general framework of a proposal within which the applicant or 
developer can retain flexibility for future needs or market responsiveness. Once the applicant or 
developer solidifies their development plans then they apply for DDP approval. During, the 
DDP, the details of the site plan proposal are evaluated. The DDP procedures were intended to 
provide continuing opportunities for the City to review and condition the development approvals 
as the plans evolve and become more specific over time. These procedures were specifically 
intended to avoid the situation where repetitive modifications of a more specific original 
approval must be submitted to the Planning Commission throughout the history of a larger 
project. However, when modifications to the CDP are proposed the City's policy has been to 
return to the Planning Commission for their review which is limited to the proposed 
modification. 

As specified in Section I 36 (VII), the conceptual plans, approved by the Planning Commission 
in the CDP, subsequently become increasingly detailed submittals in the DDP. This process is 
similar to. approval of industrial or commercial PUDs by the Planning Commission, which are 
most often conditioned for subsequent Development Review approval at a greater level of detail. 
In that context, the CDP process allows deferral of requirements such as building elevations and 
architectural details to the DDP phase, if these aspects of the development are then approved 
after a subsequent public hearing. 

It should be emphasized that the CDP process is intended to provide opportunity for review and 
conditional endorsement of an overall concept plan, rather than a specific development proposal. 
As defined in the Zoning Ordinance, the process does not expect or require a CDP to provide the 
same level of detail in the application or the conditions of approval. With regards to the Orenco 
Woods Crossing site, the applicant's previous approvals (CDP, SUB, DDP, FA and SNRP 
applications) were consolidated within a single resolution. If approval of the requested 
modification is granted the previous resolution would not be modified anq a new resolution with 
conditions specific to the southeast portion of the site would be created. 

lOll 
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ELEMENTS OF PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The proposed modification to the CDP revises the approved layout at the southeast corner of the 
site. The approved CDP layout, for the SE corner, includes 26 detached single family residential 
lots and 40 attached single family residential lots. The requested layout includes 64 residential 
condominium units and six commercial buildings. The buildings are divided into two use 
categories with the first group containing four buildings totaling approximately 35,777 square 
feet in area and allocated for neighborhood commercial uses and the second group containing 
two buildings totaling approximately 17,650 square feet in area and allocated for other 
employment uses. The Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance defines "other employment uses" as 
including such things as day care and office uses. The submitted plan proposes to cluster the 
condominiums on the northern portion of the modification area and the non-residential buildings 
at the southern end. 

Phasing 

The Orenco Woods Crossing Concept Development Plan is proposed to be constructed in four 
phases within a period of five years, from the start of construction. A requested modification to 
the phasing plan is a part of the application and is shown in Exhibit E. The original phasing plan 
is attached to this staff report. The applicant is not proposing to modifY the number of phases 
(four) or the timeline (5 years). The modified phasing would isolate the proposed commercial 
and condominium uses on the southeast corner of the site and change that portion from a Phase 1 
to a Phase 3 construction schedule as follows: Phase 3a condominiums; Phase 3b other 
employment buildings; and Phase 3c neighborhood commercial buildings. The applicant is not 
proposing to postpone the construction of the street infrastructure along the modification area's 
northern and western borders. 

Residential Density 

The City Council established a maximum density for this site during the Minor Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Map Change. Within the Map Change findings adopted by the City Council were 
ten development directions. The sixth development direction outlined a specific density of 240 
units for the site, plus or minus five percent. This equates to a minimum of 228 and a maximum 
of 252 dwelling units for the entire site. On the approved Concept Development Plan within the 
southeast portion of the site, the applicant received approval for 26 single family residential lots 
and 40 attached single family residential lots. The proposed modification to the approved CDP 
reduces the number of total dwelling units to 64 and changes the housing type to condominium 
units for the southeast comer. 

This development was approved with former Zoning Ordinance language that calculated 
minimum density for the site as the gross acreage of a parcel less "undevelopable" land, which 
would include such items as required right-of-way (ROW) dedication and storm water treatment 
facilities. Based upon the application material, the density on this approximately 55 acre site 
would be calculated as follows: 
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Gross acreage 
Less street right-of-way dedication 
Less alleys with public access easement 
Less storm water treatment 
Neighborhood Park 
Rock Creek corridor 
I 00-year floodplain outside Rock Creek corridor 
25% slopes outside Rock Creek corridor 
Net Acreage 
Neighborhood Commercial Area 
Other Employment Area 
Residential Area 
Dwelling Units 

55.23 acres 
6.42 
3.14 
0.29 
5.15 

19.14 
0.45 
1.21 

19.40 acres 
1.90 
1.20 

16.30 
249 

15 

The applicant is proposing 249 dwelling units which conforms to the development directions 
established by the City Council during the Minor Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map Change. 
The net residential density based on the proposed residential area of 16.3 net acres is 15.28 
dwelling units per net acre. This proposal complies with the minimum and maximum residential 
density standards established by the City Council and the density range for the SCR-V Single 
Family Residential- Village zone. 

Site Access, Circulation, Traffic Impacts, and Parking 

The southeast comer of the Orenco Woods Crossing site is beyond the 2,600-foot radius of the 
NW 231 '' Avenue/Orenco light rail station. No modifications to any portion of the street layout 
and pedestrian and bicycle connections to the light rail station through the historic Orenco 
neighborhood are proposed. The location of the access points on to NW Cornelius Pass Road 
and NW Quatama Road remain unchanged. The applicant's narrative states that the perimeter 
frontage improvements along NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road will be 
completed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits of any development in Phase I. 

The northern internal road, Street 2, remains in the same location, with the same cross-section. 
The western internal road, Street B, is proposed to be straightened and shifted to the western 
property line and would retain the same cross-section. The conceptual layout for the internal 
circulation within the southeast portion of the site has been provided by the applicant. The 
internal circulation details will be reviewed and conditioned during the DDP application process. 

If the CDP modification is approved then the applicant will apply for DDP approval. The 
applicant will be required to submit with the DDP application site plans with greater detail. 
Those details will include landscaping and open space plans, site circulation and parking plans, 
building footprints, elevations and proposed materials. 

A copy of the full Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was sent to ODOT, Washington County and the 
City Transportation Planning Engineer for comment. As of the date of this staff report no 
comment has been received. In response to preliminary comments from the County, Dunn 
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are attached for the Commission's review. Analysis will be provided by these agencies and 
individuals in the near future. A comprehensive list of recommended conditions cannot be 
provided by Planning staff until this analysis has been provided and reviewed. 

DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 

The following comments have been provided by various City departments and rev1ewmg 
agencies regarding the proposed Concept Development Plan: 

Building Department 

• Provide complete structural calculations for the buildings. 
• Buildings to be reviewed using 2007 Oregon Structural Specialty Code. 
• Separate submittals required for each building. 
• Clarify if a property line runs between through the project. Fire rated exterior wall and 

opening protection for some of the building may be required due to location on property. 
• Provide copy of Geotechnical Investigation Report prior to submittal of any building 

permit applications. 
• All rain, storm, and other surface water runoff from roofs, exposed stairways, light we11s, 

courts, courtyards, and exterior paved areas shall be disposed of in compliance with local 
ordinances, state rules and regulations which will not cause flooding to adjacent properties. 
The approved points of disposal include but are not limited to: a. storm sewer, b. street 
gutter through curb, c. engineered storm sewerage system. 

• Every building in which plumbing fixtures are installed shall have a connection to a public 
or private sewer. 

• The portions of underground electrical, plumbing and gas utilities that are shared or in 
common use shall lie within a recorded easement and be recorded in a maintenance 
agreement as required by ORSC Section A0103.18. Separate utility services shall be 
provided to each individual dwelling unit. The locations of all site utilities, service 
equipment, and easements shall be clearly shown on the plans. Private utility easements 
shall be required when the utilities for one tax Jot must run across another tax lot. 

Engineering Department 

• No Engineering issues related to sanitary or storm sewer. Refer to original suggested 
conditions of approval. 

• Transportation and traffic issues to be reviewed by the Planning Department. 
• NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatarna Road \1, street improvements as well as 

intersection and safety improvements to be per Washington County standards and 
permits. 

• Water quality service to be per Clean Water Services Standards. 
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Fire Department 

• Buildings exceeding 30 feet in height shall be provided with aerial apparatus roads a 
minimum of 26 feet in width in the immediate vicinity of such buildings. Roads shall be 
located a minimum of 15 feet and a maximum of 30 feet from the building(s) and shall be 
positioned parallel to one entire side of the building. [2007 Oregon Fire Code Section 
D105] 

Water Department 

• No water improvements shov.n on the proposed improvement plans. Contact the Water 
Department at (503)615-6576 to go over water system design requirements prior to 
submitting construction plans. 

• Water Department does not review frre hydrant locations; please contact the Hillsboro 
Fire Department. Any changes to hydrant locations or a new fire service connection will 
require a second review of the water system by the Water Department. 

• Backflow devise required on residential domestic water service unless certification is 
furnished that water well has been decommissioned. 

• Public water line extension required. Contact Water Department for specific details. 
• Contact Water Department prior to submitting construction plans. 
• Wet tap of existing water main shall be done by a City approved contractor. 
• Water mains shall be located in the street 6-feet from the south and east curb faces. 
• Provide three (3) valves at mainline tees and four valves at mainline crosses. SpecifY 

types. 
• Blow-off assembly required at end of public water line. 
• All on-site water lines shall be private. 

Washington County 

A letter from Washington County, dated September 2, 2008 has been received and is attached for 
review. Washington County Transportation comments are still pending. 

Clean Water Services 

A letter from Clean Water Service, dated August 18, 2008, has been received and is attached for 
review. 

Conditions of approval associated with Concept Development Plans do not typically include 
specifics regarding construction of infrastructure and buildings structures. The majority of the 
above comments will be addressed and conditioned as needed in subsequent DDP applications. 

COMPLIANCE WITH APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Under the CDP procedure, there are three general approval criteria, listed in Section 136 (VII) 
(B) (6) as follows: 
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b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for Concept 
Development Plan approval only upon finding that the following approval 
criteria are met: 

(1) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is consistent with 
the purposes identified in this section and the intent of the 
applicable SCP A district; 

(2) That the phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed five 
(5) years between commencement of development on the first and 
last phases unless otherwise authorized by the Planning 
Commission; and 

(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with 
m1rumum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space requirements of Sections 137 and 
138. 

18 

The purpose of the Concept Development Plan process and the intent of the SCR-V District are 
indicated in Section 136(VII)(B)(1) and Section 136(II)(H) respectively, of the Zoning 
Ordinance and are excerpted on page 5 of the staff report. More specifically, the first approval 
criteria allows the Planning Commission to authorize or require any proposed alternative 
development standards, and to impose any conditions deemed necessary to ensure compliance 
with Sections 136 through 142. The applicant has not requested any alternative development 
standards and has addressed the development criteria within the narrative. 

The second criterion states that the proposed phasing schedule must be reasonable and not 
exceed five years between commencement of development between the first and last phases. 
The applicant has addressed this issue on page 19 of the narrative and Exhibit E of the 
application. Attached to the staff report is a copy of the original phasing plan. The applicant is 
requesting a modification to the approved phasing that will postpone the construction of the 
residential condominium component and commercial building component to the third phase. 
Venture Properties has stated that the revised phasing will give them time to market the property 
for development. In addition, the developer who does purchase the commercial property _will be 
drawing their customer base from the houses with the Orenco Woods Crossing development and 
would therefore want the houses constructed first and that customer base in place. Staff 
proposes that the condominium portion not be postponed to the third phase and that the 
flexibility of the phasing plan be increased to allow a commercial developer the option to build 
sooner rather than as a part of Phase 3. 

Approval of the third criterion constitutes approval in principle of the entire phased development, 
with the three binding particulars of minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space for the project as a whole. The applicant has addressed these issues 
on pages 25-26, 30, and 35-36 of the CDP modfication narrative. 
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The broad CDP criterion above and the opportunity for additional detailed review during the 
DDP process provide the Commission with the latitude to comfortably review the conceptual 
nature of the application. It is the applicant's burden of proof to provide documentation to the 
Commission that the application meets these standards. 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY RECEIVED 

The following is a list of written testimony received prior to the issuance of this staff report. 

Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Fw: Percent of Parks", received September 2, 2008. 

Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Support a Historic Park", received September 2, 2008, with 
attachment titled "Request to HLAC to support Historic Park 8.25.08.doc". 

Letter from William Chapman, Mark David, Mark Waits, David Slansky, Susan Tompkins­
Slansky, and Joan Krahmer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), Orenco Woods Crossing", received 
September 2, 2008. 

Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Request for a continuance" received 
September 2, 2008, with attachment titled "ORS 197.763 (6a-7). 

Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing Non­
compliance with prior Condition of Approval CCOA) regarding the historic McDonald House" 
received September 2, 2008, with three attachments. 

Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing Possible 
request to revise or amend Condition of Approval# 9, Ordinance No. 5633, regarding phasing of 
development" received September 2, 2008, with three attachments. 

Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Traffic Concerns" received 
September 2, 2008, with one attachment. 

Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing Broken 
Promise" received September 3, 2008, with one attachment. 

Email from Steve Heino, titled "Orenco woods crossing" received September 3, 2008. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The following is a list of preliminary conditions should the Planning Commission choose to 
approve the Concept Development Plan Modification for Orenco Woods Crossing. Additional 
conditions may be added both in response to pending traffic comments and testimony at the 
hearing. 
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1. Detailed Development Plan(s) and Final Development Plan(s) for that 
portion of the site located south of Street 2 and east of Street B shall be in 
substantial conformance with the Concept Development Plan Modification 
for Orenco Woods Crossing, approved as Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 
1). 

2. Detailed Development Plan(s) for that portion of the site located south of 
Street 2 and east of Street B shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Commission prior to development and construction. 

3. The conditions of approval contained in Resolution No. 2172, which 
approved the Concept Development Plan for Orenco Woods Crossing 
( Casefile CDP 1-06) shall remain in full effect as a part of this Concept 
Development Plan Modification. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Ruth Klein 
Urban Planner III 

Attachments: Vicinity maps 
SCR-V Zone Development Table 
Resolution No. 2172 (City Council) 
Resolution No. 1561-P (Planning Commission) 
Letter from Washington County, dated September 2, 2008 
Letter from Clean Water Services, dated September 2, 2008 
Public testimony, as follows: 
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Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Fw: Percent of Parks", received 
September 2, 2008. 
Email from Bonnie Kooken, titled "Support a Historic Park", received 
September 2, 2008, with attachment titled "Request to HLAC to support 
Historic Park 8.25.08.doc". 
Letter from William Chapman, Mark David, Mark Waits, David Slansky, 
Susan Tompkins-Slansky, and Joan Krahmer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 
1), Orenco Woods Crossing", received September 2, 2008. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Request for a 
continuance" received September 2, 2008, with attachment titled "ORS 
197.763 (6a-7). 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods 
Crossing Non-compliance with pnor Condition of Approval (COA) 
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regarding the historic McDonald House" received September 2, 2008, 
with three attachments. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods 
Crossing Possible request to revise or amend Condition of Approval # 9, 
Ordinance No. 5633, regarding phasing of development" received 
September 2, 2008, with three attachments. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) Traffic 
Concerns" received September 2, 2008, with one attachment. 
Letter from Jim Lubischer, titled "Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods 
Crossing Broken Promise" received September 3, 2008, with one 
attachment. 
Email from Steve Heino, titled "Orenco woods crossing" received 
September 3, 2008. 

Original Phasing Plan 
Revised Traffic Impact Analysis Report (with cover letter), dated September 2, 
2008 
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Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 Section 137. Development Regulations for 
Station C nunitv Planning Areas 

Table 1.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

REQUIREMENTS / ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS /ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS /ALLOWED 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITliiN 1,300' FROM 1,301' TO 2,600' OR MORE FROM A 
OF LRT STATION 2,599' OF LRT STATION LRTSTA.TION 

1. MINIMUM LOT SIZE 2,000 square feet for a single family detached dwelling without an ancillary dwelling unit; 
4,500 square feet for a duplex or a single family detached dwelling with a detached 
ancillary dwelling unit; or 3,200 square feet for a detached single family dwelling with an 
attached ancillary dwelling unit. None for other use types. 

2. MINIMUM LOT W1DTH None 

3. MINIMUM LOT DEPTH None 

4. RESIDENTIAL DENSrTY: 

a. MINIMUM 24 dwelling units 15 dwelling units 7 dwelling units 
ner net "r.re ner net "r.re ner net-.~,.., 

b. MINJMUMIMAXIMUM ADJACENT See Section 137.V. 

TO ESTABLISHED RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOODS 

c. MAXIMUM None 60 dwelling units 45 dwelling units 
ner net""'" oer not •~ro 

5, ANCILLARY DWELLING UNITS AlloWed 
See Section 137 

6. MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RA T!O For non-residential uses, 0.50 within 1,300 feet of a light rail station site; 0.40 elsewhere 
in the District. 0.50 in all areas for emergency service facilities, hotels, residential hotels 
and indoor recreational facilities in free standing buildings, except hotels within 800 feet 
of a LRT station shall be 0.75 

7. NON-RESIDENTiAL Target employment density within the District is 45 persons per net acre 

DENSITY OBJECTIVE 

8. MINIMUM SETBACK FROM No minimum setbacks except as necessary to accommodate building code, public utility 
STREETS AND ALLEYS easement or public open space requirements. 

8b. MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 

9. MAXIMUM SETBACK FROM Front: Mid-Rise Apartments: 15 feet 

STREETS AND ALLEYS Front: Multi-Family and Garden Apartments: 15 feet 
Front: Rowhouses and Townhouses: 13 feet 

Front: Single family detached and duplexes: 19 feet 
Side (all housing types}: None 

Commercial development in the SCR-V shall comply with the setback requirements for 
the SCC-SC District. 

10. VISION CLEARANCE See Section 137.1X. 
(STREET &ALLEY INTERSECTIONS) 

11. MINIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 2 stories within BOO feet of a 1 story 
LRT station, otherwise 1 

story. See also 137.X 

12. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 3 stories 

13. MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 
Residential: See Table 3 

14, MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 
Residential: See Table 3 

15. MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE See Section 137 .XII. 

16. MINIMUM LANDSCAPING See Sections 137.XIII .• 137.XV.B.1 .• 137.XVI.B.1.a.(10), 138.1V., 
and 138.VIII.C.2. and D. 

17. MIXED USE BUILDINGS Where residential use is provided, retail and/or pedestrian-related office or service uses 
are permitted on the ground and second floors, offiCe uses are permitted on and above 
the second floor, and residential units are permitted on and above the second floor. See 
also Sections 137.V. and XIV. for requirements in mid-rise apartments for commercial 
use. 

18. SIDEWALKS See Section 137.XV. 

19. MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE None. All lots to be served by public or private streets or alleys. 

20. OTHER REQUIREMENTS At least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be residential. Mixed use 
UNIQUE TO THE DISTRICT residentiaVcommercial buildings may be up to an additional 20%. Up to 10% of net 

acreage may be neighborhood commercial uses. Up to 20% of net acreage may be 
other employment uses. 

(Amended by Ord. Nos. 4921/6-00, 4930!7-00, and 5779/8-07.) 
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RESOLUTION NO. L/ 7 2 
COP 1-06: ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR ORENCO 
WOODS CROSSING, A 252-LOT DETACHED AND ATTACHED SINGLE FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT. 

WHEREAS, the owners of certain tracts of land, described below, have filed a written 
application with the City of Hillsboro for concept development plan, detailed development plan, 
preliminary subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit 
approval for a 252-lot detached and attached single-family residential development on said 
tracts, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on these applications on 
March 22"d, April 121

h, and May 10, 2006, receiving testimony in support of the application as 
well as testimony in opposition regarding the proposal, and 

WHEREAS, having received the materials and testimony submitted, the Planning 
Commission approved the concept development plan, detailed development plan, preliminary 
subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit for the 
proposed detached and attached single family development as Resolution No. 1561-P, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, at their June 6, 2006 meeting, received an appeal of the 
Planning Commission's approval of the subject concept development plan and subsequently 
scheduled an "on the record" hearing on this matter, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, at a special July 11, 2006 meeting, held an "on the record" 
hearing regarding the appeal of Planning Commission's approval on this matter, received 
testimony in support of and in opposition to the appeal, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, closed the public hearing and after deliberation voted to 
uphold the Planning Commission's approval of the subject concept development plan, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council at their July 18, 2006 meeting reviewed the revised 
conditions which correspond to the concept development plan as well as the associated detailed 
development plan, preliminary subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit, and 
floodplain alteration permit approvals, which are attached hereto as Attachment· A", and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, at their July 18, 2006 meeting, reviewed the findings, 
which are attached hereto as Attachment "B". 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Hillsboro City Council, that the Council, 
by and through this resolution, does hereby deny the appeal of the concept development plan 
and uphold, with modifications, the decision of the Planning Commission on the following 
described properties, imposes the conditions set out in Attachment "A" and adopts the 
supplemental findings set out in Attachment "B": 
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Resolution - Orenco Woods Crossing'' "=tl 
~--------------------~ 

Tax Lots 3400 and 66QO 
on Washington County Tax Map 1 N2-35, 

Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian 

Passed by the Council this 18th day of July, 2006. 

Approved by the Mayor this 18th day of July, 2006. 

Mayor 

2 



ATTACHMENT "A" 
ORE NCO WOODS CROSSING 

1. Approval of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, subdivision 
tentative plat, floodplain alteration permit and significant natural resource penmit is 
conditioned upon compliance with the conditions of the associated zone change request 
(Ordinance No. 5633). 

2. Development and construction on the site shall conform substantially to the development 
plans and conditions approved by the Planning Commission and shall confonm 
specifically to final construction plans reviewed and approved by the Planning Director, 
the City Engineer, the Building Official, the Fire Marshal, Parks and Recreation Director 
and Washington County. All plans shall comply with the applicable building, planning, 
and fire protection codes of the City of Hillsboro. 

3. The developer shall assure the construction of all public streets and utilities within and 
adjacent to the plat as required by these conditions of approval, to the plans, standards, 
and specifications of the City of Hillsboro, except as otherwise approved by the Street 
Committee and the Planning Commission. The developer shall also provide to the City 
financial guarantees for construction of all public streets and utilities within and adjacent 
to the plat, as· required by the conditions of approval, prior to the approval of the final 
plat. All construction plans shall be approved by the City Engineer and, as necessary, 
by Washington County prior to issuance of construction permits within the subdivision. 

4. The developer shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements along 
the site's frontage with NW 225'" Avenue, NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatarna 
Road to the standards required in the transportation system plans for the City of 
Hillsboro and, as applicable, Washington County. Development is conditioned on 
compliance with the Washington County letter dated March 2, 2006. 

5. The developer shall identify on the construction plans, five foot curb tight landscape 
strips along NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatarna Road. The landscape strips 
shall be constructed as a part of the infrastructure improvements. Prior to approval of 
the applicable phase of the final plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and 
landscape plans for these frontages. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director, City Engineer and, as applicable, Washington 
County. Approved landscape improvements shall be installed prior to acceptance of 
public infrastructure of the applicable phase. 

6. The developer shall construct a half street improvement on NW 2251h Avenue to the 
Street Standard Type "A" which is identified in HZO Section 140(11)(N)(3)(a) and Section 
140(Figure 5.4). Street improvements shall include paving, Option B acorn street lights, 
sidewalk, and landscape strip. All improvements shall be subject to approval by the City 
Engineer. 

7. The final plat shall show a 50 foot right-of-way dedication for public streets as follows: 

• Street 1 (except across culvert), Street 2 (except across bridge & adjacent to 
Park), Street A, Street B, Street C, Street D, Street E (north of Street 1) and 
Street F (north of Street 1 ). 

CC RESOLUTION- ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
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• Street 1 shall terminate with a public hammerheaa on the eastern side of the 
culvert crossing which shall be coordinated with the private improvements of 
Alley 17. 

• Street F shall terminate with a public hammerhead at its northern terminus 
which shall be coordinated with the private improvements of Alley 1. 

• A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided west of Street F and in 
alignment with Street 1 and ~ Dogwood Street. 

• A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided at the northern terminus of 
Street F, adjacent to the light rail line, and in alignment with NW Birch Street. 

The final plat shall show a 55 foot right-of-way dedication for that portion of Street D 
located between Street E and Street F. The 5 feet of additional right-of-way shall be 
used to implement that portion of the McDonald House linear pedestrian amenities 
located on the south side of the Street D right-of-way. Prior to approval of the applicable 
phase of the final plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and landscape plans 
for this frontage. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Director and City Engineer. Approved landscape improvements shall be installed prior 
to acceptance of public infrastructure of the applicable phase. 

8. The final plat shall show a 20 foot tract for private Type A alleys as follows: 

• Alley 1, Alley 4, Alley 5, Alley 6, Alley 7, Alley 8, Alley 9, Alley 10, Alley 11, 
Alley 12, Alley 21a, Alley 22, Alley 23, Alley 24, Alley 25, Alley 26, Alley 27 
and Alley 28. 

9. The final plat shall show a 24 foot tract for private Type B alleys as follows: 

• Alley 2, Alley 3 Alley 15, Alley 16, Alley 19, Alley 20, and Alley 21. 

10. The final plat shall show a 30-33 foot tract for a private Type A street as follows: 

• Alley 13 

11. The final plat shall show a 41 foot tract for a private Type B street as follows: 

• Alley 14, Alley 17, and Alley 18. 

12. The final plat shall show a 50 foot tract for a private street as follows: 

• Street E (south of Street 1) and Street F (south of Street 1 ). 

13. The developer shall construct the public streets and private streets and alleys within the 
development, to the following improvement paving widths: 

• Local Street 
• Private Street Type A 
• Private Street Type B 
• Alley Type A 
• Alley Type B 

CC RESOLUTION - ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
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14. Improvements shall substantially conform to the specific street sections as identified on 
Plan Sheet C700 of the Concept Development Plan application. All streets and alleys 
shall be improved to a public street section standard of either asphaltic concrete or 
Portland cement concrete. 

15. The developer shall identify on the construction plans, items such as lane striping, 
signing plans, cross walk markings, speed sign locations, driveway locations, and stop 
sign locations based on MUTCD standards, vision clearances, and traffic volume. 

16. Stop signs shall be required at points where a lower classification of street intersects 
with a higher classification of street, or as directed by the City Engineer. 

17. The developer shall provide a street lighting plan with the construction plan submittal. 
Street lights for all public streets shall be PGE Option B acorn lights. All private streets 
and alleys shall have a private metered system per PGE standards with PGE Option B 
acorn lights. 

18. · The proposed names and directionals for the public and private streets and alleys within 
the subdivision shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. 

19. The final plats shall show the private streets and alleys as tracts to be owned and 
maintained by the Home Owners' Association. The Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions, or a separate document recorded with the final plats, shall provide for 
access and maintenance of the private streets. 

20. The final plats shall provide for public and private utility, emergency vehicle access, 
private storm drainage, private access, and public pedestrian and bicycle easements on 
private street tracts, as applicable. The applicable final plat shall provide for a public 
pedestrian access easement over the entirety of Tract HH. All easements shall be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and Planning Director prior to approval of 
the applicable final plat. Storm sewers located in the private streets and alleys shall be 
a private system owned and maintained by the Home Owners' Association. All private 
utilities shall be owned and maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

21. The final plat shall show public utility easements (PUEs) eight feet wide adjacent to all 
public rights-of-ways, within and adjacent to the plat unless the City Engineer and all 
utility companies that could locate infrastructure in the PUEs provide written approval of 
an alternate reduced width utility easement configuration. 

22. The final plat shall show utility easements to the City of Hillsboro at any location in which 
water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage lines are proposed for location outside public 
right-of-way. The minimum width for such easements shall be 15 feet for a single utility 
and 25 feet for two utilities placed within the same easement. Any utility easement to 
the City shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, Water Department and 
Planning Director prior to approval of the final plats. In addition, prior to final plat 
approval or in conjunction with the recording of the plat, the applicant shall record off-site 
easements for all utilities to be constructed as part of the development within a portion of 
the development not yet platted. Submittal of final plats for each phase shall be 
accompanied by a utility plan for the area within the plat boundaries which clearly 
identifies the location of all utilities requiring easements. All easements shall be 
reviewed by the City Engineer and Planning Director. 

CC RESOLUTION- ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
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23. Prior to approval of construction drawings, the applicant shah .~quest Street Committee 
approval for parking prohibitions, the use of decorative sidewalks and crosswalks across 
some public right-of-ways, and bulb-outs on some public streets. If approved by Street 
Committee, parking prohibitions and/or improvements shall be identified on the 
applicable construction plans. 

24. The utility plans, including line sizes for water lines, sanitary sewer lines, and storm 
drainage lines within the subdivision, shall be subject to review and approval by the City 
Engineering, Building, and the Water Departments prior to approval of construction 
plans for the development Utilities shall be placed within easements, as approved by 
the City, when located outside public rights-of-way or when crossing property lines. 

25. Prior to construction of private storm drain, sanitary sewer, or water lines, the applicant 
shall obtain plumbing permits from the City of Hillsboro Building Department 

26. Sanitary sewer lines shall be built to City of Hillsboro and Clean Water Services 
standards and utilized as part of the public system. 

27. The developer shall construct a twelve inch water line connection in NW Cornelius Pass 
Road, from NW Quatama Road to the northern property line, to connect to the existing 
water line to allow for a looped system. 

28. The developer shall install fire hydrants within the subdivision in conformance with the 
requirements of the Fire Marshal and City Engineer. The final utility plans shall show the 
placement of hydrants located within 300 feet of all exterior building walls as measured 
along an accessible route of travel. The right-of-way aligned with NW Dogwood Street, 
west of Street F and east of NW 225th Avenue shall include an integrated fire access and 
pedestrian improvement which shall be shown on the construction plans for the 
applicable phase. Prior to approval of construction plans, the plans shall be reviewed 
and approved by the City Fire Marshal and Planning Director and the access way 
improvements shall be installed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. 

29. Any lot adjacent to a City-installed water line and/or sanitary sewer line shall be subject 
to the City-installed rate at the time of building permit issuance. 

30. All rain, storm, and other surface water runoff from roofs, exposed stairways, light wells, 
courts, courtyards, and exterior paved areas shall be disposed of in compliance with 
local ordinances and state rules and regulations which will not cause flooding to 
adjacent properties. The approved points of disposal include but are not limited to: a) 
storm sewer, b) street gutter through curb, and c) engineered storm sewerage system. 

31. The developer shall provide three water quality facilities, designed and constructed per 
Clean Water Services and City of Hillsboro standards. The design shall include 
landscaping and a powder coated chain link fence. The landscaping and fencing plan 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, the Planning Director and CWS 
prior to approval of construction plans. The water quality facilities shall be located in 
tracts owned by the City of Hillsboro. The water quality facilities shall be maintained by 
the City of Hillsboro and the landscaping adjacent to the fenced water quality facilities 
shall be maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 
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32. Prior to approval of construction plans, the developer sl .ad submit water quality 
calculations for review and approval by the City Engineer. 

33. Prior to approval of construction permits for the subdivision, the developer shall submit 
to the City Engineer for review and approval a storm drainage plan. The plan shall 
include but not be limited to, the following: 

a) Plans for roof drain connections from buildings on all lots to the storm 
drainage system; 

b) Plans conforming to Clean Water Services standards, as approved by the 
City Engineer; and 

c) Plans showing the capability of the receiving systems to accommodate 
drainage from the development. 

34. Final construction drawings for the project shall include grading plans confirming that 
site grading within the subdivision will not impede or impound existing storm drainage 
from surrounding properties. If deemed necessary by the City Engineer, the grading 
plans and construction drawings shall include drainage tiles, private storm drainage lines . 
or catch basins, or other alternative means to adequately convey the storm runoff away 
from adjacent properties to the new storm drainage lines in the development. Any 
drainage tiles, private storm drainage lines, catch basins, or other alternative 
improvements considered necessary by the City Engineer shall be included in the 
subdivision construction. The detailed grading plans shall also accurately depict the 
finished grades for the subject property. Site grading for lots adjacent to Rock Creek 
shall be minimized through the design and use of extended foundation walls and 
daylight basements for the detached single family dwelling units. 

35. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the developer shall provide to 
the City financial guarantees for the provision of street trees internal to the applicable 
phase of the project. Street trees shall be a minimum of 2.5 inch caliper in size when 
measured four feet from the ground, and shall be planted within root barriers approved 
by the City Engineer. Street trees to be installed on public and private streets within and 
adjacent to the applicable phase. Street tree species shall be consistent with approved 
landscape plans. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the 
developer shall provide a final street tree plan which shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning Director. 

36. The developer shall prepare Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, or other applicable 
legal documents, which address the following issues: 

a. Formation of a Home Owners' Association (HOA); 
b. Maintenance agreements for all common structures on the site which 

ensure a unified level of design and maintenance throughout the attached 
single family portions of the project; 

c. Responsibilities for maintenance of landscaping around all sides of the 
attached single family dwellings. 

d. Responsibilities for the shared maintenance of the applicable open space 
tracts by both the detached and attached single family dwellings; 

e. Responsibilities for maintenance of private street, private alleys, and 
private utility lines, private parks, and all other common amenities; 

f. Ability of both the detached and attached single family residents to utilize 
common open space amenities throughout the site; 
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g. Requirement of the Home Owners' Associat1un to maintain the street 
trees, landscaping and open space per City standards; 

h. Authorization for the City to assess the Home Owners' Association for 
necessary maintenance of the landscaping within the public right-of-way, 
if not adequately maintained by the Home Owners' Association. This 
portion of the Covenants shall be written to prohibit subsequent revision 
without consent by the City; 

i. Responsibility of the Homeowners' Association for the collection and 
distribution of funds for the maintenance and repair of such elements as, 
but not limited to common structures, landscaping, irrigation, fences, 
walls, entry signs, private parking areas, private sidewalks, and private 
utilities. 

j. The Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions and/or other property 
encumbrances that are filed with the final plats for the subdivision shall 
include references to the street improvements on which parking is 
prohibited as identified by the Fire Marshal. 

If the developer forms more than one Home Owners' Association for lhe subdivision, the 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for each Home Owners' Association shall 
include a provision to the effect that all Home eOwners' Associations shall share the 
responsibility for and cost of maintaining all common space areas within the subdivision. 
The language of the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions shall be submitted to the 
Planning Director and Building Official for review and approval prior to final plat 
approval. 

37. Construction plans for public utilities and site grading within the development shall 
include a tree protection and removal plan to be followed during site construction. The 
purpose of the tree protection and removal plan will be to ensure the preservation of the 
maximum possible number of trees within and adjacent to the public rights-of-way and 
private property. The tree protection and removal plan shall identify all trees eight 
inches or larger in diameter four feet above the ground, as follows: 

a) Trees which must be removed due to their location within the 
public/private street improvements or the alignments of the underground 
public or private utilities; 

b) Trees which will be retained if possible, outside the underground utilities 
alignments but within the public right-of-way, private street improvements, 
or utilities easements. A fencing plan will be provided for these trees, and 
any proposed tree removal in these areas must be justified on the basis 
that construction will render the trees unsafe. 

c) Trees that will be retained outside the public right-of- way, private street 
improvement, or public utilities easements, within the individual lots or the 
common open space tracts. A fencing plan shall be provided for these 
trees if the driplines extend into the utility alignments. No trees within 
these areas shall be considered for removal unless the tree is directly 
adjacent to the utility construction and construction will render the trees 
unsafe. 
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The tree protection and removal plan sha II be prepared with the assistance of a certified 
arborist, and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to the 
issuance of grading or construction permits. No development grading or construction 
shall occur until a tree protection and removal plan has been approved by the City. 

38. Following construction of the project, trees proposed to be retained on the individual lots 
are to be removed with City of Hillsboro approval only in the event where the tree(s) 
pose a threat of immediate danger to adjoining properties or where a certified arborist 
has determined that tree(s) are dead or severely damaged to the extent that the tree(s) 
require removal to minimize the threat of danger to adjoining homes and properties 
and/or to ensure the continued health of the remaining trees. Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions, conservation easements, and/or other property encumbrances 
recorded with the final plat shall specify such restrictions and shall be written to prohibit 
subsequent revision without consent by the City. 

39. Spoil dirt from construction of public or private infrastructure improvements shall not be 
permanently disposed of within the driplines of the trees remaining within the plat's 
boundary. With the assistance of a certified arborist, the developer shall prepare and 
submit a spoils disposal plan for public infrastructure improvements. Said plan shall be 
approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer prior to issuance of grading or 
construction permits. 

40. Dust suppression measures, as approved by the City Engineer, shall be provided during 
the course of construction within the development 

41. Erosion control measures in compliance with the City standards shall be provided during 
the course of construction within the development. 

42. The developer shall coordinate the location of mailboxes with the City Engineer and the 
Hillsboro Post Office. 

43. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) concepts shall be 
incorporated throughout the development, addressing lighting, signage, entryways, and 
landscaping. 

44. The submittal by the applicant for final plat review and approval shall include but not be 
limited to the following; a narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval 
have or will be met; the final plat; the final plat review fee; and any other materia Is 
required to display compliance with the conditions of approval. These items and the 
financial guarantees required in Condition No. 2 shall be provided prior to transmittal of a 
"plat release letter" to Washington County. 

45. The developer shall construct a minimum 10-foot wide asphalt pathway along the 
riparian corridor of Rock Creek within Tract P. Prior to approval of construction plans the 
applicant shall submit a detailed plan showing the precise location of the path and plans 
for the removal of any trees. Said plan shall be approved by the City Engineer, Planning 
Director, and Parks Department prior to approval of construction drawings. Construction 
of the pathway shall be completed as part of infrastructure improvements for the 
appropriate construction phase. The trailhead design shall be approved by the City 
Planning Director and the City Parks Department. 
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46. Prior to any activity within sensitive areas, the applicant shall yain authorization for the 
project from the Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USAGE). The applicant shall provide the City Engineer with copies of all DSL and 
USAGE project authorization pennits. 

47. Mitigation for encroachment into the Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) 
District shall be identified on a mitigation plan that shall be included with the engineering 
construction plans. The mitigation plan shall include a landscape plan with a planting 
schedule illustrating the mitigation proposed on the site. It shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of any engineering/construction 
permits. Either a perfonnance bond shall be provided for the mitigation plantings prior to 
acceptance of the public infrastructure for the applicable phase or the mitigation 
plantings shall be installed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. Should the perfonnance bond be provided for the mitigation plantings 
of the applicable phase, it shall be released once the final certificates of occupancy for 
the attached single family dwelling units are issued, the final inspections for the 
detached single family dwelling units are. completed, and final approval confirming 
compliance has been obtained from the Planning Director. Watering for the mitigation 
plantings specified in the mitigation plan shall be provided at a rate of at least 1" per 
week during the first two summer seasons (June 15 - October 15) to insure plant 
survival. 

48. Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall provide documentation regarding the 
distribution of responsibility for maintenance and preservation of the resources within the 
site's Significant Natural Resource Overlay. This shall be in the form of conveyance of 
tracts to the City, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, conservation easements, or 
other legal instrument subject to approval by the Planning Director, and which shall be 
recorded along with the final plat. 

49. Development and construction on the site shall comply with the Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance No. 1945, Section 131A (9) and (14)c. 

50. A detailed grading/soil erosion control plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
City Engineer and Parks and Recreation Director prior to conducting any topographic 
alterations. All on-site grading and earthwork shall be substantially consistent with the 
plans approved by the Planning Commission. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 
applicant shall include a narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval 
applicable to this condition have been met. The applicant shall submit copies of all 
approved permits from Clean Water Services, Division of State Lands, and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers as part of the grading/erosion control pennit application. 

51. All topographic alterations on the site shall conform substantially to the plans approved 
by the Planning Commission, and specifically to the final engineering plans approved by 
the City Engineer, Division of State Lands, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Clean 
Water Services, as applicable. The applicant shall comply with all applicable conditions 
of approval of the Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter and this Significant 
Natural Resource Penni! approval prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. 

52. Approval of the special use permit for topographic alterations, including grading and 
construction of a water quality swale within the 1 00-year floodplain, shall be subject to 
the following: 
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a. Compliance with the Clean Water Services Serv•ce Provider Letter, dated 
January 29, 2003; and 

b. Receipt of all necessary permits from the Division of State Lands and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and compliance with all conditions 
attached to such permits. 

53. The applicant shall conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) on the 
subject site. The reports from the Assessments shall be submitted to the City Engineer 
and Planning Director prior to issuance of grading permits, or construction permits 
(whichever comes first). Remedial Actions to remove contaminated materials shall be 
accomplished prior to and/or during construction on the site in accordance with 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) standards. 

54. A geotechnical report, for the applicable phase, shall be submitted to the Engineering 
Department in conjunction with the submittal of the engineering construction plans for 
the proposed topographic alterations. The geotechnical report shall address slope 
stability, compaction of cut and fill areas and the interface of the subject site's 
topography to adjacent properties. In addition, prior to submittal of any building permit 
applications, the developer shall provide to the Building Official a geotechnical 
investigation report including slope stability studies, on-site site grading, cutting and 
filling, structural foundation requirements, surface and subsurface drainage 
recommendations, erosion vulnerability, and building or grading limitations, including top 
of slope offsets and areas restricted for site grading. Construction of streets, utilities, 
and structures on the site shall comply with any recommendations of the geotechnical 
investigation report. Building permit applications for on-site structures shall include a 
final geotechnical report identifying any portions of the site requiring further evaluation 
by a geotechnical or structural engineer. 

55. Prior to final plat approval for the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscaping and improvement plans for the applicable open space tracts. The landscape 
plans shall be subject to approval by the Planning Director and improvements made to 
the tracts prior to acceptance of public infrastructure improvements by the City Engineer. 

56. Enhanced landscaping shall be provided along the frontage of NW 225'" Street, as 
shown in the Applicant's exhibits. Prior to approval of the applicable phase of the final 
plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and front yard landscape plans Jor this 
frontage. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director 
and City Engineer, and the developer shall provide a bond for the frontage landscaping 
improvements prior to approval of the applicable final plat The landscaping shall be 
installed prior to final inspections for the applicable detached single family dwelling units 
and the bond shall be released once all the detached single family dwelling units along 
NW 225'" Avenue have been constructed and final review and approval of the frontage 
landscaping by the Planning Director has been obtained. 

57. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscape plans for the front and street side yards of the attacheJd single family dwelling 
units and a typical front and street yard landscape plan for the detached single family 
dwelling units. The landscape plans shall be substantially similar to the approved 
Detailed Development Plan landscaped plans and shall be review and approved by the 
Planning Director prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase. Front and street 
side yard landscaping for the detached single family dwelling units shall be installed prior 
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approval of the final inspections for the applicable dwelling unit: The common landscape 
areas around the attached single family dwelling units shall be installed prior to issuance 
of occupancy permits and shall be maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

58. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the Planning Director shall assure 
that all lots adjacent to NW 2251h Avenue are at le.ast 7,500 square feet in area. 

59. The open space areas shall be shown on the final plat as tracts, which shall be owned 
and maintained by the Home Owners' Association or, as approved by the City of 
Hillsboro Parks Commission, shall be deeded to the City of Hillsboro. Should the City of 
Hillsboro acquire the Neighborhood Park, that area shall be either conveyed to the City 
on the final plat of the applicable phase or by separate legal instrument. Otherwise that 
area shall be owned by the applicant, its successors or assigns. 

60. Setbacks within the subdivision shall comply with the standards of the SCR-V Station 
Community Residential- Village zone. The maximum front yard setback of 19 feet-for 
detached single family dwelling units may be increased to 25 on some lots due to the 
organic geometry of the site which resulted in curvilinear frontages for some lots. The 
minimum parking setback of 19 feet may be reduced to 17 feet for some lots due to the 
organic geometry of the site, and to minimize SRNO impacts. Determination of the 
application of the alternative standards shall be made by the Planning Director prior to 
issuance of the applicable building permit. 

61. All homes on corner lots will be sold with mandatory upgrade packages, which will 
include additional windows, pop-out bays and other elements to enhance the side yard 
street frontage. No blank walls or blank gable ends will be allowed. 

62. Adjacent single family detached homes shall not receive the same front elevation or 
color selection. 

63. On front-loaded homes where possible, adjacent driveways shall be paired with a 
planting strip between, except where street grades exceed four percent. 

64. Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith 
an application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director. 

65. Not later than 120 days before residential construction begins on the northwestern 
quarter of the subject site, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks 
and Recreation Director, and the Orenco Neighborhood Association Chair at an address 
to be provided by the Planning Director. 

66. Building permit submittals shall provide for the first floor of all front-loaded single family 
detached units and at least one-half of all alley-loaded single family detached units shall 
provide for at least a 36-inch wide door to the bath and toilet facilities on that floor. 

67. Prior to approval of engineering construction plans, the developer shall coordinate with 
the Hillsboro School District, the Planning Director and the City Engineer to provide a 
final design of a school drop off point within the subdivision near to the Orenco School. 
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Such plan shall include a connecting path to NW 2251
h Avenue and the Orenco School 

and shall include parking restrictions. The objectives of such a plan shall include safety 
for the children using the path, visibility of those children by their parents making the 
drop off, and discouraging trips to the school outside the subject site. The Planning 
Director and City Engineer shall approve the final design of the drop off plan after finding 
that these objectives have been met. If adjustments to the lotting pattern are necessary 
to implement the drop off design, the revised lotting pattern shall be included in the 
school drop off plan and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. No 
lot adjacent to NW 2251h Avenue shall be reduced below 7,500 square feet. 

68. Prior to final plat approval, the developer shall work with the City Planning and Parks 
and Recreation Departments staff, and the staff of Clean Water Services to determine 
whether additional trail connections connecting the residential pods could be constructed 
without modification to the Clean Water Services Service Provider letter or Significant 
Natural Resources permit. If the developer is unable to provide the additional trail 
connections, the developer shall provide the City of Hillsboro Planning Director with 
documentation showing the applicant made a good faith effort to work with all involved 
parties. If the Planning Director accepts the applicant's documentation then the 
Planning Director may release the applicant from the requirements stated within this 
condition. If paths are able to be constructed, the path ·improvement shall be 
constructed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the applicable phase. The 
Planning Director shall review and approve the proposed trail locations. 

69. Construction plans submitted to the Engineering Department shall show the location of 
any existing wells and septic tank drainfields. Plans shall indicate the method and 
schedule for abandonment. Disposition of the wells and septic system shall be subject 
to review and approval by the City Engineer. Compliance with the approved plan shall 
be accomplished prior to completion of subdivision infrastructure improvements. 

70. Fences within and adjacent to the subdivision shall be constructed in accordance with 
the City of Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance standards. Prior to final plat approval for the 
applicable phase, a master fencing plan, including any fencing on individual lots and 
decorative fencing adjacent to NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road, shall 
be provided to the Planning Department for review and approval. Such plan for fencing 
on individual lots shall be followed during and after home construction. Prior to 
acceptance of public infrastructure, the applicant shall construct a heavy double-sided 
channel groove style wood fence, with masonry columns and rail, maximum of six feet in 
height, adjacent to NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road, in order to 
provide visual and sound buffering from the CJdjacent vehicular traffic prior to occupancy 
of said residential units. The fence shall be constructed of quality materials such as 4x6 
pressure treated posts, a 2x8 top cap with saw curf to prevent warping, 2x6 rails for 
horizontal stability and siding with a minimum % inch actual thickness. The masonry 
columns shall be faced with cultured stone and the fence shall be treated with a 
protective stain. 

71. Prior to approval of a final plat which includes attached dwelling unit lots, the applicant 
shall submit a maintenance agreement for the attached dwelling units. The maintenance 
agreement shall be reviewed and approved by the Building Department and shall be 
recorded in conjunction with the applicable phase's final plat. 
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ATTACHMENT "B" 

BEFORE THE HILLSBORO CITY COUNCIL 

IN THE MATTER OF APPROVAL OF A 
CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING, A 252-LOT SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS (CDP 1-06) 
DETACHED AND ATTACHED SINGLE 
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT. 

I. Introduction. 

Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. and Venture Properties, Inc. ("Applicants") seek 
various land use and land division approvals for the Orenco Woods Crossing project. The City 

· Council adopted two predicate approvals before the current requests: a plan amendment 
designating the property for medium and low density residential, open space and floodplain uses 
(Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5571) and a rezoning of the site to the Station Community Residential 
-Village ("SCR-V") zoning district (Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5633). The Planning Commission 
approved a concept development plan, detailed development plan, preliminary subdivision plat, 
significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit for the project. 

The Orenco Neighborhood Organization ("Appellant") appealed the concept 
development plan approval and did not appeal the other findings, conclusions or actions of the 
Commission regarding the same or similar issues as those appealed. The Appellant raises five 
issues on appeal: that the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan (HCP) controls specific site density and 
requires lower density and larger lots in the western portion of the site; that the Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance (HZO) requires that the site be developed as a mixed-use development with both 
residential and commercial components; that the conditions of zoning approval require placing 
the McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places before the application is 
approved; that conditions of approval requiring parkland designation or reservation were unmet 
with respect to the area of the potential park; and, that the approval is inconsistent with 
transportation requirements in the Zoning Ordinance. 

Following a public hearing on July 11, 2006, the City Council preliminarily voted to deny 
the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning Commission. The Council adopts and 
incorporates Attachment B to Hillsboro Planning Commission Resolution No. 1561-P, which 
states findings and conclusions in support of the Orenco Woods Crossing approvals. These 
findings supplement the earlier findings and address only the issues raised in the appeal. The 
Council also incorporates by reference the facts stated in the staff reports dated February 28, 
March 13, March 17, March 22, April6, April 7, April20, April27, May 4, May 5, May 8, May 
10, June I, July 6, and July 10,2006. 

The Council also adopts and incorporates the July 5, 2006 Memorandum in Support of 
Affirmance of the Planning Commission Grant of Permits by Resolution 1561-P (Orenco Woods 
Crossing), submitted by the Applicants. To the extent there are any conflicts between any of the 
incorporated documents and fmdings, and these findings, these findings control. The City 
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Council takes administrative notice of the City of Hillsboro Ordinance Nos. 5571 and 5633 and 
their attachments and Washington County Resolution and Order No. 86-95. 

II. Appeal Issue One: Consistency with the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan. 

The Comprehensive Plan designates approximately 14.52 acres in the northwest portion 
of the site as "low density residential." HCP Section 14(I)(B)(l) states that the density range for 
areas shown as low density residential on the plan map is three to seven dwelling units/net acre. 
The Appellant contends that the density in this part of the site plan exceeds this limitation. 

It was the intent of the Council at the time of the plan amendment and designation of the 
property for low and medium density and floodplain uses to strike a balance in limiting the 
effects of potential development on the Old Orenco neighborhood while still allowing sufficient 
residential development (i.e., 240 residential units, plus or minus 5%) to pay for the required 
infrastructure and dedications. The adopted findings for the plan change discuss HCP Section 
12(ill)(E) and the need for development to occur "at a sufficient density to allow for the 
economical provision of public facilities and services." Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5571, 
Attachment A, p. i 6. Specifically, the intent of the Council in applying the low and medium 
density plan designations was to require an overall lower density for this tract than would be 
allowed by a SCPA plan designation and to provide for a somewhat lower density in the western 
portion of the development than elsewhere in the project 

To these ends the plan amendment findings suggest parameters on development that the 
Council found consistent with the plan diagram and text. These directives included reservation 
of five acres of parkland, protections for the Historic McDonald House ("House"), construction 
of transportation improvements, phasing of construction and, importantly, setting the "maximum 
number of residential dwelling units for the subject site shall be in the range of 240 dwelling 
units (plus or minus five percent)" with "[l]arger lots in the range of 7,500 square feet or more 
shall be provided along 225th Avenue in order to transition Jot sizes in Old Orenco." 

The Comprehensive Plan applies at the time that the property is zoned. Under HZO § 
114(2) the zoning for property "must conform with the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan and this 
Ordinance." Where there is more than one designation available to implement the plan 
designation, a zone should be selected "that is best suited for the particular site, based upon 
specific policies of the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan." I d. Within the sequence of planning 
decisions for development (plan amendment, rezoning, land division and design review), the 
Comprehensive Plan controls the rezoning decision. The Plan is used as a decisional standard at 
the time of zoning. 

The property at issue was rezoned from County Institutional to Station Community 
Residential- Village on April 18, 2006 by Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5633. The choice of that 
particular zoning district resulted from not only application of the Comprehensive Plan map but 
also applicable textual policies in the Plan. It was the intent ofthe Council to apply the SCR-V 
zoning to the property because of the particular development standards in that district and to 
require design review through the more full and participatory concept development plan/detailed 
development plan process in HZO § 136. This zoning district, more than other alternative 
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districts, carried out not only the p !an designation for the property but also goals and policies in 
the Plan on citizen involvement, housing, natural resources, open space, scenic and historical 
sites, public facilities and services and transportation. 

The zoning was applied with conditions. The requirements in the Zoning Ordinance for 
the SCR-V zoning district, together with the specific conditions of rezoning imposed by 
Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5633, are the Council's application of the Hillsboro Comprehensive 
Plan to this property. The low density residential plan designation in the western part of the site 
is implemented by Conditions 9 and !Oofthe rezoning (requiring phasing of development, larger 
lots along the border of the property). More importantly, the zoning regulations implementing 
the plan, specifically HZO 137V(B)(6) and 137 Table l.h provide for allocating density over an 
entire site that is zoned SCR-V. 

At the time of concept development plan approval, the Comprehensive Plan is 
immaterial. The Plan is applied through the zoning and zoning conditions. The immateriality of 
the Plan at this point in the development process is a function of both local and state law. Under 
HZO § 136(VII)(B)(6) the approval criteria for a concept development plan requires consistency 
with the purposes of the station community planning chapter and the zoning district, a reasonable 
phasing schedule and compliance with minimum density, floor area and usable open space 
requirements. Under ORS 197.195, comprehensive plan provisions cannot be used to decide 
applications for a limited land use decision unless they are spelled out in the relevant zoning, 
subdivision or development ordinance. A concept development plan approval is a limited land 
use decision under ORS 197.015(13). Thus, plan consistency is not an approval criterion for a 
concept development plan; nor can it be such a standard under state law. 

Appellant suggests that provisions of the City's subdivision regulations require plan consistency 
and that the design of the subdivision here must reflect the low density plan designation of a 
portion of the site. The Council rejects this contention for three reasons. First, the subdivision 
approval in this case was not appealed, so any plan conformity requirement issue is waived. 
Second, the Council does not interpret Article VI of the Subdivision Ordinance to state plan 
consistency as an approval criterion for subdivision and partition plats. That Article states 
"general principles" and speaks about plan elements that are established as standards by the 
Planning Commission. The actual land division standards are set out in Article II, section 4. 
Finally, as noted above, since the adoption of the City's subdivision regulations, ORS 197.195(1) 
provides that "limited land use decisions" are not reviewable for consistency with a 
comprehensive plan unless specific plan policies are made applicable as stated review criteria. 
The Hillsboro Subdivision Ordinance does not incorporate as a approval standard the specific 
requirement of consistency with the density shown on the plan map .. 

The Council agrees with the Applicants' arguments and rejects Appellant's first issue on 
appeal, interpreting the HCP and its relationship with zoning and the subject permits as follows: 
The HCP map is not independently applied to this concept development plan approval. Nor was 
the plan designation implemented by the rezoning to require larger lot sizes in the western part of 
the development, beyond the particular border lot size condition. The SCR-V zone itself allows 
the density of development that is sought for the western part of the site. The number and size of 
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lots are set in preliminary subdivision approval, which is not at issue in this appeal. For these 
reasons, the Planning Commission decision on this point is affirmed. 

lll. Appeal Issue Two: Consistency with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance. 

The second issue on appeal is whether the concept development plan complies with 
various sections of the Zoning Ordinance that discuss mixed uses and commercial development 
in the SCR-V zone. The Appellant claims that these code provisions require a commercial 
component in the development consistent with the "intent" of this zoning district. 

The Appellant points to HZO § l36(II)(H) describing the SCR-V district as one intending 
to "assure the development of a ... community containing ... freestanding neighborhood 
commercial uses and employment opportunities" and including "commercial centers" with "a 
lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community services .... " HZO § 136(III)(YY) 
defines "residential village" as including "a variety of commercial and public services ... [and] 
employment opportunities." HZO § 136 (VII)(B)(2)(f)(S) precludes variances from any 
"required mix of residential, commercial and employment uses within the SCR-V District." 

On the other hand, the specific development requirements for the SCR-V zoning district 
do not state any minimum or mandatory commercial component. The intent of the detailed 
requirements in the station community planning zones is to set out "clear and objective 
development standards" for uses within the planning areas. HZO § 137(1). There are required 
minimum residential densities for the SCP A zoning districts and specific policies about the 
mandatory residential densities in the SCR-V zoning district. HZO § 13 7(V)(B). By contrast, 
the non-residential density provisions are "objectives" and not mandatory. HZO § 13 7(VII). 

Most importantly, the specific development criteria for the station community zoning 
districts are listed in tables at HZO ·§ 137(11). Table l.h applies to the SCR-V zone. It states that 
"at least 50% of the net acreage in a SCR-V project shall be residential" but that "mixed use 
residential/commercial buildings maybe up to an additional20%" that "[a]t least 10% of net 
acreage may be neighborhood commercial uses," and "[ u ]p to 20% of net acreage may be other 
employment uses." The City Council interprets the requirement of "shall be" to be mandatory 
and the provisions stating "may be" to be discretionary. 

There is a conflict between the specific and permissive development criteria for 
commercial and employment uses in the SCR-V zone in HZO § 137(1I) and the general 
description of the purposes of the zoning district stated in HZO § 136(1I)(H). The City Council 
resolves that conflict by preferring the specific requirements over the general description in the 
zoning district. 

More importantly, the Council looks to the legislative history of HZO § 13 7 (II) as set out 
in the April 7, 2006 memorandum from the Planning Department to the Planning Commission as 
well as the analysis of the City Attorney that was attached to the applicants' memorandum of 
July 5, 2006 and a May 19,2000 Staff Report of Deborah Raber, Planning Supervisor for the 
City. Table l.h was amended in 2000 to specifically change the commercial development 
requirement in the SCR-V zone, to make it optional and not mandatory. The intent of that 
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amendment was to allow residential development alone in the SCR-V zone. See City of 
Hillsboro Ordinance No. 4921. The adoption of Ordinance No. 4921 changed the intent of the 
Zoning Ordinance to no longer require mixed use development within the SCR-V zoning district. 

Thus, the Council interprets the regulations of the SCR-V zoning district to not require 
non-residential uses for development in that district This reading of the code is consistent with 
past zone changes and development review of property in the SCR-V zone, as set out in the April 
7 staff report. Moreover, it is consistent with the past action of the Council changing the zoning 
district for the property to SCR-V with the understanding that the currently-proposed residential 
development was intended. 

Finally, and alternatively, the Council adopts the reasoning of the Planning Commission 
that the open space, parkland, cultural resource and residential components of this development 
give it the character of a residential village and make it consistent with the purposes ofthe SCR­
V zoning district stated in HZO § 136(II)(H). It should be noted that the floodplain imd open 
space area that bisects this property make it developable in sections and at a smaller scale than 
envisioned by the 30-acre or larger, integrated SCR-V development discussed at HZO § 
1136(m(H). For these reasons, the Plarming Commission decision on this point is affirmed. 

IV. Appeal Issue Three: Historic Preservation and the McDonald House. 

Appellant contends that a rezoning condition in Ordinance 5633 relating to funding and 
filing for National Historic Preservation listing for the Historic McDonald House was not met. 
Condition 2 to the rezoning ordinance requires that the developer provide information in the 
concept development plan/detailed development plan applications "verifying that funding has 
been dedicated" to a national historic structure listing "and the status of that application." The 
condition also requires that the application disclose landscaping and open space plans around the 
House "that will provide context to the House" and provide information on this context. The 
Appellant asserts that the application and funding must occur prior to the CDP application and 
that the submitted plans do not provide the appropriate context to the House. 

The Planning Commission required that the application be made prior to final plat 
approval for the subdivision. The Council finds that this is consistent with Condition 2. The 
condition is a requirement for information in the CDP application and the completeness of that 
application is not before the CounciL Even ifthe condition is construed as a requirement of 
development approval, the condition is reasonably implemented by its satisfaction before final 
plat approval by the City rather than before final design approvaL Condition 64, the application 
and funding requirement of the Planning Commission, is a sufficient dedication of funding to 
satisfy Condition 2 of the zoning approvaL 

The Council concludes that it is not unreasonable for the City to assure fulfillment of this 
condition by the time of final subdivision approval, as opposed to before the applications before 
the Planning Commission were considered. The condition imposed by the Planning Commission 
was accepted by the applicant, is feasible, and assures that a good faith application for National 
Register listing will be funded and filed. 
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There was also extensive discussion over the adequacy of the open space provided 
around the House, with Appellant contending that information on context of the House was 
inadequate, that more open space was required, and that the five acres set aside for acquisition by 
the City of Hillsboro should be moved to be adjacent to the House. 

The Council finds that the concept development plan application and submitted materials 
were adequate to address "consideration of the context of the McDonald House" under Condition 
2(d) of the rezoning. Application, pp. 64-65 and Exhibit J. The information provided in the 
hearings before the Planning Commission supplemented this application. To whatever extent 
necessary, there was a sufficient basis in the record for determining the sufficiency of open space 
and landscaping around the House to provide "context to the House." 

The Council believes and accepts the testimony of Rob Mawson ofHeritage Associates, 
who found the historic significance of the House lay in its craftsman style of architecture, rather 
than its association with the fotrner Town ofOrenco or the nursery industry of Mr. McDonald. 
The Council further finds that the context of the House has already been changed over the years, 
as no industrial nursery exists at the site any longer and there never were any formal gardens 
associated with the House. Rather, there was until recently an active golf course, which is not 
part of the House use and may be excluded from the National Historic Register application. The 
Council believes and accepts the Mawson testimony to the effect that the 1.3 acres included as 
the landscaped/open space is sufficient for the application and notes that the State Historic 
Preservation Office concurs in this assessment. This is sufficient for satisfaction of the 
requirement in Condition 2( c) that the open space and landscaping plan "provide context to the 
House." 

The Council rejects the Appellant's suggestion that an "independent" analysis of the 
historic significance of the House be undertaken, in addition to the information provided by the 
parties. There is no basis in the Zoning Ordinance for the imposition of further conditions on 
evaluation of the historic significance of the House. The information submitted to date and the 
landscape and improvement plan are sufficient to comply with Condition 2 and any related 
requirement in the Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Commission decision on this point is 
affirmed. 

V. Appeal Issue Four: The Five Acre Community Park. 

Appellant contends that there is not the full five acres for a community park as required 
by the rezoning conditions. The Planning Commission found otherwise, on the advice of City 
planning and parks and recreation staff. 

The Council concludes that the Planning Commission was correct and, even if it were 
not, the rezoning condition is unambiguous. The rezoning conditions remain applicable under 
Condition 1 to this approval. If the amount of land is short, the condition requires it to be made 
up so that five acres will be acquired by the City. The precise location and metes and bounds of 
the park will be set in the final plat or in a deed from the Applicants to the City under Condition 
59 to this approval. The concept development plan works to address generally the location of the 
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proposed park. City of Hillsboro Ordinance 5633, Condition 3. For these reasons, the Planning 
Commission decision on this point is affirmed. 

VI. Appeal Issue Five: Transportation. 

Appellant raises a number of issues dealing with transportation. The transportation issues 
are relevant in determining the extent of conditions to be placed upon concept development plan 
approval, not as a criterion in granting or denying the requested plan. The Zoning Ordinance 
requires preparation and submission of a traffic impact report as part of the application for 
development plans. HZO § l36(VII)(B)(5)(c)(2). That report is then used to impose 
"appropriate conditions ... to mitigate identified traffic impacts of the proposed development." 
HZO § 136(VII)(B)(5)(c)(4). Lack oftransportation impacts is not an approval criterion for a 
concept development plan under HZO § 136(VII)(B)(6)(b ). Again, the issues in this part of the 
appeal are whether there is a sufficient factual basis for the imposition of appropriate conditions 
and whether additional conditions should be imposed, given the criticisms raised by the 
Appellant. The Council concludes that there is a sufficient factual basis in the record for 
determining appropriate transportation-related conditions on development and that the conditions 
are sufficient. 

The first two issues relate to the methodology used by the Applicants to assess 
transportation impacts. In the first ground, Appellant complains that the weekday midday peak 
hour was not analyzed. The short answer to this contention is that the traffic impacts were 
assessed for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours and that these periods always encompass 
higher traffic volumes than the midday peak hour, both in terms of the peaking characteristics of 
the proposed residential use and the peak hour of adjacent street traffic. Moreover, the standards 
set out in HZO § 137, Table 137.4 require an "acceptable" level of serviceD or better under the 
mid-day standards (as opposed to the same or a slightly lower level of service during the peak 
hours). The level of service for the intersections at issue here is projected to beD or better at 
peak periods of traffic. It follows that the level of service during the mid-day, with less traffic, 
would beD or better and consistent with the mid-day standards announced in Table 137.4. The 
analysis of traffic impacts was, therefore, conservative and evaluated worst-case conditions. The 
submission of any additional information on mid-day traffic would not affect the required 
transportation improvements and the condition of approval. Any deficiency in the traffic impact 
report along these lines is an insufficient reason to deny or further condition the concept 
development plan. 

In the second ground, Appellant suggests the Applicants did not use traffic count data 
generated within a year of February 21, 2006, the date of the concept development plan 
app Iication. The Applicants used traffic count figures generated more than a year before the 
application was filed, but that they also submitted (lower) figures generated in December, 2005, 
within a year of the filing of the application as well. The Council finds that sound and proper 
methodological analyses were used by the Applicants and that these analyses were peer-reviewed 
by the City's transportation consultant and City and County transportation staffs and found to be 
reliable and accurate, and express conservative, or worst-case conditions. The Council accepts 
the analysis by Dunn Engineering in both of its April 19, 2006 submissions as well as the one 
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dated April26, 2006. The December, 2005 traffic counts were not untrustworthy because of the 
weather at the time of the data collection. 

The third issue deals with the adequacy of the 227th Avenue bridge from a traffic flow 
and pedestrian safety standpoint. Appellant cites no code section allegedly violated. The 
Council believes the testimony of Brian Dunn, P .E. to the effect that the development will 
generate an insignificant number of trips (one car for every two minutes during peak hour 
periods) and that there is adequate capacity and width of the bridge so as not to constrain traffic 
flow. The Council notes that the approved development will provide pedestrians with an 
alternative to this bridge crossing of Rock Creek and finds that the Applicants have fulfilled their 
responsibilities under rezoning Condition 5. Finally, the Council finds that the record does not 
support the imposition of greater obligations on the Applicants than has been required under the 
Planning Commission's decision (with the additional condition imposed herein), since the 
existing conditions regarding transportation improvements are already proportionate to the 
impacts of the proposed development. 

The last set of three issues is set forth in an "Other" category. The first issue relates to 
lack of capacity on streets in the Old Orenco Neighborhood. The Council has previously 
approved a development plan under which there are no street connections between the proposed 
development and the Old Orenco Neighborhood. The Council accepts and believes the 
testimony of the Applicants' transportation engineer, which was confirmed by the City's traffic 
consultant and City and County transportation staffs, that street capacity within this 
neighborhood is sufficient to meet transportation needs of existing uses and the traffic generated 
by this proposal. Moreover, the increase of traffic generated by the use will largely be confined 
to higher capacity collector roads which have the capacity to carry that flow. Finally, the 
transportation evaluation for the site was considered at the rezoning level and was found to be . 
sufficient. The Council finds that this information does not affect the conditions that should be 
imposed by the concept development plan approval. 

The second issue relates to year 2024 traffic conditions and alleged excessive queuing on 
NW Quatarna adjacent to the site. The Council agrees with the Applicants that long-term 
impacts are not the standard for mitigation of impacts. Only short-term impacts are used and 
were used in this case to deal with mitigation. The Council finds that this information does not 
affect the conditions that should be imposed by the concept development plan approval. 

The final issue relates to two tum movements at NW Quatama and Cornelius Pass Road 
with and without an access modification granted by Washington County. The Planning 
Commission found, on the basis of advice from the Applicants' transportation expert, the City's 
transportation consultant, and City and County Transportation Staffs, that the overall 
transportation condition is "no worse" with or without the modification. The Appellant provides 
no sound reason to depart from this conclusion and Council declines to do so. 

The Planning Commission decisions on these transportation issues are affirmed. 
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VII. Appellant's "Suggestions" 

The Appellant made a series of four "suggestions" that the approval be changed in certain 
ways. The first suggestion deals with a condition that the Applicants agreed to, but was 
inadvertently left off the final Planning Commission order. That condition was to place a public 
pedestrian access easement over tract HH, the open space area adjacent to the Historic 
McDonald House. The conditions imposed by the Planning Commission are amended to add 
this further condition. 

The other "suggestions" are not assigned as error to the Council and do not need to be 
evaluated to resolve the appeal. In any event, the second and third suggestions are not practical. 
The location of the neighborhood park is supported by the record. 

With the modification of the one condition relating to the public pedestrian access 
easement for Tract HH, the decision of the Planning Commission is affirmed and these 
additional findings are adopted to respond to the appeal issues. 
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RESOLUTION NO. I 5&, (- p 
CDP 1-06, DDP 2-06, SUB 1-06, SNRP 1-06 AND FA 1-06: 
. ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN, DETAILED 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT, SIGNIFICANT NATURAL 
RESOURCE PERMIT AND FLOODPLAIN ALTERATION PERMIT FOR ORENCO WOODS 
CROSSING, A 252-LOT DETACHED AND ATIACHED SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT. 

WHEREAS, the owners of certain tracts of land, described below, have filed a written 
application with the City of Hillsboro for concept development plan, detailed development plan, 
preliminary subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit 
approval for a 252-lot detached and attached single-family residential development on said 
tracts, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on this application on March 
22"d. April 12'", and May 10, 2006, receiving testimony in support of the application as well as 
testimony in opposition regarding the proposal, and 

WHEREAS, having received the materials and testimony submitted, the Planning 
Commission approves the concept development plan, detailed development plan, preliminary 
subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit and floodplain alteration permit for the 
proposed detached and attached single family development with the conditions attached hereto 
as Attachment A, based on the findings attached hereto as Attachment B. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Hillsboro Planning Commission, that the 
Commission, by and through this resolution, does hereby approve the concept development 
plan, detailed development plan, preliminary subdivision plat, significant natural resource permit 
and floodplain alteration permit for Orenco Woods Crossing, as contained in Planning 
Department Case File Nos. CDP 1-06, DDP 2-06, SUB 1-06, SNRP 1-06 and FA 1-06, on the 
following described properties: 

Tax Lots 3400 and 6600 
on Washington County Tax Map 1 N2-35, 

Section 35, Township 1 North, Range 2 West, Willamette Meridian 

Introduced and passed this 101
h day of April, 2006. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

1. Approval of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, subdivision 
tentative plat, floodplain alteration permit and significant natural resource permit is 
conditioned upon compliance with the conditions of the associated zone change request 
(Ordinance No. 5633). 

2. Development and construction on the site shall conform substantially to the development 
plans and conditions approved by the Planning Commission and shall conform 
specifically to final construction plans reviewed and approved by the Planning Director, 
the City Engineer, the Building Official, the Fire Marshal, Parks and Recreation Director 
and Washington County. All plans shall comply with the applicable building, planning, 
and fire protection codes of the City of Hillsboro. 

3. The developer shall assure the construction of all public streets and utilities within and 
adjacent to the plat as required by these conditions of approval, to the plans, standards, 
and specifications of the City of Hillsboro, except as otherwise approved by the Street 
Committee and the Planning Commission. The developer shall also provide to the City 
financial guarantees for construction of all public streets and utilities within and adjacent 
to the plat, as required by the conditions of approval, prior to the approval of the final 
plat. All construction plans shall be approved by the City Engineer and, as necessary, 
by Washington County prior to issuance of construction permits within the subdivision. 

4. The developer shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements along 
the site's frontage with NW 225'" Avenue, NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama 
Road to the standards required in the transportation system plans for the City of 
Hillsboro and, as applicable, Washington County. Development is conditioned on 
compliance with the Washington County letter dated March 2, 2006. 

5. The developer shall identify on the construction plans, five foot curb tight landscape 
strips along NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. The landscape strips 
shall be constructed as a part of the infrastructure improvements. Prior to approval of 
the applicable phase of the final plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and 
landscape plans for these frontages. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director, City Engineer and, as applicable, Washington 
County. Approved landscape improvements shall be installed prior to acceptance of 
public infrastructure of the applicable phase. 

6. The developer shall construct a half street improvement on NW 2251
h Avenue to the 

Street Standard Type "A" which is identified in HZO Section 140(111)(N)(3)(a) and Section 
140(Figure 5.4). Street improvements shall include paving, Option B acorn street lights, 
sidewalk, and landscape strip. All improvements shall be subject to approval by the City 
Engineer. 

7. The final plat shall show a 50 foot right-of-way dedication for public streets as follows: 

• Street 1 (except across culvert), Street 2 (except across bridge & adjacent to 
Park), Street A, Street B, Street C, Street D, Street E (north of Street 1) and 
Street F (north of Street 1 ). 
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• Street 1 shall terminate with a public hammerheat. _,n the eastern side of the 
culvert crossing which shall be coordinated with the private improvements of 
Alley 17. 

• Street F shall terminate with a public hammerhead at its northern terminus 
which shall be coordinated with the private improvements of Alley 1. 

• A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided west of Street F and in 
alignment with Street 1 and NW Dogwood Street. 

• A 50 foot right-of-way dedication shall be provided at the northern terminus of 
Street F, adjacent to the light rail line, and in alignment with NW Birch Street. 

The final plat shall show a 55 foot right-of-way dedication for that portion of Street D 
located between Street E and Street F. The 5 feet of additional right-of-way ·shall be 
used to implement that portion of the McDonald House linear pedestrian amenities 
located on the south side of the Street D right-of-way. Prior to approval of the applicable 
phase of the final plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and landscape plans 
for this frontage. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Director and City Engineer. Approved landscape improvements shall be installed prior 
to acceptance of public infrastructure of the applicable phase. 

8. The final plat shall show a 20 foot tract for private Type A alleys as follows: 

• Alley 1, Alley 4, Alley 5, Alley 6, Alley 7, Alley 8, Alley 9, Alley 10, Alley 11, 
Alley 12, Alley 21a, Alley 22, Alley 23, Alley 24, Alley 25, Alley 26, Alley 27 
and Alley 28. 

9. The final plat shall show a 24 foot tract for private Type B alleys as follows: 

• Alley 2, Alley 3 Alley 15, Alley 16, Alley 19, Alley 20, and Alley 21. 

10. The final plat shall show a 30-33 foot tract for a private Type A street as follows: 

• Alley 13 

11. The final plat shall show a 41 foot tract for a private Type B street as follows: 

• Alley 14, Alley 17, and Alley 18. 

12. The final plat. shall show a 50 foot tract for a private street as follows: 

• Street E (south of Street 1) and Street F (south of Street 1 ). 

13. The developer shall construct the public streets and private streets and alleys within the 
development, to the following improvement paving widths: 

• Local Street 
• Private Street Type A 
• Private Street Type B 
• Alley Type A 
• Alley Type B 
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14. Improvements shall substantially conform to the specific street sections as identified on 
Plan Sheet C700 of the Concept Development Plan application. All streets and alleys 
shall be improved to a public street section standard of either asphaltic concrete or 
Portland cement concrete. 

15. The developer shall identify on the construction plans, items such as lane striping, 
signing plans, cross walk markings, speed sign locations, driveway locations, and stop 
sign locations based on MUTCD standards, vision clearances, and traffic volume. 

16. Stop signs shall be required at points where a lower classification of street intersects 
with a higher classification of street, or as directed by the City Engineer. 

17. The developer shall provide a street lighting plan with the construction plan submittal. 
Street lights for all public streets shall be PGE Option B acorn lights. All private streets 
and alleys shall have a private metered system per PGE standards with PGE Option B 
acorn lights. 

18. The proposed names and directionals for the public and private streets and alleys within 
the subdivision shall be reviewed and approved by the Plan.ning Director. 

19. The final plats shall show the private streets and alleys as tracts to be owned and 
maintained by the Home Owners' Association. The Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions, or a separate document recorded with the final plats, shall provide for 
access and maintenance of the private streets. 

20. The final plats shall provide for public and private utility, emergency vehicle access, 
private storm drainage, private access, and public pedestrian and bicycle easements on 
private street tracts, as applicable. All easements shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City Engineer and Planning Director prior to approval of the applicable final plat. 
Storm sewers located in the private streets and alleys shall be a private system owned 
and maintained by the Home Owners' Association. All private utilities shall be owned 
and maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 

21. The final plat shall show public utility easements (PUEs) eight feet wide adjacent to all 
public rights-of-ways, within and adjacent to the plat unless the City Engineer and all 
utility companies that could locate infrastructure in the PUEs provide written approval of 
an alternate reduced width utility easement configuration. 

22. The final plat shall show utility easements to the City of Hillsboro at any location in which 
water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage lines are proposed for location outside public 
right-of-way. The minimum width for such easements shall be 15 feet for a single utility 
and 25 feet for two utilities placed within the same easement. Any utility easement to 
the City shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, Water Department and 
Planning Director prior to approval of the final plats. In addition, prior to final plat 
approval or in conjunction with the recording of the plat, the applicant shall record off-site 
easements for all utilities to be constructed as part of the development within a portion of 
the development not yet platted. Submittal of final plats for each phase shall be 
accompanied by a utility plan for the area within the plat boundaries which clearly 
identifies the location of all utilities requiring easements. All easements shall be 
reviewed by the City Engineer and Planning Director. 
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23. Prior to approval of c..,, ostruction drawings, the applicant sha• .. ..quest Street Committee 
approval for parking prohibitions, the use of decorative sidewalks and crosswalks across 
some public right-of-ways, and bulb-outs on some public streets. If approved by Street 
Committee, parking prohibitions and/or improvements shall be identified on the 
applicable construction plans. 

24. The utility plans, including line sizes for water lines, sanitary sewer lines, and storm 
drainage lines within the subdivision, shall be subject to review and approval by the City 
Engineering, Building, and the Water Departments prior to approval of construction 
plans for the development. Utilities shall be placed within easements, as approved by 
the City, when located outside public rights-of-way or when crossing property lines. 

25. Prior to construction of private storm drain, sanitary sewer, or water lines, the applicant 
shall obtain plumbing permits from the City of Hillsboro Building Department 

26. Sanitary sewer lines shall be built to City of Hillsboro and Clean Water Services 
standards and utilized as part of the public system. 

27. The developer shall construct a twelve inch water line connection in NW Cornelius Pass 
Road, from NW Quatama Road to the northern property line, to connect to the existing 
water line to allow for a looped system. 

28. The developer shall install fire hydrants within the subdivision in conformance with the 
requirements of the Fire Marshal and City Engineer. The final utility plans shall show the 
placement of hydrants located within 300 feet of all exterior building walls as measured 
along an accessible route of travel. The right-of-way aligned with NW Dogwood Street, 
west of Street F and east of t-NV 2251h Avenue shall include an integrated fire access and 
pedestrian improvement which shall be shown on the construction plans for the 
applicable phase. Prior to approval of construction plans, the plans shall be reviewed 
and approved by the City Fire Marshal and Planning Director and the access way 
improvements shall be installed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. 

29. Any lot adjacent to a City-installed water line and/or sanitary sewer line shall be subject 
to the City-installed rate at the time of building permit issuance. 

30. All rain, storm, and other surface water runoff from roofs, exposed stairways, light wells, 
courts, courtyards, and exterior paved areas shall be disposed of in compliance with 
local ordinances and state rules and regulations which will not cause flooding to 
adjacent properties. The approved points of disposal include but are not limited to: a) 
storm sewer, b) street gutter through curb, and c) engineered storm sewerage system. 

31. The developer shall provide three water quality facilities, designed and constructed per 
Clean Water Services and City of Hillsboro standards. The design shall include 
landscaping and a powder coated chain link fence. The landscaping and fencing plan 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, the Planning Director and CWS 
prior to approval of construction plans. The water quality facilities shall be located in 
tracts owned by the City of Hillsboro. The water quality facilities shall be maintained by 
the City of Hillsboro and the landscaping adjacent to the fenced water quality facilities 
shall be maintained by the Home Owners' Association. 
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32. Prior to approval o. construction plans, the developer _ Jll submit water quality 
calculations for review and approval by the City Engineer. 

33. Prior to approval of construction permits for the subdivision, the developer shall submit 
to the City Engineer for review and approval a storm drainage plan. The plan shall 
include but not be limited to, the following: 

a) Plans for roof drain connections from buildings on all lots to the storm 
drainage system; 

b) Plans conforming to Clean Water Services standards, as approved by the 
City Engineer; and 

c) Plans showing the capability of the receiving systems to accommodate 
drainage from the development. 

34. Final construction drawings for the project shall include grading plans confirming that 
site grading within the subdivision will not impede or impound existing storm drainage 
from surrounding properties. If deemed necessary by the City Engineer, the grading 
plans and construction drawings shall include drainage tiles, private storm drainage lines 
or catch basins, or other alternative means to adequately convey the storm runoff away 
from adjacent properties to the new storm drainage lines in the development. Any 
drainage tiles, private storm drainage lines, catch basins, or other alternative 
improvements considered necessary by the City Engineer shall be included in the 
subdivision construction. The detailed grading plans shall also accurately depict the 
finished grades for the subject property. Site grading for lots adjacent to Rock Creek 
shall be minimized through the design and use of extended· foundation walls and 
daylight basements for the detached single family dwelling units. 

35. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the developer shall provide to 
the City financial guarantees for the provision of street trees internal to the applicable 
phase of the project. Street trees shall be a minimum of 2.5 inch caliper in size when 
measured four feet from the ground, and shall be planted within root barriers approved 
by the City Engineer. Street trees to be installed on public and private streets within and 
adjacent to the applicable phase. Street tree species shall be consistent with approved 
landscape plans. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the 
developer shall provide a final street tree plan which shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning Director. 

36. The developer shall prepare Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, or other applicable 
legal documents, which address the following issues: 

a. Formation of a Home Owners' Association (HOA); 
b. Maintenance agreements for all common structures on the site which 

ensure a unified level of design and maintenance throughout the attached 
single family portions of the project; 

c. Responsibilities for maintenance of landscaping around all sides of the 
attached single family dwellings. 

d. Responsibilities for the shared maintenance of the applicable open space 
tracts by both the detached and attached single family dwellings; 

e. Responsibilities for maintenance of private street, private alleys, and 
private utility lines, private parks, and all other common amenities; 

f. Ability of both the detached and attached single family residents to utilize 
common open space amenities throughout the site; 
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g. Requireonent of the Home Owners' Associat.-.o to maintain the street 
trees, landscaping and open space per City standards; 

h. Authorization for the City to assess the Home Owners' Association for 
necessary maintenance of the landscaping within the public right-of-way, 
if not adequately maintained by the Home Owners' Association. This 
portion of the Covenants shall be written to prohibit subsequent revision 
without consent by the City; 

i. Responsibility of the Homeowners' Association for the collection and 
distribution of funds for the maintenance and repair of such elements as, 
but not limited to common structures, landscaping, irrigation, fences, 
walls, entry signs, private parking areas, private sidewalks, and private 
utilities. 

j. The Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions and/or other property 
encumbrances that are filed with the final plats for the subdivision shall 
include references to the street improvements on which parking is 
prohibited as identified by the Fire Marshal. 

If the developer forms more than one Home Owners' Association for the subdivision, the 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for each Home Owners' Association shall 
include a provision to the effect that all Home Owners' Associations shall share the 
responsibility for and cost of maintaining all common space areas within the subdivision. 
The language of the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions shall be submitted to the 
Planning Director and Building Official for review and approval prior to final plat 
approval. 

37. Construction plans for public utilities and site grading within the development shall 
include a tree protection and removal plan to be followed during site construction. The 
purpose of the tree protection and removal plan will be to ensure the preservation of the 
maximum possible number of trees within and adjacent to the public rights-of-way and 
private property. The tree protection and removal plan shall identify all trees eight 
inches or larger kt diameter four feet above the ground, as follows: 

a) Trees which must be removed due to their location within the 
public/private street improvements or the alignments of the underground 
public or private utilities; 

b) Trees which will be retained if possible, outside the underground utilities 
alignments but within the public right-of-way, private street improvements, 
or utilities easements. A fencing plan will be provided for these trees, and 
any proposed tree removal in these areas must be justified on the basis 
that construction will render the trees unsafe. 

c) Trees that will be retained outside the public right-of- way, private street 
improvement, or public utilities easements, within the individual lots or the 
common open space tracts. A fencing plan shall be provided for these 
trees if the driplines extend into the utility alignments. No trees within 
these areas shall be considered for removal unless the tree is directly 
adjacent to the utility construction and construction will render the trees 
unsafe. 
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The tree protection ana removal plan shall be prepared with '' ·"' assistance of a certified 
arborist, and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to the 
issuance of grading or construction permits. No development grading or construction 
shall occur until a tree protection and removal plan has been approved by the City. 

38. Following construction of the project, trees proposed to be retained on the individual lots 
are to be removed with City of Hillsboro approval only in the event where the tree(s) 
pose a threat of immediate danger to adjoining properties or where a certified arborist 
has determined that tree(s) are dead or severely damaged to the extent that the tree(s) 
require removal to minimize the threat of danger to adjoining homes and properties 
and/or to ensure the continued health of the remaining trees. Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions, conservation easements, and/or other property encumbrances 
recorded with the final plat shall specify such restrictions and shall be written to prohibit 
subsequent revision without consent by the City. 

39. Spoil dirt from construction of public or private infrastructure improvements shall not be 
permanently disposed of within the driplines of the trees remaining within the plat's 
boundary. With the assistance of a certified arborist, the developer shall prepare and 
submit a spoils disposal plan for public infrastructure improvements. Said plan shall be 
approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer prior to issuance of grading or 
construction permits. 

40. Dust suppression measures, as approved by the City Engineer, shall be provided during 
the course of construction within the development. 

41. Erosion control measures in compliance with the City standards shall be provided during 
the course of construction within the development. 

42. The developer shall coordinate the location of mailboxes with the City Engineer and the 
Hillsboro Post Office. 

43. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) concepts shall be 
incorporated throughout the development, addressing lighting, signage, entryways, and 
landscaping. 

44. The submittal by the applicant for final plat review and approval shall include but not be 
limited to the following; a narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval 
have or will be met; the final plat; the final plat review fee; and any other materials 
required to display compliance with the conditions of approval. These items and the 
financial guarantees required in Condition No. 2 shall be provided prior to transmittal of a 
"plat release letter" to Washington County. 

45. The developer shall construct a minimum 10-foot wide asphalt pathway along the 
riparian corridor of Rock Creek within Tract P. Prior to approval of construction plans the 
applicant shall submit a detailed plan showing the precise location of the path and plans 
for the removal of any trees. Said plan shall be approved by the City Engineer, Planning 
Director, and Parks Department prior to approval of construction drawings. Construction 
of the pathway shall be completed as part of infrastructure improvements for the 
appropriate construction phase. The trailhead design shall be approved by the City 
Planning Director and the City Parks Department. 
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46. Prior to any activity WJLnin sensitive areas, the applicant sha,, ,Jain authorization for the 
project from the Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USAGE). The applicant shall provide the City Engineer with copies of all DSL and 
USAGE project authorization permits. 

47. Mitigation for encroachment into the Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) 
District shall be identified on a mitigation plan that shall be included with the engineering 
construction plans. The mitigation plan shall include a landscape plan with a planting 
schedule illustrating the mitigation proposed on the site. It shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of any engineering/construction 
permits. Either a performance bond shall be provided for the mitigation plantings prior to 
acceptance of the public infrastructure for the applicable phase or the mitigation 
plantings shall be installed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. Should the performance bond be provided for the mitigation plantings 
of the applicable phase, it shall be released once the final certificates of occupancy for 
the attached single family dwelling units are issued, the final inspections for the 
detached single family dwelling units are completed, and final approval confirming 
compliance has been obtained from the Planning Director. Watering for the mitigation 
plantings specified in the mitigation plan shall be provided at a rate of at least 1" per 
week during the first two summer seasons (June 15 - October 15) to insure plant 
survival. 

48. Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall provide documentation regarding the 
distribution of responsibility for maintenance and preservation of the resources within the 
site's Significant Natural Resource Overlay. This shall be in the form of conveyance of 
tracts to the City, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, conservation easements, or 
other legal instrument subject to approval by the Planning Director, and which shall be 
. recorded along with the final plat 

49. Development and construction on the site shall comply with the Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance No. 1945, Section 131A (9) and (14)c. 

50. A detailed gradingfsoil erosion control plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
City Engineer and Parks and Recreation . Director prior to conducting any topographic 
alterations. All on-site grading and earthwork shall be substantially consistent with the 
plans approved by the Planning Commission. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 
applicant shall include a narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval 
applicable to this condition have been met The applicant shall submit copies of all 
approved permits from Clean Water Services, Division of State Lands, and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers as part of the gradingferosion control permit application. 

51. All topographic alterations on the site shall conform substantially to the plans approved 
by the Planning Commission, and specifically to the final engineering plans approved by 
the City Engineer, Division of State Lands, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Clean 
Water Services, as applicable. The applicant shall comply with all applicable conditions 
of approval of the Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter and this Significant 
Natural Resource Permit approval prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the 
applicable phase. 

52. Approval of the special use permit for topographic alterations. including grading and 
construction of a water quality swale within the 1 00-year floodplain, shall be subject to 
the following: 
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a. Compliance with the Clean Water Services Se, vtce Provider Letter, dated 
January 29, 2003; and 

b. Receipt of all necessary permits from the Division of State Lands and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and compliance with all conditions 
attached to such permits. 

53. The applicant shall conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) on the 
subject site. The reports from the Assessments shall be submitted to the City Engineer 
and Planning Director prior to issuance of grading permits, or construction permits 
(whichever comes first). Remedial Actions to remove contaminated materials shall be 
accomplished prior to and/or during construction on the site in accordance with 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) standards. 

54. A geotechnical report, for the applicable phase, shall be submitted to the Engineering 
Department in conjunction with the submittal of the engineering construction plans for 
the proposed topographic alterations. The geotechnical report shall address slope 
stability, compaction of cut and fill areas and the interface of the subject site's 
topography to adjacent properties. In addition, prior to submittal of any building permit 
applications, the developer shall provide to the Building Official a geotechnical 
investigation report including slope stability studies, on-site site grading, cutting and 
filling, structural foundation requirements, surface and subsurface drainage 
recommendations, erosion vulnerability, and building or grading limitations, including top 
of slope offsets and areas restricted for site grading. Construction of streets, utilities, 
and structures on the site shall comply with any recommendations of the geotechnical 
investigation report. Building permit applications for on-site structures shall include a 
final geotechnical report identifying any portions of the site requiring further evaluation 
by a geotechnical or structural engineer. 

55. Prior to final plat approval for the applicable phase, the developer shall provide final 
landscaping and improvement plans for the applicable open space tracts. The landscape 
plans shall be subject to approval by the Planning Director and improvements made to 
the tracts prior to acceptance of public infrastructure improvements by the City Engineer. 

56. Enhanced landscaping shall be provided along the frontage of NW 225'h Street, as 
shown in the Applicant's exhibits. Prior to approval of the applicable phase of the final 
plat, the developer shall provide final street tree and front yard landscape plans for this 
frontage. The landscape plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director 
and City Engineer, and the developer shall provide a bond for the frontage landscaping 
improvements prior to approval of the applicable final plat The landscaping shall be 
installed prior to final inspections for the applicable detached single family dwelling units 
and the bond shall be released once all the detached single family dwelling units along 
NW 225th Avenue have been constructed and final review and approval of the frontage 
landscaping by the Planning Director has been obtained. 

57. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the developer shall provid~ final 
landscape plans for the front and street side yards of the attached single family dwelling 
units and a typical front and street yard landscape plan for the detached single family 
dwelling units. The landscape plans shall be substantially similar to the approved 
Detailed Development Plan landscaped plans and shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning Director prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase. Front and 
street side yard landscaping for the detached single family dwelling units shall be 
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installed prior approval of the final inspections for the app .. ..-c~ble dwelling unit. The 
common landscape areas around the attached single family dwelling units shall be 
installed prior to issuance of occupancy permits and shall be maintained by the Home 
Owners' Association. 

58. Prior to final plat approval of the applicable phase, the Planning Director shall assure 
that all lots adjacent to NW 2251h Avenue are at least 7,500 square feet in area. 

59. The open space areas shall be shown on the final plat as tracts, which shall be owned 
and maintained by the Home OWners' Association or, as approved by the City of 
Hillsboro Parks Commission, shall be deeded to the City of Hillsboro. Should the City of 
Hillsboro acquire the Neighborhood Park, that area shall be either conveyed to the City 
on the final plat of the applicable phase or by separate legal instrument. Otherwise that 
area shall be owned by the applicant, its successors or assigns. 

60. Setbacks within the subdivision shall comply with the standards of the SCR-V Station 
Community Residential - Village zone. The maximum front yard setback of 19 feet for 
detached single family dwelling units may be increased to 25 on some lots due to the 
organic geometry of the site which resulted in curvilinear frontages for some lots. The 
minimum parking setback of 19 feet may be reduced to 17 feet for some lots due to the 
organic geometry of the site, and to minimize SRNO impacts. Determination of the 
application of the alternative standards shall be made by the Planning Director prior to 
issuance of the applicable building permit. 

61. All homes on corner lots will be sold with mandatory upgrade packages, which will 
include additional windows, pop-out bays and other elements to enhance the side yard 
street frontage. No blank walls or blank gable ends will be allowed. 

62. Adjacent single family detached homes shall not receive the same front elevation or 
color selection. 

63. On front-loaded homes where possible, adjacent driveways shall be paired with a 
planting strip between, except where street grades exceed four percent. 

64. Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith 
an application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director, including written 
acknowledgement of receipt of the application by the appropriate agency. This 
application shall not be withdrawn prior to completion of Orenco Woods. Should the 
Elks wish to dispose of thEl McDonald House and the associated tract on which it is 
located, the City of Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal for 120 days to acquire 
the property. Additionally, should the City acquire the McDonald House and its 
associated tract the Home Owners Assocation shall grant the City of Hillsboro the ability 
to purchase Tract HH. Provisions for this mechanism shall be incorporated into the 
CC&Rs for the applicable phase and shall not be modified without consent of the City of 
Hillsboro. 

65. No later than 180 days before construction activity on phase 4, including the installation 
of infrastructure, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks and 
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Recreation Director, <>nd the Orenco Neighborhood Organizc. .. Jn Chair at an address to 
be provided by the Planning Director. 

66. Building permit submittals shall provide for the first floor of all front-loaded single family 
detached units and at least one-half of all alley-loaded single family detached units shall 
provide for at least a 36-inch wide door to the bath and toilet facilities on that floor. 

67. Prior to approval of engineering construction plans, the developer shall coordinate with 
the Hillsboro School District, the Planning Director and the City Engineer to provide a 
final design of a school drop off point within the subdivision near to the Orenco School. 
Such plan shall include a connecting path to NW 2251h Avenue and the Orenco School 
and shall include parking restrictions. The objectives of such a plan shall include safety 
for the children using the path, visibility of those children by their parents making the 
drop off, and discouraging trips to the school outside the subject site. The Planning 
Director and City Engineer shall approve the final design of the drop off plan after finding 
that these objectives have been met. If adjustments to the lotting pattern are necessary 
to implement the drop off design, the revised lotting pattern shall be included in the 
school drop off plan and shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. No 
lot adjacent to NW 2251h Avenue shall be reduced below 7,500 square feet. 

68. Prior to final plat approval, the developer shall work with the City Planning and Parks 
and Recreation Departments staff, and the staff of Clean Water Services to determine 
whether additional trail connections connecting the residential pods could be constructed 
without modification to the Clean Water Services Service Provider letter or Significant 
Natural Resources permit. If the developer is unable to provide the additional trail 
connections, the developer shall provide the City of Hillsboro Planning Director with 
documentation showing the applicant made a good faith effort to work with all involved 
parties. If the Planning Director accepts the applicant's documentation then the 
Planning Director may release the applicant from the requirements stated within this 
condition. If paths are able to be constructed, the path improvement shall be 
constructed prior to acceptance of the public infrastructure for the applicable phase. The 
Planning Director shall review and approve the proposed trail locations. 

69. Construction plans submitted to the Engineering Department shall show the location of 
any existing wells and septic tank drainfields. Plans shall indicate the method and 
schedule for abandonment. Disposition of the wells and septic system shall be subject 
to review and approval by the City Engineer. Compliance with the approved plan shall 
be accomplished prior to completion of subdivision infrastructure improvements. 

70. Fences within and adjacent to the subdivision shall be constructed in accordance with 
the City of Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance standards. Prior to final plat approval for the 
applicable phase. a master fencing plan, including any fencing on individual lots and 
decorative fencing adjacent to NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road, shall 
be provided to the Planning Department for review and approval. Such plan for fencing 
on individual lots shall be followed during and after home construction. Prior to 
acceptance of public infrastructure, the applicant shall construct a heavy double-sided 
channel groove style wood fence, with masonry columns and rail, maximum of six feet in 
height, adjacent to NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road, in order to 
provide visual and sound buffering from the adjacent vehicular traffic prior to occupancy 
of said residential units. The fence shall be constructed of quality materials such as 4x6 
pressure treated posts, a 2x8 top cap with saw curf to prevent warping, 2x6 rails for 
horizontal stability and siding with a minimum :Y. inch actual thickness. The masonry 
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columns shall be fac"d with cultured stone and the fenCL .;hall be treated with a 
protective stain. 

71. Prior to approval of a final plat which includes attached dwelling unit lots, the applicant 
shall submit a maintenance agreement for the attached dwelling units. The maintenance 
agreement shall be reviewed and approved by the Building Department and shall be 
recorded in conjunction with the applicable phase's final plat. 

72. Prior to approval of the final plat for the applicable phase, the acquisition of the property 
for the Sequoia Park shall be finalized. 

PC RESOLUTION - ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 
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ATTACHMENTS 

F1NDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL, WITH CONDITIONS, 
OF FILE NOS. CDP 1-06; DDP 2-06; SUB 1-06; SNRP 1-06; FA 1-06 

These findings and conclusions support the recommendation of the Planning Commission 

to the Hillsboro City Council that the applications of Venture Properties and the Hillsboro Elks 

should be approved, with the conditions set forth in the resolution to which these fmdings 

provide a supporting documentation. The applications before the Commission include: 

1. A subdivision for 252 residential lots (SUB 1-06); 

2. A Concept Development Plan (CDP 1-06); 

3. A Detailed Development Plan (DDP 2-06); 

4. A Significant Natural Resources Permit (SNRP 1-06); and 

5. A Floodplain Alteration (FA 1-06). 

The subject site is designated Medium and Low Density Residential, Open Space, and 

Floodplain on the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan ("HCP") as the result of the adoption of the 

plan amendment enacted by Hillsboro Ordinance 5571. See File No. HCP 4-04. The plan 

amendment was not appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals. The subject site was 

rezoned to Station Community Residential- Village ("SCR-V") in File No. ZC 18-05, which 

was adopted by the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board and, not being appealed, became final 

when adopted by the Hillsboro City Council on April 18, 2006 through Hillsboro Ordinance 

5633. Both of these decisions form applicable criteria for these proceedings. 

Additional criteria relevant to this proposal include applicable provisions of the HCP. 1 

With respect to the individual applications, the Concept Development Plan ("CDP") is governed 

Under ORS 197.195(1), the City's comprehensive plan does not apply to "limited land use decisions," 
which include subdivision and design review applications. 
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by Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance ("HZO") 136-142. The applications were deemed complete on 

February 23, 2006. Hearings before the Planning Commission were held on March 22, 2006, 

Aprill2, 2006 and May 10,2006. At the close of the oral bearing, the Planning Commission 

gave all parties until the close of business on April19, 2006 to submit any additional testimony 

and evidence in these matters, and further gave all parties until the close of business on April 26, 

2006 to submit any additional testimony and evidence in rebuttal to the submissions on April 19, 

2006. The applicants were then given until the close of business on May 3, 2006 to submit final 

written argument in this matter. The applicants indicated to the Commission at the April 12, 

2006 hearing that they would submit, as part of that final written argument, draft findings and 

conclusions, and suggest certain conditions of approval to the Commission for its consideration. 

The Commission has the record of these proceedings before it, including the staff report 

for the bearing on March 22, 2006, and the supplemental staff reports for the April 12, 2006 

hearing, in addition to the supplemental staff reports regarding the post hearing submission of 

testimony and other evidence and final written argument These materials are hereby 

incorporated by reference in their entirety including any attachments or exhibits. To the extent 

there are any conflicts between the incorporated documents and these findings, these findings 

shall control. The Planning Commission and its member~ have based these decisions solely on 

the evidence contained in the public record and have not had an ex parte contacts with any party 

or party representative on any matter at issue in these cases. 

I. The Concept Development Plan 

At the outset, the Commission considers whether the proposed development constitutes a 

''village" under the Station Community Residential Planning Area ("SCP A") provisions of the 

HZO and concludes that it does. "Residential Village" is defined in Section 136(11I)yy: 

2 



Residential Village. As used in conjunction with the Station Community Residential 
Village District of this ordinance, a residential village is a self-contained community 
where residents can live, work and recreate on a day-to-day basis without an over­
reliance on the larger community or region, as opposed to being a euphemism for a quaint 
or intentionally picturesque housing project. A residential village project includes all of 
the following: a range of housing types to fully integrate the community without a 
feeling of exclusivity; a variety of commercial and public services, parks and natural 
areas, employment opportunities, and other amenities found in a small community; an 
integrated pedestrian-sensitive, multi-modal street and alley system to make it easy to 
walk and travel to, from and throughout the community; and an organized site plan that 
facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community. 

The applicants have proposed a diverse, integrated community where residents live, may 

work in horne occupations or the Historic McDonald House, and enjoy the parks and 

open space facilities provided as part of this proposal. The site is connected with the 

Orenco neighborhood area through connections to the nearby Orenco School2 and the 

regional trail system. 3 Nevertheless, the residents may use the parks and open space 

system for their recreation without leaving the development. The range of housing types 

are allowed in this zone under Table II ofHZO section 1364 and includes townhouses to 

single family houses and has been designed by the applicants to integrate with the 

existing Oren co neighborhood, in addition to its other neig]Jbors. Being a part of the 

Orenco neig]Jborhood, additional commercial services or employment centers other than 

those provided are not deemed necessary by the Commission, which also notes the 

2 The Commission has voiced concern as to the connection to the Orenco School from the proposed 
development. The applicants have submitted alternative design proposals to meet those concerns, including parking 
restrictions. All agree that the school drop-off point should be safe, visible for parents to watch their children cross 
NW 225"' to get to the school, and discourage trips out of the subdivision. Condition of Approval No. 80 provides 
direction to meet these concerns. There was also an issue as to whether the school facilities were sufficient. The 
Commission believes the school provider letter and concludes that there are sufficient facilities for this use, noting 
that the Hillsboro School District only provides statistical information and does not make a conclusion in reporting 
on availability of school facilities. 

3 The Commission requested the applicants to work with City and Clean Water Services staffto investigate 
the feasibility of adding to the trail system in the Open Space area. The applicants agreed to do so, and that 
agreement is reflected in condition of approval no. 81 to these development pemrits. 

4 No restricted or specially regulated use under HZO section 136(VI} is proposed in these proceedings. 
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pedestrian-oriented design of the streets and alleys to enable residents and others to walk 

and travel to, from, and throughout the community. 5 The parks, as well as the 

transportation systems constitute, in the view of the Commission, an "organized site plan 

that facilitates neighborhood self-sufficiency and a sense of community." 

Moreover, the Commission notes the supplemental staff report and relating to this 

issue prepared by Deborah Raber, AICP, the project manager for various SCPA code 

changes, for the Commission's Aprill2, 2006 proceedings. The legislative history of the 

2005 amendments to the SCR-V zone shows that commercial uses were an optional, 

rather than a mandatory, part of the zone. The Commission agrees and so construes the 

requirements of the zone. 

The Commission notes that the specific proposal now before it has appeared in similar 

form before it, the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board, and the City Council and that its 

professional planning staff proposed the use of the SCR-V zone for this proposed development 

as meeting these standards and concludes that this proposal does, in fact meet those standards. 

HZO 136(VII}(A)- Development Review Provisions Applicable to all Development 

within Station Community Planning Areas 

HZO 136(VII} applies to all development in SCP A zones. Paragraph A of this subsection 

provides that HZO 133 applies to all development except detached single family or duplex 

houses on single lots and that the subdivision regulations continue to apply. The application of 

that section is treated below. The applicants have requested approval under both these HZO 

' These two systems also assure the development of a pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, 
community containing a range of residential housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood 
commercial uses and employment opportunities. As indicated in these findings, the Commission does not construe 
the provisions of the SCR-V District to require additional commercial facilities in every case and fmds that the 
proximity of this site to existing commercial facilities, in addition to the actual and potential commercial uses of the 
site, are sufficient to meet the requirements of SCP A developments. 
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sections, as well as City subdivision regulations and have paid the applicable fees. The 

applications on file, including supplemental information, contain the information required by 

City regulations to provide the basis for the commitments to be required by the City for 

pedestrian and bicycle connections to other portions of the proposed development and public 

transportation facilities. In particular, the applicants have designated those areas proposed to be 

dedicated to public ownership and those to be retained by property owner associations, among 

other things, for the ownership and maintenance of common open space, private streets or alleys 

which are of a public nature and are not dedicated to and accepted by the City. The Homeowner 

Association provisions of this section are feasible and can be met at the time of final subdivision 

plat approval. The Commission concludes that HZO 136(VII)A is met. 

HZO 136(Vli)(B) SCR-V District, and Phased Developments within a SCPA Commercial, 

Industrial or Institutional District 

The development criteria ofHZO 136(VII)(B)(2) apply to SCR-V developments, 

including this proposal. These provisions require the filing of a CDP and DDP, both of which 

are before the Commission. The Commission finds and concludes that the applicants have filed 

applications consistent with these provisions. 

HZO 136(VII)(B)(3), (4) and (5) deal with the CDP review procedures and required 

submittal information. The Commission fmds and concludes that the applicants are authorized to 

seek approval of the CDP and DDP requests and that the existing conditions and development 

information submittal requirements of these subsections have been met. 

The Commission notes that HZO l36(Vll)(B)(6) provides for the approval criteria for 

CDPs and finds as follows: 
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a. That notice of these CDP proceedings has been given in accordance with HZO 

116, as demonstrated in the record of these proceedings. 

b. That the proposal meets the standards for CDP approval, as follows: 

1. It meets the purposes of Development Review in the SCR-V District, 
which are set out in HZO 136(Vll)(B)(1) as follows: 

"It is the intent of this subsection to establish application and 
review procedures to permit flexibility in development review of 
all projects within the SCR-V District; and for the review of 
commercial, industrial or institutional projects of at least thirty 
(30) acres within any SCP A district so that larger scale projects 
can be reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased rnarmer. 
Specifically, these review procedures are intended to:" 

The Commission finds that this language is aimed at City procedures, which are 

in place and the subject site exceeds thirty (30) acres in size. 

"a Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in 
location of structures and infrastructure improvements 
consistent with the intent of the applicable SCP A district;" 

The Commission finds that the design and location of structures and infrastructure 
improvements are consistent with the intent of the SCR-V District, which states: 

"The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of a pedestrian­
sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community containing a range of residential 
housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood commercial 
uses and employment opportunities." 

The design in this case emphasizes the use of pedestrian and bike paths, provides 
sufficient roads and parking6 to be auto-accommodating, contains a range of residential 
housing types, and provides the limited potential for further residential, commercial, and 
employment opportunities. As indicated above, commercial uses in the SCR-V zone are 
optional. This standard is met. 7 

6 The Commission notes that the applicants have provided for at least two off-street parking spaces per unit, 
and that most units have four spaces, all in addition to that provided on-street, and concludes that there is sufficient 
availability of parking for the proposed uses. 

7 The Commission notes that there was considerable discussion over the design of the proposed development 
at the southeast corner. The applicant contended that it was necessary to make a design that provided different 
housing types, a park, and met the density expected for the site. During the proceedings, the proposed park was 
redesigned to allow for an enlarged park facility, availability for use by children, and providing pedestrian 
connectivity to allow that park to be accessed over a short distance from the pod of houses in the area. The 
Commission accepts this revised design and layout. 
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"b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a 
more economical arrangement of buildings, circulation 
systems, land uses, and utilities;" 

By arranging the uses on the site to maximize available buildable land, increase 
open space, undergrounding utilities, and providing sufficient transportation connectivity, 
the Commission finds this standard is met. 

"c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape 
features and natural resources, and utilize such features and 
resources in a harmonious fashion;" 

The Commission finds that the applicants have preserved 47% of the site in open 
space or park areas, limited the residential use of the site within the density range 
imposed by the applicable zoning, and minimized site grading so as to utilize site features 
in a harmonious manner. This standard is met. 

"d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and 
common facilities while maintaining flexibility in siting 
uses;" 

The Commission finds that the applicants have provided for the conveyance of a 
usable public park, as requested by the City Parks Commission and its staff, and the 
conveyance of open space resources found on the site for public use if these permits be 
approved. The Commission further finds that the applicants have also arranged the 
allowable density on the site in a manner to allow for this dedication and preservation of 
land and that this standard is met. 

"e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate 
approval before expenditure of final design costs, while 
providing the City with assurances that the project will 
retain the character envisioned at the time of approval;" 

With the conditions of approval assuring a clear path for final plan and plat 
approval and the conveyance of land set aside for park and open space use which 
conveyance shall occur on approval of these applications, the Commission finds that this 
standard is met. 

"f. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses 
than what may occur with a conventional project; and" 

There was another concern raised during the proceediogs regarding accessibility to bathrooms and 
bedrooms on the first floor. The applicants iodicated their amenability to a condition to require all siogle family 
front-loaded homes and half of the alley-loaded homes to be required to provide this accessibility, which will consist 
of 3-foot wide doors to bathrooms. 
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With the conditions of approval arranging the public and private uses on this site, 
the proposed use will be compatible with surrounding uses, particularly the Old Orenco 
neighborhood, where lot sizes have been increased in abutting project areas, public streets 
and paths to provide access to the Historic McDonald House, s and general connectivity 
with that neighborhood. Additionally, the residential character of the proposal does not 
detract from the residential character of the surrounding residential uses. The 
Commission finds that this standard is met. 

"g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing 
types and mixed use or free standing neighborhood 
commercial development and other opportunities for 
employment in a manner that achieves the intent and 
purpose of the District." 

As indicated above, there are a range of housing types proposed and the City does 
not require commercial or employment development in the SCR-V zone. Given the 
proximity of existing commercial and employment development in the area, the 
Commission does not find it necessary to place additional uses of this nature as part of 
this proposal. This standard is met. 

2. ''The phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed five (5) years 
between commencement of development on the first and last phases unless 
otherwise authorized by the Planning Commission; and" 

The applicants have represented that this standard will be met. As there is no 
request for a deviation from this standard, the ordinance provision applies and is an 
implicit condition of approval. This standard is met. 

3. "That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with minimum 
residential density, minimum floor area ratio and minimum usable open 
space requirements of Sections 137 and 138." 

The applicants have demonstrated compliance with this criterion in its application 
materials and the Commission finds that this standard is met. 

c. The Planning Commission may authorize and impose some or all of an applicant's 
proposed alternative development or design elements pursuant to the provisions of 
subsection Vll.B.2.e. of this section. 

No such elements were adopted by the Commission. 

The Commission discussed the possibility of a pedestrian path connecting the Old Orenco Neighborhood 
and Orenco School with the Historic McDonald House. The applicants stated they were amenable to a condition to 
make such a connection across the subject site and the Commission has imposed a condition to do so. 
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d. The Planning Commission may impose such conditions as it deems necessary to 
ensure compliance with these elements and other applicable standards in Sections 
137 through 142.9 

The Commission has imposed conditions to assure compliance with HZO 
Sections 137 through 142. This standard is met. 

e. If an applicant represents to the Planning Commission, either verbally, in writing 
as part of a submittal, the applicant's intention to impose restrictions beyond the 
minimum requirements of the applicable development code(s), including but not 
limited to Zoning Code Sections 136-142, or represents that certain actions or 
conditions, through the use of private Deed Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions ("CC&Rs") or otherwise, will occur, the Planning Commission may 
include such representations and/or CC&R provisions in its Concept 
Development Plan Approval Order. 

The Commission has imposed additional conditions represented, or consented to, 
by the applicant. This standard is met. 

f. Concept Development Plan approval shall constitute approval in principle 
for the proposed phased development; provided, however, that Concept 
Development Plan approval shall be binding as to the following 
particulars: 

( 1) Minimum residential density, minimum floor area ratio and 
minimum usable open space for the project as a whole; 

(2) Approximate location and type of permitted uses, and 

(3) Consistency with the purposes identified in this section. 

The applicants and the Commission understand this provision to be applicable to 
this case. This standard is met. 

g. Concept Development Plan approval shall give the applicant the right to proceed 
with the filing of applications for Detailed Development Plan approval in a 
manner consistent with the approved Concept Development Plan, subject to 
compliance with the provisions of tbis subsection, all applicable requirements in 
Sections 136 through 142 oftbis Ordinance, all other applicable City ordinances 
and regulations, and such conditions of approval as the Planning Commission has 
attached to the Concept Development Plan approval. An application for Detailed 
Development Plan approval of the first phase of the Concept Development Plan 

9 The Conunission notes that, contrary to the transportation standards found in HZO 137(XVI)(C)(l)(c), 
which have been met, some have suggested a standard that the traffic along NW Cornelius Pass and NW Quatama 
Roads be "no worse" than before the project. The Planning Commission did use that term in the Plan Amendment 
proceedings; however, the Council did not use the term in imposing the Development Directions for subsequent 
proceedings, nor did the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board impose a condition of this nature on the rezoning of 
the site. The Conunission chooses to adhere to the standards set forth in the HZO and the conditions imposed on the 
rezoning and refuses to import a standard not found in the applicable criteria. 
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shall be filed not more than eighteen ( 18) months following the date of a final 
decision approving the Concept Development Plan. 

The applicants have filed a Detailed Development Plan application concurrent 
with the Concept Development Plan and understand that this CDP approval imposes 
compliance standards as imposed by this paragraph. This standard is met. 

h. If a Concept Development Plan was approved by the Planning Commission between 
August 6, 1996 and City Council approval of amendments to Sections 136-142 on April 
15, 1997, at the option of the applicant, the provisions relating to the process and 
requirements for submittals for Concept, Detailed and Final Development Plans, and the 
binding requirements of subsection (f), above, in effect at the time of the application, 
shall remain applicable tO that application. 

This standard is not applicable. 

II. The Detailed Development Plan 

In addition to the standards for CDP approval, DDP approval requires approval 

under the standards and procedures ofHZO 136(Vll)(B)(7) through (9). The Corrunission finds 

that the applicants have submitted the information required under paragraphs 8 (Existing 

Conditions) and 9 (Development Information) and turns to the Review Standards for DDPs 

under paragraph 7 as follows: 

a. The Planning Director has reviewed the DDP application under HZO 133 and the 

applicable fees have been paid. This standard is met. 

b. The Planning Director has submitted the application to the Planning Commission 

for public hearing. This standard is met. 

c. The applicants have filed a concurrent application for subdivision approval, which 

is a part of these proceedings. This standard is met. 

d. The following findings can be made: 

"I) The Detailed Development Plan complies with all applicable requirements of 
Sections 136 through 142 of this Ordinance and other applicable provisions, 
including the provisions of applicable overlay zones; and" 

10 



Findings related to compliance with HZO 136 appear in this first portion ofthe 
overall findings related to CDP and DDP approval and are supported by the 
justification found at pp. 13 to 23 of the applicants' DDP narrative. Compliance 
with HZO 137 and 138 are shown at pp. 23 to 61 of the applicants' CDP 
narrative. Sections 139 to 142 do not apply, as indicated at p. 61 of the 
applicants' CDP narrative. The Commission concurs with the applicants' 
submission on such compliance. 

"2) If a Concept Development Plan has been approved, the Detailed Development 
Plan conforms with the Concept Development Plan, including conditions of 
approval attached thereto." 

The DDP has been approved simultaneously with the CDP and does not deviate 
from it. This standard is met. 

e. The DDP conforms to the CDP. This standard is met. 

f. This section applies to appeals from a Director's decision which denies or 

conditions the DDP approval and is not applicable. 

In addition, paragraphs 11-14 relate to later processes and proceedings in connection with 

CDP/DDP approval, which are not applicable at this time. 

The remaining criterion is that of compliance with HZO 133, adopted by reference in 

paragraph !0. The Commission finds as follows: 

Part I is a purpose statement, rather than an applicable criterion. Part II requires 

preapplication review, which has occurred. Part ill sets out the applicability of the section and 

specifically includes SCP A development. Therefore the section is applicable, as shown at p. 13 

of the applicants' CDP justification. Part N requires submission of plans, which has been done, 

as shown at pp. 13-18 of the applicants' DDP justification. Part V requires conformity with 

certain standards. Compliance with these standards is shown at pp. 18-27 of the applicants' DDP 

justification. Part VI relates to special development standards at or near major transit stops and 

is not applicable to this request, as shown at p. 27 ofthe applicants' DDP justification. Part VIII 

relates to special standards for pedestrian/bicycle accessways and is met, as shown at pp. 27-31 
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of the applicants' DDP justification. The remaining provisions (Parts IX and X) relate to the 

review process and conflicts with other sections and are not substantive approval standards. The 

Commission concludes that Section 133 is met. 

The Commission concludes that, with the approval conditions, the DDP criteria are met. 

III. HILLSBORO SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE (ORD. 2808) 

Ordinance 2808 sets the land division standards for approval which are applicable in this 

case. As applicable, 10 the Commission makes the following findings: 

A. Section 4 Standards for Approval Among the standards for zoning approval, applicants 

must show that the request "complies with the zoning ordinance and other applicable land 

use regulations." As shown at the applicants' submittal p. 13 ofthe DDP application, this 

application was predicated on the SCR-V Zoning District imposed on the subject site by 

the City in File No. ZC 18-05, as well as the conditions of that rezoning approval. The 

submittal referred to above, as well as the findings relating to the CDP and DDP 

demonstrate compliance with the City's zoning ordinance. Similarly, compliance with 

the remaining portions of this section is demonstrated at pp. 11 to 15 of the applicants' 

subdivision submittal. The Commission finds this standard is met. 

B. Section 5 Street and Pedestrian/Bicycle Design Standards Among other things, this 

section "encourages" through street connections between neighborhoods. The City 

Council made a policy decision to limit immediate connections with the adjacent Orenco 

neighborhood at the request ofrepresentatives ofthat neighborhood and the Commission 

respects that decision. With respect to the remaining requirements of this section, 

10 ORS I 97. I 95 provides that, unless a comprehensive plan standard is specifically made applicable by a land 
division ordinance, that comprehensive plan is not a standard for land division review. The Commission thus does 
not consider the HCP in the subdivision portion of these proceedings. 
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compliance is demonstrated at pp. 15 to 18 ofthe applicants' subdivision submittaL The 

Commission fmds this standard is met. 

C. Section 6 Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways The applicants demonstrated compliance with 

this section at pp. 18 to 19 of its subdivision submittaL The Commission fmds this 

standard is met. 

The Commission concludes that the subdivision standards have been met 

IV. THE SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE PERMIT 

Because 16.4 of this 55.05 acre site lies within a Significant Natural Resources Overlay 

("SNRO") area, as demonstrated in Exhibits A and D to the application for a Significant Natural 

Resources Permit ("SNRP Application"), a permit under HZO 131A is required. In this case, the 

applicants have requested a Type 2 permit under HZO 131A(5) to accommodate stream 

crossings by roads and utilities. At pp. 6-11 of their SNRP Application, the applicants have 

shown compliance with HZO 131A(8), (9), (11), ?Tid (14). At the request of the Commission, 

the applicants have provided for additional trail opportunities through a condition of approval to 

which the applicants have consented. The Commission finds that the applicants have met these 

criteria and concludes that the permit may issue. 

V. THE FLOODPLAIN ALTERATION PERMIT 

Similarly to the SNRP, the City's Floodplain regulations, found at HZO 131, prohibit 

erection of structures or alteration or filling of!and without a Floodplain Alteration Permit 

("F AP"). The applicants seek to place two creek crossing structures within the floodplain of 

Rock Creek, a bridge and a culvert, and alteration of a portion of that floodplain through 

grading is also proposed. Compliance with the applicable subsections ofHZO 131, i.e., 

subsections (5) and (6), is demonstrated at pp. ll-15 of the applicants' FAP application. The 
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applicants have also submitted the Base Flood Elevation of 148 through a registered 

professional engineer, who has certified that no lot or dwelling unit will be located in the 

floodplain. The Commission concurs with the applicants and finds these subsections are met. 

In addition, the standards ofHZO 83, relating to conditional uses are applicable and 

addressed by the applicants at pp. 15-16 of their F AP submittal. The Commission finds that 

these standards are met for the reasons set forth in the submittal. Similarly, the Commission 

fmds that the applicable City Comprehensive Plan Standards, which are set out at pp. 16-20 of 

the applicants' F AP submittal, are met for the reasons set forth in that portion of that submittal. 

The Commission concludes that the F AP permit shall issue, subject to the conditions 

adopted concurrently with these findings. 

VI. COMPLIANCE WITH REZONING CONDITIONS 

The Council's Development Directions were imposed, with certain changes, as rezoning 

conditions through the actions of the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board. Those conditions 

included the following: 

1) The applicant shall apply for and receive Concept Development Plan (CDP)/Detailed 
Development Plan (DDP) approval as a part of the development and site review for the subject 
property. 

Response: The Commission fmds this condition is met through these proceedings. 

2) Within the Concept Development Plan I Detailed Development Plan applications, the 
developer shall provide the following: 

a) Information on how the Historic McDonald House has been provided 
protection as a cultural resource under the HZO Section 132; 

Response: The Commission takes official notice that the Historic McDonald House is 
presently on the City's inventory of historic properties and is protected from change or 
demolition without City approval under Statewide Planning Goal 5 and the City's acknowledged 
comprehensive plan. See Demlow v. Hillsboro, 39 OR LUBA 307 (2001 ). 
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b) Information verifying that funding has been dedicated to an application to place 
the McDonald House on the National Register of Historic Places and the status of the 
application. The developer and the owner of the property shall follow the advice and 
conditions provided by the State Historic Preservation Office and shall make a good-faith 
effort in filing such the application(s); 

Response: The applicants have verified that such funding has been designated by the 
Elks and is available for a listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The application 
has not been filed; however, the Commission understands that the applicants are amenable to a 
condition of approval that applicant Hillsboro Elks, which will retain control of the House of 
Ruth, will nominate the Malcolm McDonald House to the National Register of Historic Places 
within 60 days of the expiration of all appeals in this case and prior to the filing of the final 
subdivision plat. Such a condition of approval will be imposed as part of these approvals. In this 
connection, the applicants have indicated that they will follow the advice of the State Historic 
Preservation Office in making such application. A condition of approval shall be imposed to 
assure that this rezoning condition is carried out as part of these development permits. 

c) A landscape and improvement plan for an open space I landscaped area around 
the McDonald House which will provide context to the House; and 

Response: The applicants have submitted such a plan and have provided the 
testimony of Rob Mawson, a professional historical consultant, that the landscape and 
improvement plan provides the historic context for the Historic McDonald House. The 
applicants have provided a one half acre parcel in addition to the Historic McDonald House and 
landscaping and buffering for the house. This standard is met. 

d) Information on how consideration of the context of the McDonald House was 
addressed in the plans included in the CDP/DDP applications. 

Response: 
information. 

Mr. Mawson and the applicants' development team have provided such 

There shall be continued coordination between the Elks, and the existing charitable use of the 
McDonald House to ensure that the maintenance ofthat House is continued. 

Response: The applicant Elks are amenable to a condition to assure for the 
maintenance of the Historic McDonald House for as long as that organization owns the property, 
and an additional condition that, should the Elks ever wish to dispose of the McDonald House or 
the land on which it is located, the City of Hillsboro will have a right of first refusal for 60 days 
to acquire the property. 

3) The owners of the property shall cooperate with the City so that at least five acres 
located north of Rock Creek, outside the OS Plan designated area, and outside the City of 
Hillsboro Goal 5 Significant Natural Resource Overlay (SNRO) are available to be acquired by 
the City for development of a neighborhood park. The location of the park shall be addressed in 
the CDP/DDP applications. If appropriate arrangements can be made, those lands designated as 
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OS may also be acquired for public use. If the OS/SNRO lands cannot be acquired by the City 
for open space or park use, maintenance of these lands for open space use shall be specified 
during the CDP/DDP process and may include a required homeowners association, the Elks, or 
equivalent maintenance mechanism. 

Response: The applicants have proposed a specific five-acre site in its CDP and DDP 
applications as available for City acquisition as a park. The Parks Commission has 
recommended approval of that park land acquisition. An opponent contends that the proposed 
park is short of the five acres required; however, while the five acres specifically excludes the 
Open Space Plan and SRNO lands, it does not exclude the Clean Water Service Buffers. The 
amount of parkland to be conveyed is 5.17 acres. The applicants have also proposed to convey 
SNRO lands to the City, both conveyances being contingent on approval of these development. 
permits. This condition is met. 

4) The applicant shall dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements along the 
~ite's frontage with NW Cornelius Pass Road and Quatama Road to the standards required in the 
transportation system plans for the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

Response: The applicants have represented to the Commission that: 

Half-street improvements and right-of-way dedications will be made along NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and NW Quatama Road in a manner that is consistent with the conditions of approval 
established by Washington County in the staff report dated March 2, 2006. 

This condition is therefore met. 

5) The applicant shall construct a bridge across Rock Creek thereby providing a vehicular 
connection between the south and north sides of the property. The specific location, capacity and 
design of the bridge shall be identified on the CDP/DDP applications. · 

Response: The applicants have represented to the Commission that it will build the bridge 
required by the conditions and has provided information as to the capacity and location of the 
bridge in the applications now before the Commission. 

Various opponents suggested to the Commission that the applicants should be required to 
widen, replace, or improve a bridge on 227"' Ave. north of Quatama Road, in addition to the 
bridge required as part of the rezoning conditions. Brian Dunn, P.E., the applicants' 
transportation consultant, provided information to the Commission as part of the April 19th 
submission by the applicants regarding the safety, circulation and capacity impacts caused by the 
proposed project on this bridge. 11 The Commission agrees with these submissions and notes 

11 For example, the recent traffic counts submitted by Dr. Lubischer, an opponent, show a peak h()ur volume 
of243 vehicles in the 7:00a.m. to 8:00 a.rn period. 1bis equates to 4 vehicles per minute (approximately 2 vehicles 
per minute each way on the hridge considering the distribution pattern). Since it only take a few seconds to cross 
the bridge, bus drivers are not likely to encounter opposing traffic on the bridge very often. Nevertheless, when 
such a situation does occur, the bus driver's decision to slow dowo and wait for a gap in opposing traffic ensures 
that this bus crossing maneuver is safe. Otherwise, bus drivers would not be using this bridge at all. 
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that, under Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994) as implemented in Clark v. City of 
Albany, 137 Or App 293,904 P.2d 185 (1995), the burden would be on the City to show that 
such improvements were "roughly proportional" to the impacts created by the proposed use. No 
such evidence has been produced to the Commission, which declines to impose further bridge 
improvements on the applicants. 

This Commission concludes that this condition is met. 

6) The maximum number of residential dwelling units for the property shall be in the range of 
240 dwelling units, plus or minus five percent, and the actual density shall be determined 
through the CDP/DDP application review. 

240 x 5% = 12 units 
240 + 12 units= 252 maximum 
240- 12 units= 228 minimum 

Proposed Development Plan: 
147 detached single family homes 
1 05 attached townhouse single family homes 
252 total proposed units 

The applicants have proposed 252 units, which is within the range established by the City 
Council in the development directions, and the condition imposed by the Planning and Zoning 
Hearings Board. This condition is therefore met. 

7) The western portion of the property shall not be connected with the street system of the Old 
Orenco neighborhood, except for pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency purposes; provided, 
however, the developer shall provide for future rights of way for one or more connections to Old 
Orenco. Should the City determine, following a public hearing that vehicular connections are 
warranted for safety, convenience or other transportation reasons and the City has determined 
that the safety of neither neighborhood will be compromised by such cross circulation 
connections, street improvements connecting Old Orenco and development on the subject site 
could then be constructed. 

Response: The applicants have provided only bicycle, pedestrian and emergency 
connections with the Old Orenco neighborhood at this time, but has also provided for future 
rights of way for possible later decisions to make those connections. This condition is met. 

The 20-foot paved width of the bridge helps to keep speeds at a prudent level. If the bridge were widened 
to address perceived bus safety issues, it is logical that vehicle speeds would iocrease across the bridge. The 
potential for accidents would now iocrease at the location irrunediately south of the bridge where NW Quatama 
Road transitions into NW 227"' Avenue through a right-angle horizontal and vertical curve. A wider bridge crossiog 
would also make the route defined by NW Quatarna Road, NW 227"' Avenue, and NW Dogwood Street more 
attractive for cut-through users, and local residents of the Orenco Woods Crossiog development. This would violate 
the City's goal to dissuade site traffic from passiog through the old Orenco neighborhood. 
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8) As a part of subsequent development applications, the developer shall demonstrate that each 
project phase will meet the standards of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660, 
Div. 12) regarding the capacity of streets and intersections providing automobile access to the 
site. The City of Hillsboro shall make a determination that the standards of the Transportation 
Planning Rule are met regarding this matter prior to approval of the applications. Phased 
development shall be coordinated with street improvements to assure that capacity is available 
on the street system servicing the site to serve site generated traffic for each phase. 

Response: The applicants have represented that: 

The street and intersection operating standards enforced by the City of Hillsboro and Washington 
County will be satisfied by the construction of capacity and frontage improvements along 
Cornelius Pass and Quatama Roads, as well as at the intersection of those two roads. 

All proposed site-frontage improvements will be constructed prior to the occupancy of any new 
residential structure. These improvements will provide sufficient capacity on the transportation 
system to support all remaining development phases, meets the Transportation Planning Rule, 
and will provide an immediate benefit. 

9) Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the southeastern 
side of the property. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the southeastern side 
transitioning to the northwest side with the fmal phase being located at the northwestern comer 
in order to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland beyond the five acres described in 
Condition 3, should funds become available. The specific phasing plan shall be provided in the 
CDP/DDP applications. 

Response: The Commission notes that no specific number of phases is required under 
this condition, and that the applicants have placed the first development phase at the southeastern 
portion of the subject site, plarmed the phasing and set out the phasing plan in the applications 
now before the Commission, all in accordance with the condition. In addition, the applicants 
have indicated that they are amenable to give a 120 day notice to the Hillsboro Plarming and 
Parks and Recreation Director, and the Chair of the Orenco Neighborhood Association before 
commencement of residential construction of the last phase of the development, as set out in 
their application. 

Opponents raised an issue over the placing of public facilities underground in 
undeveloped phases, so as to lower the cost of the housing provided by installing these 
improvements all at once. Kevin Smith, Parks and Recreation Development Manager, testified 
that this placement did not interfere with future acquisition of land and, in fact, may assist the 
City in providing services to future restrooms and taking away drainage from the site. The 
applicants indicated they understood a public agency could acquire the land, but nevertheless 
desire to loop the systems and install them now, rather than undertake those costs later. The 
Commission does not find this installation to be inconsistent with the Development Directions of 
the Council, nor the condition of approval imposed by the Plarming and Zoning Hearings Board 
and concludes that this condition is met. 
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1 0) Larger lots in the range of7 ,500 square feet or more in area shall be provided along NW 
225th Avenue in order to transition lot sizes in Old Orenco to those on this property. Enhanced 
landscaping in the yards and planter strips along NW 225 th Avenue shall also be provided. The 
specific Jotting pattern as well as a plan identifying the enhanced landscaping shall be described 
in detail in the CDP/DDP applications. 

Response: The applicants presented the Commission with alternative plans for the 
area along NW 225m, one of which met the 7500 square foot lot condition and one which was 
slightly less, so as to deal with other issues. The Commission determines that it wishes the 7500 
square foot lots, along with the enhanced yard landscaping and planter strips along NW 225m, as 
provided in the CDP/DDP applications before the Commission. This condition is met, using the 
alternative with the 7500 square foot lots. 

11) If granted by Washington County, the development shall include a minimum of one access 
onto NW Cornelius Pass Road. All access points shall be constructed to the standards required 
by the City of Hillsboro and Washington County. 

Response: The applicants have represented and provided information to the 
Commission that: 

Washington County has approved an Access Modification to allow a right-in, right-out, left-in 
access point on Cornelius Pass Road approximately 600 feet north of Quatama. 

The Commission inquired of the applicants' traffic expert, as well as the City's transportation 
consultant, whether the Joss of that access point would cause the project to violate capacity 
standards of Cornelius Pass Road. Both experts indicated it would not do so. 

The Commission heard a great deal of transportation testimony from Dr. Jim Lubischer. 
Dr. Lubischer is not trained in transportation engineering or planning.12 The Commission relies 
on the testimony of Brian Dunn, P.E., the applicants' transportation consultant, and Brett 
Ahrend, the City's Transportation Consultant, in arriving at its determination that this condition, 
as well as all transportation requirements applicable to these applications, has been met. 

The Commission concludes this condition is met. 

12) Construction vehicles used during site development shall access the site only from NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and/or NW Quatama Road; except that construction access may be allowed 
to the site from the west only with respect to: (I) the construction of the bridge described in 
Condition 5 and (2) the culvert crossing the Rock Creek tributary located in the north central 
portion of the site. No such alternative construction traffic access shall be allowed until a 

12 The Commission notes that Dr. Lubischer caused a traffic count to be taken on the same day a major street 
construction project was taking place, causing heavy delays and detours. The Commission is sure that taking a 
count on that day was coincidental and not the result of wrongful intent. Nevertheless, this error demonstrates the 
need to rely on professionals in the field. 
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construction access management plan has been approved by the City Engineer and Planning 
Director. 

Response: The applicants have represented that: 

Venture Properties will honor the construction access restrictions, and anticipate a condition of 
approval to this effect for the Concept Development Plan, the Detailed Development Plan, and 
the Subdivision applications. 

The Commission is aware the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board modified this condition 
slightly from the Development Directions originally imposed by Council and that Council 
subsequently adopted the rezoning of the subject site with that modification. The applications on 
file before the Commission show that the applicants (and in particular the only applicant which 
will undertake construction, i.e., Venture Properties) will meet this condition. The Commission 
concludes that this condition is met. 

13) Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 13l(A).3.b.3, City Zoning on those portions of the 
property identified as Significant Natural Resource Area or as hnpact Area on the City's adopted 
Goal 5 Inventory shall include the Significant Natural Resource Overlay District. Development 
on those portions of the property shall be subject to the provisions of Section 131 (A) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

Response: The applicants have represented that: 

The SNRO Overlay district has been delineated and established with the completion of the 
Natural Resource Assessment. 

The Commission agrees that the SNRO overlay district and impact area have been established as 
to the area delineated in the Natural Resource Assessment now before it and that such lands are 
subject to the provisions ofHZO l31A. As part of these proceedings, the Commission has 
granted permits under HZO 131 A, utilizing these delineations. The Commission concludes that 
this condition is met. 

PDX_OOCS:372770.2 
OS/3106 4:10 PM 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 
Department of Land Use and Transportation, Land Development Services 
155 North ArstAvenue, Suite 35()-13, Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 
(503) 846-8761 ·FAX: (503) 846-2908 

Ruth Klein 
City of Hillsboro 
Planning Department 
123 W. Main Street, Suite 250 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
Fax: 503-681-6245 
No. of Pages: 1 

RE: Orenco Woods Crossing 
City File Number: COP 1-06 (MOD 1); DDP 2-06; SUB 1-06 

September 2, 2008 

Tax Map and Lot Number: 1N2 35 3400,1N2 35GB 8200, & 1N2 35CA 100 
Location: NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road 

Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation has received notice of the 
above noted application. Since the approved site plan has been modified to include additional 
housing and commercial uses, a revised Traffic Impact Analysis was submitted to determine 
impacts to NW Quatama Road and NW Cornelius Pass Road, County-maintained Arterials. 

The Traffic Engineer has not completed the review of the revised Traffic Impact Analysis. Please 
include the following as a condition of approvai:"Compliance with conditions deemed 
necessary by the County Traffic Engineer via review of the revised Access Report." 

Staff notes that the County provided comments for Orenco Woods Crossing dated February 2, 
2006 (Traffic Staff Report), February 2, 2006 (Modification to W.C.U.R.I.D.S) and March 2, 2006. 
Those conditions continue to be applicable to the proposed development. · 

k u for the opportunity to comment. 
8 9. . . 

0 i 
Associate Pia 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 503-
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Clean Water · · Services 
Our commitment is clear. 

MEMORANDUM 
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AUG 21 2DDB 

DATE: August 18, 2008 

FROM: David Schweitzer, Clean Water Services 

TO: Ruth Klein Urban Planner III City of Hillsboro, Planning Department 

SUBJECT: Review Comments- CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

This Land Use Review by Clean Water Services (District, CWS) does not constitute approval 
of storm or sanitary sewer compliance with the NPDES permit held by the District. The 
District, prior to issuance of any connection permit, must review and approve final 
construction plans. 
All provisions of the development submittal shall be in accordance with previous Clean 
Water Services Design and Construction Standards (Resolution and Order No. 04-09), and 
the current Intergovernmental Agreement between the City and CWS. 
Final construction plans must be reviewed by CWS for conformance with current CWS 
Design and Construction Standards. 
A Stormwater Connection Permit shall be required, as authorized by CWS, prior to 
construction of sanitary sewer, storm and surface water systems, and plat approval. 
Public sanitary and storm sewer easements shall be required in accordance with current CWS 
Design and Construction Standards, and shall be shown on final construction plans. 
Two plan re-submittalletters dated March 15, 2007 for the off site improvements and 
Aprilll, 2007 for the on site improvements contain comments which shall be 
incorporated in the fmal construction plan set. 

SANITARY SEWER 

• The proposed residential village development shown on Mapffax Lots 1N2 3500-03400, 
1N2 35CB-08200, and 1N2 35CA-OOIOO requires an individual direct gravity service to all 
lots in accordance with current CWS Design and Construction Standards. Laterals shall 
follow R&O 04-09 chapter 9 design requirements. 

• The engineer shall verifY public sanitary sewer availability to adjacent properties and extend 
public sanitary sewer to provide service to adjacent properties in accordance with current 
CWS Design and Construction Standards. 

2550 SW Hillsboro Highway • Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 
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Clean Water··· Services 
Our commitment is clear. 

STORM DRAINAGE AND WATER QUALITY 

• Each lot in the development shall be provided with a gravity service lateral and individual 
connection to a public storm conveyance. Privately owned and maintained storm sewers, 
including water quality facilities, serving multiple lots shall not be approved. 

• A hydraulic and hydrological analysis of the existing drainage and downstream storm 
conveyance system, in accordance with previous CWS Design and Construction Standards 
(R&O 04-09), is required. The applicant is responsible for mitigating downstream storm 
conveyance if the existing system does not have the capacity to convey the runoff volume 
from a 25-year, 24-hour storm event. Public (serving multiple tax lots and /or receiving 
flows from the public right of way) lllldergrolllld detention shall not be approved. 

• Final construction plans shall show all existing and proposed public and private storm 
conveyance and easements. 

• The Developer shall provide a water quality facility to treat all impervious surfaces 
constructed or created on site in accordance with CWS Design and Construction Standards 
04-09 and as approved by the City. Access to the facility shall follow CWS Design and 
Constructions Standards 04-09 requirements. The facility shall be placed in a separate Tract 
with public easements and not part of any buildable lot. 

• The engineer shall verify that public gravity storm service is available to adjacent properties, 
and extend public storm sewer service, if necessary, in accordance with CWS Design and 
Construction Standards 04-09. 

SENSITIVE AREA 

• 

• 
• 

A Service Provider Letter (SPL) has been issued for this site; CWS file 06-000301 dated 
August 16, 2006 and updated March 6, 2007. Development shall follow all conditions of the 
SPL; enhancement of the Vegetated Corridor shall follow conditions 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
and 22. The SPL shall be updated as necessary to reflect all tax/map lots from this Review 
Notice dated August 5, 2008. 
SPL conditions 24-27 shall be shown on the fmal construction plans . 
All tracts and easements specified in the SPL shall be shown on fmal construction plans . 

EROSION CONTROL 

• New construction must meet all CWS erosion control requirements in accordance with 
current CWS Design and Construction Standards. 

• Development that disturbs one plus acres shall require a NPDES 1200-C permit. 

I0
8

82550 SW Hillsboro Highway • Hillsboro. Oregon 97123 
Phone: (503) 681-3600 • Fax: (503) 681-3603 • www.CieanWaterServices.org 



Ruth Klein 

om: 
..,ent: 
To: 

Bonnie Kooken [wekookens@verizon.net] 
Tuesday, September 02, 2008 2:01 PM 
Ruth Klein 

Subject: Fw: Percent of Parks 

Ruth Please attach this to my other document or include this email in the Planning 
Commissioners' packet. 

CDPl-06 (MODI}: Orenco Woods Crossing. Hearing September 10, 2008 

Please confirm that you receive this. I having been having computer troubles!! 

Thanks 
bonnie 

----- Original Message -----
From: ''Chris Havel" <Chris.Havel@state.or.us> 
To: "Bonnie Kooken" <wekookens@verizon.net> 
Cc: ''Carrie Lovellette" <Carrie.Lovellette@state.or.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2008 1:54 PM 
Subject: Re: Percent of Parks 

There's no rule, but there is a goal for state 
Oregonians. Some cities do have ordinanceS with 
specifics, but at the state level, this is what 
of state park land per thousand people (we have 
er thousand right now) . 

park acres per thousand 
different figures or 
we have: a goal of 35 acres 
about 27 state park acres 

You should also know we have a community grants program, funded by our share 
of the Oregon Lottery, that provides matching money for just this sort of 
project. We've awarded nearly $40 million to both small and large 
communities to buy and develop public parks. You might want to read up on 
this as a possible source of financing: 

http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/GRANTS/local.shtrnl 

Chris Havel 
Communications, Office of the Director 
Oregon Parks and Recreation Dept. 
Desk: 503-986-0722 
Cell: 503-931-2590 
www.prd.state.or.us 

>>> "Bonnie Kooken" <wekookens@verizon.net> 8/23/2008 4:38 PM>>> 
Ms. Lovellette: I hope you can help me find a statistic that I need to have 
for a presentation that I am making before the City of Hillsboro Planning 
Commission and City Council. 

Does the State of Oregon have any type of ruling that states that there 
should be so much land per so many people. For example, for every 1000 
people there should be 10 acres of open space/park land? If there is an 
ordinance, law etc that would give me this information, I would really 
appreciate being able to include it in my presentation on September 10, 

008. 

I live in the historic community of Orenco, OR. It was a company town in 
1906 with the largest nursery company in the US and Europe. The president of 
the Oregon Nursery Company built this magnificent horne. This is the home 

1 

1089 



that the Community of Orenco wants to preserve by placing several acres 
around the house and creating the only historic park in Hillsboro. 

Before the land was purchased for development it was a golf course. Now the 
proposed housing development has allotted 2 acres around the house. The 
Hillsboro Elk Lodge will keep ownership of the House, and the housing 
project HOA will maintain the grounds. HOAs are notorious of claiming for 
their own, what belongs to everyone. Therefore the community would prefer a 
historic City park. The park would also be a major buffer for the historic 
community of Orenco. 

As in many other places there has been an over development of residents and 
not enough open space/parks designated for the areas. Of course the City is 
saying that there is no money to create such a park, but have continued to 
developed small activity parks throughout the city. Not everyone is capable 
or physically able to play basketball, soccer, or golf. 

Any information that you can give me to help the community to obtain its 
goal would be appreciated. 

Thank you for your time 

Bonnie Kooken, President 
Orenco Neighborhood Organization 
wekookens@verizon.net 
503-648-3743 

No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG - http://www.avg.com 
Version: 8.0.169 I Virus Database: 270.6.11/1639 - Release Date: 8/28/2008 
7:39AM 
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Ruth Klein 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Bonnie Kooken [wekookens@verizon. net] 

Tuesday, September 02, 2008 1:45 PM 

Ruth Klein 

Subject: Support a Historic Park 

Attachments: Request to HLAC to support Historic Park 8.25.08.doc 

Ruth: I will be sending 2 items to be placed in the Planning Commissioners' packet. 

an email from the Oregon State park and rec and the following comments regarding 
developing an historic park in Orenco. 

Page I of I 

Would you please reply to me that you did recieve each document. I have been having some 
problems with my computer. 

Thank you 
bonnie 
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September 2, 2008 

City of Hillsboro Planning Commission 
C/o Ruth Klein 
Planning Department 
Email: ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us 

Subject: Planning Commission recommends to the City of Hillsboro that acreage 
surrounding the McDonald House be extended to the West, abutting the Townsite of 
Ore nco. 

September 10, 2008 Venture Properties Inc. I WRG will present to the Planning 
Commission a modification to an approved Concept Development Plan (CDP) for the 
Orenco Woods Crossing residential community. The applicant, Venture Properties Inc., 
propose to revise the design of the approved COP to the southeast corner (Quatama and 
Cornelius Pass Rd). The change is to keep 249 housing units for the entire project and add 
commercial property to the southeast corner of the property. SCR-V supports this type of 
development. The modification is based on Zoning Ordinance Section 136 (VII) (B) (6) (b) 
(1-3). Property owners of the portion of the site are Ore nco Woods Crossing, LLC and 
Hillsboro Elks Lodge No 1862. This change in the CDP impacts the entire project, the 
Townsite of Orenco and people living along Quatama, the traffic count and lack of open 
space/parks. To eliminate some of the traffic congestion and area density, Orenco 
Neighborhood Organization (ONO) requests: 

(B)( a) To assist this modification and promote flexibility in design and diversification (Zoning 
Ordinance Section 136, (VII) (B) (1 a.) Orenco Neighborhood Organization (ONO) requests 
that additional land be purchased by the City of Hillsboro for a City Historic Park that 
surrounds the McDonald House extending west and abutting the Townsite of Orenco. 

(B)( c). The historic park preserves, to the greatest extent possible, the existing landscape 
feature (the House). A park will transition the old town with the new development thus 
preserving the integrity of the House, enhancing the adjoining development and preserving 
the town of Orenco in a hanmonious fashion. 

(B)( d) A City park provides a more usable and suitably public and common facilities and 
maintains a flexible siting use. Presently, the Elks have denied ONO members from touring 
the House or to be anywhere on the grounds. It is proposed that a HOA will maintain the 
grounds around the House. It is common knowledge that if property is maintained by an 
HOA, the HOA members tend to consider it their own. Examples are the park areas of 
Orenco Gardens and Rosebud City Park in Orenco Station. A City park would be available 
to everyone- there would be no discrimination. 

(B)(f) A City park provides greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than may occur 
with a conventional housing project. From 1952-1972 the Venture-Elks property was 
accessible to the Orenco community. During this time period luncheons and events were 
held in the house and the Orenco Men's Golf Club met regularly in the basement. A 
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housing development that surrounds this historic house compromises the integrity of the 
house and property. The McDonald Historic Park belongs to everyone, not just a 
development. Open space - historic parkland is more compatible for the Orenco Woods 
Crossing project as well as all surrounding properties (Brownstone, Danbury, Stonewater, 
Orenco Garden, Orenco Meadows, and Orenco Station etc.) A historic park is a transition 
for the historic town of Orenco and the new project Orenco Woods Crossing. 

As with the housing development, there is very little diversity within park development. 
Presently, the majority of parks in the City are activity parks, which focuses within a certain 
demographic category. In fact there are several parks within the Orenco area - all are 
classified as activity parks. The City of Hillsboro Parks and Recreation Department has 
purchased land for yet another activity park ($2.5million). This park will be located near 
Rock Creek and be part of the future Rock Creek trail. However, parts of this trail-park will 
be under water during the rainy months. The community welcomes and will use an activity 
park. However, a historic park provides an alternate route to walk-bike through the 
proposed historic park, continue through Orenco to 231, turn left, continue to Baseline to 
Noble Woods Park, and eventually arrive in Hillsboro. By bringing the Rock Creek trail 
through the new park, additional private, property would not have to be purchased to 
continue the trail to Hillsboro. This could be a possible financial savings to the City. 

(B)(g) Even though the Elks claimed that the golf course would forever remain a golf 
course, times changed and the golf course is now to be a housing-commercial 
development. This is also true of the House of Ruth. There is no guarantee that this non­
profit group will remain in the building. Should they decide to move to another location, the 
House could easily develop into offices similar to the Linklater House located on NE 2nd, 
the Carnegie Library now a restaurant, the Patterson House, lawyer offices on SE Lincoln 
or even a museum or bed and breakfast for tourists; thus, offering opportunities for 
employment in a marvelous setting. In addition, the area will present opportunities for, 
master gardeners, PCC master gardener classes, land use planners, land architects and 
grounds maintenance companies. 

At this time there is no city ordinance orstate law specifically stating park the amount of 
acreage per residential capita. However, some cities have developed their own ordinances 
with different specifics and the State of Oregon's goal is 35 acres of state park land per 
thousand people. (Chris Havel, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department) 

It has been falsely stated that there are no funds for a historic park. There is financing 
available - community grants funded by the Oregon Lottery that provides matching money 
for projects like a historic park. Close to $40 million has been awarded to small and large 
communities to buy and develop public parks. (www.oregon.gov/OPRD/GRANTS/Iocal.shtml) 
There are also Metro funds and grants for community projects. 

This is the first and maybe the only opportunity for the City to establish a Historic Park - a 
tourist destination that is easily accessible by the Max line. This proposed park is 
compatible to all the communities surrounding Orenco, preserves historic Orenco, the 
integrity of the Malcolm McDonald House, and transitions the Townsite with the new 
development. This is the time for the City of Hillsboro, Orenco, and Venture to form a 



partnership to create the first and maybe the only historic City park located in the Townsite 
of Orenco. 

Bonnie Kooken 
Orenco Neighborhood Organization 
503-648-3743 
wekookens@verizon.net 
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9-2-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1), Orenco Woods Crossing 

SEP 02 2008 

,::IT'/ ~~;:.:.- HIU_-S80RO 
:::-~,\_~'~,1\tit·X} tJ:.::;·:··.At\l"f...~·ENT 

The Orenco Woods Crossing development was approved for 252 residential units. A request is now being 
made to add neighborhood commercial and other employment structures to the development. The Hillsboro 
Comprehensive Plan classifications for this property (Residential-Low Density, Residential -Medium 
density, Flood Plain, Open Space) do not allow for the proposed non-residential uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan controls and zoning designations must implement the Comprehensive Plan's classification. 

While a Station Community Residential-Village zone allows for neighborhood commercial and other 
employment uses, the zone of Station Community Residential-Village on this property is not in compliance 
with the Comprehensive Plan classification for this property. The addition of neighborhood commercial and 
other employment structures to the Orenco Woods Crossing development is not allowed. The Oregon 
Supreme Court case titled Baker vs. City of Milwaukie supports this contention. 
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9-2-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 

From: Jim Lubischer 

Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) 
Request for a continuance 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

"CONTINUANCE LETTER" 

uaoz c;o d3S 

Pursuant to ORS 197.763 (6)(a), I would like to request an opportunity to present 
additional evidence, arguments or testimony regarding CDP 1-06 (MOD I). If possible, I 
would like to specifically request a continuance to be held no sooner than two weeks after 910;t.;:::, be out of state until t~~-0~hank you for your consideration. 

;!,~ Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Or 97124 

Attachment: ORS 197.763, in part 
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ORS 197.763 (6a-7) 

197.763 Conduct oflocal quasi-judicial land use hearings; notice requirements; 
hearing procedures. The following procedures shall govern the conduct of quasi-judicial 
land use hearings conducted before a local governing body, planning commission, 
hearings body or hearings officer on application for a land use decision and shall be 
incorporated into the comprehensive plan and land use regulations: 

(6)(a} Prior to the conclusion of the initial evidentiary hearing, any participant may 
request an opportunity to present additional evidence, arguments or testimony regarding 
the application. The local hearings authority shall grant such request by continuing the 
public hearing pursuant to paragraph (b) of this subsection or leaving the record open for 
additional written evidence, arguments or testimony pursuant to paragraph (c) of this 
subsection. 

(b) If the hearings authority grants a continuance, the hearing shall be continued to a 
date, time and place certain at least seven days from the date of the initial evidentiary 
hearing. An opportunity shall be provided at the continued hearing for persons to present 
and rebut new evidence, arguments or testimony. If new written evidence is submitted at 
the continued hearing, any person may request, prior to the conclusion of the continued 
hearing, that the record be left open for at least seven days to submit additional written 
evidence, arguments or testimony for the purpose of responding to the new written 
evidence. 

(c) If the hearings authority leaves the record open for additional written evidence, 
arguments or testimony, the record shall be left open for at least seven days. Any 
participant may file a written request with the local government for an opportunity to 
respond to new evidence submitted during the period the record was left open. If such a 
request is filed, the hearings authority shall reopen the record pursuant to subsection (7) 
of this section. 

(d) A continuance or extension granted pursuant to this section shall be subject to the 
limitations ofORS 215.427 or 227.178 and ORS 215.429 or 227.179, unless the 
continuance or extension is requested or agreed to by the applicant. 

(e) Unless waived by the applicant, the local government shall allow the applicant at 
least seven days after the record is closed to all other parties to submit final written 
arguments in support of the application. The applicant's final submittal shall be 
considered part of the record, but shall not include any new evidence. This seven-day 
period shall not be subject to the limitations ofORS 215.427 or 227.178 and ORS 
215.429 or227.179. 

(7) When a local governing body, planning commission, hearings body or hearings 
officer reopens a record to admit new evidence, arguments or testimony, any person may 
raise new issues which relate to the new evidence, arguments, testimony or criteria for 
decision-making which apply to the matter at issue. 



"COA LETTER" 

·~ .. ' 

9-2-2008 
SEP 0 2 2008 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Jim Lubischer 
Re: COP 1-06 (MOD I) Orenco Woods Crossing 

Non-compliance with prior Condition of Approval CCOA) regarding the historic McDonald House 

President Coulter and Commissioners, . 

The request to "modify" CDP 1-06 (CDP 1-06, MOD I) must be denied because of non-

compliance with Resolution No. 2172, Condition of Approval #64. (Condition of Approval #64 

implements Section 2(2)(b) of Ordinance No. 5633. Ordinance No. 5633 implements Condition of 

Approval #2 of the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board Opinion No. 1599). 

Condition of Approval #64 ofResolution No. 2172 states, 

"Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith an 
application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director." 

In fact, the correct text ofCOA #64 is found in Planning Commission Resolution No. 1561-P and 
states, 

"Prior to final plat approval and within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals, 
applicant, Hillsboro Elks Lodge Number 1862, shall fund, file, and pursue in good faith an 
application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall abide by the advice of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office in the pursuit of such listing. Prior to final plat approval, documentation of the 
progress of the application shall be provided to the Planning Director, including written 
acknowledgement of receipt ofthe application by the appropriate agency. This application 
shall not be withdrawn prior to completion ofOrenco Woods. Should the Elks wish to 
dispose of the McDonald House and the associated tract on which it is located, the City 
of Hillsboro shall have the right of first refusal for 120 days to <tCquire the property. 
Additionally, should the City acquire the McDonald House and its associated tract the Home 
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Owners Assocation [sic] shall grant the City of Hillsboro the ability to purchase Tract AA. 
Provisions for this mechanism shall be incorporated into the CC&Rs for the applicable 
phase and shall not be modified without consent of the City of Hillsboro." (Emphasis added) 

(The Planning Department was made aware of this error but I was told that it could not be 
corrected. Review of the audio recordings show that there was no discussion to change the 
text of COA #64 that is found in Resolution No. 1561-P. The complete text as found in 
Resolution No. 1561-P is controlling. Please see attached letter "A" dated 10-29-06) 

There is non-compliance with COA #64 in one, possibly two matters: 

1) There is failure to " ... file ... an application for the listing of the Historic McDonald House on the 

National Register of Historic Places" "within 60 days following the expiration of all appeals." 

Appeals were made. On 7-24-07 the Oregon Supreme Court denied review. A Petition for 

Reconsideration was denied on 11-29-07. No appeal was made to the US Supreme Court, therefore 

the expiration date (60-90 days following the denial of the Petition for Reconsideration) "of all 

appeals" was no later than 3-1-2008. No filing of an application for listing the McDonald House 

was made until 7-1-2008, and even then, the application was "returned to the preparer for 

substantial rewriting". (See attached letter "B" from Cara Kaser of SHPO dated 8-6-08) This is a 

violation of COA #64. 

2) There appears to be failure in compliance with the statement "Should the Elks wish to dispose of 

the McDonald House and the associated tract on which it is located, the City of Hillsboro shall have 

the right of first refusal for 120 days to acquire the property." It appears that 43.19 acres of the 

Orenco Woods Golf Course property, including the McDonald House lot, was sold to Venture 

Properties Inc. on 9-24-2007, then to Orenco Woods Crossing LLC on 10-11-07. (See attachment 

"C", the "Statutory Warranty Deed" signed 9-24-07, etc., and the "Statutory Bargain and Sale 

Deed" dated 10-11-2007 found in "Exhibit C" of the submitted application) There is no exclusion 

for the McDonald House or its lot on either the Deed signed 9-24-07 or 10-11-07. Apparently the 

McDonald House has been sold without giving the City of Hillsboro the "right of first refusal for 

120 days to acquire the property." This is a violation of COA #64. 

2 



The applicants received approval for CDP 1-06 contingent upon compliance with the 

Conditions of Approval. The requirement to file an application for listing of the Historic McDonald 

House on the National Register of Historic Places was time sensitive. The deadline was no later 

than 3-1-2008. Because that deadline was not met COA #64 was not, nor can it now ever be, 

complied with. It is not feasible to satisfy COA #64 with a further Condition of Approval because 

COA #64 was time sensitive, that deadline has now passed. In addition, if indeed the McDonald 

House and its lot were sold to Venture Properties without giving right of first refusal to the City of 

Hillsboro then COA #64 has been violated. 

Therefore, COA #64 has been violated on at least one, possibly two counts. The development 

cannot proceed legally because of failure to comply with Condition of Approval #64. Furthermore, 

it is not feasible to satisfY Condition of Approval #64 with another Condition of Approval as 

Condition of Approval #64 had a deadline, a time certain for compliance, which has been violated. 

In summary, CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) cannot be approved because CDP 1-06's approval must be 

voided due to non-compliance with COA #64. 

zt~ f'im Lubischer 

22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Attachments: 
A - 10-29-06 letter to Ruth Klein, Hillsboro Planning Dept. 
B - August 6, 2008 letter from Cara Kaser 
C - Statutory Warranty Deed signed 9-24-07 
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10-29-06 

Ruth Klein 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department, 

Ruth, 

I believe that Conditions of Approval #64 and #65 of Resolution No. 2172 (CDP I -06: Orenco 
Woods Crossing) are incorrect. In addition, Condition of Approval #72 is missing. 

Please see the text for each of these, copies of which are enclosed. 

You will see that the Planning Commission Resolution No. 1561-P text for COA #64 has an 
additional 9-10 lines, which are missing from the City Council's Resolution No. 2172. 

COA # 65 in Resolution No. 1561-P states "No later than 180 days before construction activity on 
phase 4, including the installation of infrastructure, the applicants shall give notice ... ", whereas 
Resolution No. 2172 states "Not later than 120 days before residential construction begins on the 
northwestern quarter of the subject site, the applicants shall give notice ... " 

I have reviewed the tapes of the 7-11-06 City Council special meeting (the appeal ofCDP 1-06). 
There is no discussion of altering COA #64. There is also no discussion of changing the "I 80 
days" back to "120 days". The only mention referring to the "180 days" is by Mr. Sullivan when 
he said" ... wants us to name our price when we do the 180 day notice that we're going to build in 
the northwest quadrant..." (See Tape 1, side A, near the end of Mr. Sullivan's 30 minute 
presentation.) There is n,o discussion of changing the "phase 4" back to "the northwestern 
quarter". There is no discussion of deleting the "including the installation of infrastructure" 
language. All of these were discussed and agreed upon by the Planning Commission. The City 
Council made no changes. The Council likewise did not discuss removing COA #72. 

I would hope that these Conditions can be corrected as they were meant to be. 

One last item, I thought that the COA were to include a "right of first refusal" for the City to 
purchase the McDonald House and its property as well as "right of first refusal" for the 0.8 acres 
adjacent to it should it become available ... 

Thank you. 

Jim Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatarna 
Hillsboro, Or 97 I 24 

503-649-5257 (W) 503-640-1804 (H) 
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.;~~\o Ofeirogon 
'~~~;!:i~~; Theodore R Kulongoski, Governor 

Parks and Recreation Department 
State Historic Preservation Office 

725 Summer St. NE, Suite C 
Salem, OR 97301-1266 

(503) 986-0707 
FAX (503) 986-0793 

www.hcd.state.or.us 

-

634-00 0807 

August 6, 2008 

Mr. Jim Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Re: Inquiry of status of the McDonald House application for the National Register 

Mr. Lubischer, 

The nomination for the Malcolm McDonald House located in Hillsboro for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places was received by the Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) on July 1, 2008. After review by SHPO staff, however, the 
nomination was returned to the preparer for substantial rewriting with the understanding 
that the nomination would be resubmitted to the SHPO by November 1, 2008 for re­
review by staff and, ultimately, the State Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation 
(SACHP) possibly in February 2009. Currently, the McDonald House is not listed in the 
National Register. 

If you have other questions about the National Register process, please feel free to 
contact me at (503) 986-0784 or cara.kaser@state.or.us. 

Cara Kaser 
Architectural Historian 
National Register program 
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C 
Salem, OR 97301 
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Wasnu •• ,on County, oregon 2007-104249 ,. c·' ~. 0911712007 02:49:12 PM • D-DW Cnt•1 Stn=7 K GRUNEWAL.D 
$30.00 $5.00 111.00 S1S.,390.00 ·Total = $15,438.00 

THIS SPACE RESERVE ~lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll~ 
01170456200701042490060064 

After recording return to: 
Venture Properties Inc. 
4230 Galewood Street # 100 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Until a change is requested all tax statements 
shall be sent to the following address: 
Venture Properties Inc. 
4230 Galewood Street # 100 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

File No.: 7034-378816 (GJM) 
Date: August 20, 2007 ' ·'""""·-·-- -·-~~. 

· STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED 9.'~'.'(:;;) 
Hillsboro Elk Lodge No. 1862, Grantor, conveys and warrants to Venture Properties Inc., an 
Oregon corporation , Grantee, the following described real property free of liens and encumbrances, 
except as specifically set forth herein: 

See Legal Description attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein. 

Subject to: 
1. The 2007·08 Taxes, a lien not yet payable. 
2. Covenants, conditions, restrictions and/or easements, if any, affecting title, which may appear in 

the public record, including those shown on any recorded plat or survey. 

The true consideration for this conveyance is $15,390,000.00. (Hera comply wtth requirements of DRS 93.030) 
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APN: R2069672 Statutory Warranty Deed 
·continued 

File No.: 7034-378816 (GJM) 
Date: 08/20/2007 j 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITlE SHOULD 
INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 197.352. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT 
ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND 
USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON 
ACQUIRING FEE TITlE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES, TO DffiRMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS 
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACITCES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930 AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE 
RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 197.352. 

Dated this~ day of ~ ~ . 20.J27-. 

Hillsboro Lodge No 1862 BPO Elks 

By: Robert B. Cox, Trustee 

.Y4£4 
By: David M. Edwards, Trustee 
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APN:R2069672 

STATE OF Oregon 

County of Washington 

) 
)ss. 
) 

Statutory Warranty Deed 
-continued 

File No.: 7034-378816 (GJM) 
Date: 08/20/2007 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on this ~ day of ~p~b , 20 0 r 
by Authorized signatures as as Trustee's of Hillsboro Lodge No 1862 BPO Elks, on behalf of the Oregon 
Non Profit Corporation. . ~ 

OFFICIAL SEAL · 

• 

LEIGH THOMAS 
NOTARY PUBUC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 372423 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES OCTOBER 14, 2007 

Notary Public for Oregon 
My commission expires: 
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EXHIBIT A 

PARCEL I: 

A PORTION OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 1 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ORENCO WOODS) 
IN DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006-131962, WASHINGTON COUN1Y DEED RECORDS, LOCATED 
IN THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE 
MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A 2 INCH BRASS DISK AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE ISAAC 
BUTLER D.L.C. NO. 4B ON THE CENTERliNE OF NW QUATAMA ROAD (COUNTY ROAD NUMBER 
462); THENCE ALONG SAID CENTERliNE SOUTH 88° 28' 14" EAST, 1958.14 FEET TO THE 
INTERSECTION OF SAID CENTERUNE WITH A SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE EASTERLY UNE 
OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 2 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ELKS LODGE NUMBER 1862) OF 
SAID DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006-131962; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY EXTENSION) 

,,., NORTH 02° 08' 47" EAST, 25.00 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 2 BEING 
' .. X) , E POINT OF BEGINN THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 02° 

1... . .:.---- (iY 0 47' , 329.22 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID liNE: THENCE ALONG THE@' 
NORTHEASTERLY UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 54°21"35" WEST, 161.77 FEET TO AN ANGLE 
POINT IN SAID UNE; THENCE ALONG NORTHERLY UNE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 88°29'41" 
WEST, 266.67 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE LEAVING SAID NORTHERLY UNE NORTH 08° 55' 59" 
EAST, 29.06 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 30' 23" WEST, 68.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01 o 29' 37" 
EAST, 18.68 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 88° 30' 23" EAST, 21.92 FEET; THENCE NORTH 43° 43' 09" 
EAST, 27.51 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09° 09' 48" EAST, 71.16 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09° 09' 48" 
EAST, 63.25 FEET, TO A POINT OF 318.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG, 
SAID CURVE TO THE RlGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 20° 55' 15" EAST, 318.00 ... 

.. __ .... 

FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 02° 54' 32" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.15 FEET (THE .·' (§;_> ' 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 67° 37' 29" WEST, 16.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 23° 49' 4 7'~ .. :-"'-"...-· __ j 
WEST, 4.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 63° 32' 49" WEST, 271.681'EET; THENCE NORTH 33°-27 ZS", · 
EAST, 5.57 FEET, TO A POINT OF 205.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG · 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 33° 27' 25" EAST, 205.00 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 12° 41' 51" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 45.43 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 50° 11' 39" WEST, 45.34 FEET); THENCE NORTH 46° 09' 16" 
EAST, 4.50 FEET, TO A POINT OF 200.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RlGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RlGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 46° 09' 16" EAST, 20.0.5.9 ______ ... .,- I) , 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50° 53' 33" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 178.09FEET (THE .. 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 18° 23' 57" WEST, 172.30 FEET), TO A POINT OF 409.50 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 82° 57' 11" WEST, 409.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 27° 47' 

'- . - 51" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 198.67 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 06° 51' 06" WEST 
196.73 FEET); TO A POINT OF 115.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 69° 14' 58" EAST, 115.50 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25° 48' 05" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 52.01 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 07° 50' 59" WEST, 51.57 FEET); THENCE NORTH 05° 03' 03" 
EAST, 13.14 FEET, TO A POINT OF 23.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 84° 56' 57" WEST, 23.50 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 53' 08" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 13.90 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 11° 53' 31" WEST, 13.70 FEET); THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" .:.: . 
WEST, 25.55 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 10° 01' 25" WEST, 262.24 FEET;THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" ---· 1· .. 
WEST, 151.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 07° 43' 52" EAST, 76.86 FEET, TO A POINT OF 68.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RlGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RlGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 36° 26' 58" EAST, 68.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL 
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ANGLE OF 18" 28' 58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 21.94 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 
44" 18' 33" WEST, 21.84 FEET), TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; 
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 05" 50' 02" 
WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ,C..NGLE OF 114° 38' 20" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.02 

.. • FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 38° 30' 52" WEST, 42.08 FEET); THENCE NORTH 
0) 79" 58' 35" WEST, 118.64 FEET, TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; 

·-;;·/-~ 

-- THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 65° 37' 46" 
WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 115" 21' 02" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.33 
FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 33° 18' 17" WEST, 42.25 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 
30" 55' 46" WEST, 34.92 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01° 31' 19" WEST, 26.39 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
88° 28' 41" WEST, 106.18 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE 
ALONG SAID WEST LINE NORTH 01° 31' 46" EAST, 1060.83 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST ~R ;ir](~Lf ) 
OF SAID TRACT 1;/THENCE ALONG THE NO~JliE$-IJ' LINE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 63° 41' 50" 

- /(f\ EAST, 1905.75 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF _NW CORNELIUS P~ ROAD. 
-~·· -~ (COUNTY ROAD 1014}, TO A POINT OF 848.51 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFf; THENCE 

ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY AND SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS SOUTH 70° 18' 33" EAST, 848.51 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 10' 

:T (e: ' 58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 298.89 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 09° 35' 58" 
WEST, 297.35 FEET); THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY SOUTH 00° 

. y-'· 29' 31" EAST, 983.86 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION WITH THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 
. '' OF SAID NW QUATAMA ROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 

88° 28' 14" WEST, 417.22 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING. 0 ' 
.:· .~CI'' l PARCELII: ~_/ y--·-_ 
) • • (11< \ A PORTION OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 1 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ORENCO WOODS) 

'
.\·;,·!: •' i IN DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006-131962, WASHINGTON COUNTY DEED RECORDS, LOCATED 
•• f IN THE EAST HALF OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE 

' .. t MERIDIAN, WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A 2 INCH BRASS DISK AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE ISAAC 

:. c ·- BUTLER D.L.C. NO. 48 ON THE CENTERLINE OF NW QUATAMA ROAD (COUNTY ROAD NUMBER 
,;· ? ~u 462); THENCE ALONG SAID CENTERLINE SOUTH ss• 28' 14" EAST, 1958.14 FEET TO THE 

INTERSECTION OF SAID CENTERLINE WITH A SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE EASTERLY LINE 
OF THAT LAND DESCRIBED AS TRACT 2 (RESULTANT PARCEL OF ELKS LODGE NUMBER 1862) OF 
SAID DEED DOCUMENT NUMBER 2006-131962; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY EXTENSIONJ 
AND SAID EASTERLY LINE NORTH 02° 08' 47" EAST, 354.22 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID 
LINE; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 54°21'35" WEST, 
161.77 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID LINE; THENCE ALONG NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID ,;:;~ 
TRACT 2 NORTH 88°29'41" WEST, 266.67 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEG!NNIN§ THENCE LEAVING 'J,~ 
SAID NORTHERLY LINE NORTH 08° 55' 59" EAST, 29.06 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 30' 23" 
WEST, 68.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01° 29' 37" EAST, 18.68 FEET; THENCE SOUTH as• 30' 23" 
EAST, 21.92 FEET; THENCE NORTH 43° 43' 09" EAST, 27.51 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09• 09' 48" 
EAST, 71.16 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09° 09' 48" EAST, 63.25 FEET, TO A POINT OF 318.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 20° 55' 15" EAST, 318.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 02° 54' 
32" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.15 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 67° 37' 29" WEST, 
16.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 23° 49' 47" WEST, 4.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 63° 32' 49" WEST, 

' ' 271.68 FEET;THENCE NORTH 33° 27 25" EAST, 5.57 FEET, TO A POINT OF 205.00 FOOT RADIUS 
---- ) CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH 

BEARS NORTH 33° 27 25" EAST, 205.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 12° 41' 51" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 45.43 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 50° 11' 39" WEST, 45.34 

.. ~ . 
. i 
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FEET); THENCE NORTH 46° 09' 16" EAST, 4.50 FEET, TO A POINT OF 200.50 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH 
BEARS NORTH 46° 09' 16" EAST, 200.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50° 53' 33" AN 

f• ' ARC DISTANCE OF 178.09 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 18° 23' 57" WEST, 
172.30 FEET), TO A POINT OF 409.50 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID 
CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 82° 57' 11" WEST, 409.50 FEET) 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 27° 47' 51" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 198.67 FEET (THE CHORD OF • ~) 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 06° 51' 06" WEST, 196.73 FEET), TO A POINT OF 115.50 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH 
BEARS NORTH 69° 14' 58" EAST, 115.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25° 48' OS" AN 
ARC DISTANCE OF 52.01 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 07° SO' 59" WEST, 51.57 
FEET); THENCE NORTH 05° 03' 03" EAST, 13.14 FEET, TO A POINT OF 23.50 FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS 
NORTH 84° 56' 57" WEST, 23.50 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 53' 08" AN ARC 
DISTANCE OF 13.90 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 11° 53' 31" WEST, 13.70 

.. FEET); THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" WEST, 25.55 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 10° 01' 25" WEST, r·., 
.· \ 262.24 FEET; THENCE NORTH 82° 16' 08" WEST, 151.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 07° 43' 52" 

EAST, 76.86 FEET, TO A POINT OF 68.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 36° 26' 58" EAST, 68.00 
FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 18° 28' 58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 21.94 FEET (THE 
CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 44° 18' 33" WEST, 21.84 FEET), TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT 
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 
WHICH BEARS NORTH 05° 50' 02" WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 114° 38' 

.· . 20" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.02 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 38° 30' 52" WEST, 
( (,) 42.08 FEET); THENCE NORTH 79° 58' 35" WEST, 118.64 FEET, TO A POINT OF 25.00 FOOT 
.. RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT (THE CENTER OF 

WHICH BEARS SOUTH 65° 37' 46" WEST, 25.00 FEET) THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 115° 21' 
02" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.33 FEET (THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 33° 18' 17" WEST, 
42.25 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 30° 55' 46" WEST, 34.92 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01° 31' 19" WEST, 
26.39 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 28' 41" WEST, 106.18 FEET TO A P91NT ON THE wg~:L.IJJ:J.!;"QF 
~AID .. IRAGJ:.l; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE SOUTH 01° 31' 46" WESf, 622.70 FEET TO THE 
MOST WESTERLY SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 1; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERLY 
LINE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 88° 28' 14" EAST, 299.31 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY 
LINE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 00° 59' 43" WEST, 104.17 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERLY 
LINE OF SAID TRACT 1 SOUTH 88° 29' 49" EAST, 274.05 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID 
TRACT 2; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE NORTH 01° 08'22" EAST, 50.00 FEET TO THE 
MOST WESTERLY NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID TRACT 2; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY 
LINE OF SAID TRACT 2 NORTH 73° 06' 09" EA~~_il'EET; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG 
SAID NORTHERLY LINE SOUTH 88° 29' 41" EAl'', 91.62 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING. 

''--(~) @ 
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contacts 

other gis !inks 

gis introduction 

frequently asked questions 

Assessment & Taxation Report • 

-General Property Information 
; Site Address: 22210 NW BIRCH ST. HILLSBORO OR, 97124 

Tax Lot ID: 1N2350003400 

. Property Account ID: R727271, 

Property Classification: 2015 

:Neighborhood Code: ZTV 

:Latitude I Longitude: 45.5244629 I 122.903302 , 1\/\' 

Ownership Information: Information Withheld - Wll\1?. 1 

Page 1 of 1 

r. 

Property Search 

property I taxlot 
~-·-•··•-c••··" ,_,_. ___ _,,._"·•-~-~-~~~-·--·-~,..~·--~·~--·~~~---~-~--~~~·~~-~·-··•j..,_.,,._...,~-o~~·~~-~--<>~ , .. __ "' --'"""' • '' 
·Sales I Deed Information 

tax maps • Sale Date Sale Instrument Deed Type Sale Price 

Survey Search 

Land Services 

Building Services 

. 09/24/2007 2007104249 WARRANTY DEED $15,390,000 

II $0 

J! $0 --····· . -- ... ····-· ···-··· --~---··--.,--~-"··-~-~--·-- -~-t....~~-------·-···-~--~ . •»•' ---···--·-~·- •• ._ .. ____ , .. ---·--· . 

Assessed Values for Account R727271 

Roll Date: 09118/2007 

·Taxcode: 001.17 

Market Land Value: $15,735,660 

•Market Bldg Value: $448,330 

Market Total Value: $16,183,990 

Taxable Assessed Value: $648,160 

Legal: ACRES 43.19, PORTION OF ACCOUNT NON-ASSESSABLE 

Lot Size: A&T Acres: 43.19 - Sq. Feet: 1881356.4 

Bldg Sq Ft: 0 

Year Built: -~l'2.--~-----"'-·-·~---·-·--· .. ·----···-·· .. , .. ,. .... -.............. "'A•-• ,. , ... ,,.,,~-"~" -•·-~··•••a'"'""''~~••<-»'-~·-··~ ·-
·Improvement Information 

Total Improvement Value: 

Plumbing 

Bedrooms 

Improvement Details 

Description Value Square Feet 

2ND FLOOR 2201 

MAIN AREA 4402 

MAIN AREA 
.... ---- .. . . .. .. . ---- ....... 
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9-2-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
SEP 0 2 20flB 

From: Jim Lubischer '. ; ~ ~ . . 

Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods Crossing 
Possible request to revise or amend Condition of Approval# 9, Ordinance No. 5633, regarding 
phasing of development 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

If Exhibit E and the text of page 14 of applicant's application are accurate, CDP 1-06 (MOD I) appears 

to contain an indirect attempt to revise or amend Condition of Approval # 9 of Hillsboro Ordinance No. 

5633. Condition of Approval# 1 of Resolution No. 2172 stipulates compliance with Ordinance No. 5633, 

including Condition of Approval# 9. Condition of Approval# I of Resolution No. 2172 states, 

"Approval of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, subdivision tentative 
plat, floodplain alteration permit and significant natural resource permit is conditioned upon 
compliance with the conditions of the associated zone change request (Ordinance No. 5633)." 

Condition of Approval # 9 of Ordinance No. 5633 states, 

"Construction shall be phased so that the first development phase is located at the southeastern 
side of the property. Subsequent phases shall be constructed from the southeast side 
transitioning to the northwest side, with the final phase being located in the northwest comer in 
order to provide the ability for future purchase of parkland beyond the five acres described in 
Condition 3 should funds become available. The specific phasing plan shall be provided in the 
CDP/DDP applications." (Underline added) 

The text of applicant's application states on page 14 that "The proposed project will be built in 

multiple phases, as shown in Exhibit E". Exhibit E, titled "Revised Phasing Plan" in the table of 

contents, is at odds with Ordinance No. 5633, Condition of Approval# 9. The revised phasing plan 

depicted on the Exhibit E map does not comply with Condition of Approval # 9 because "subsequent" 

phases 3a, 3b, and 3c replace part of the phase I area and do not "transition" the development from the 
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SE comer to the NW comer as stipulated. Rather, development in the NW comer (phase 2) occurs prior 

to development in theSE comer (phases 3a, 3b, and 3c). This appears to be an indirect attempt to revise 

or amend Condition of Approval# 9 of Hillsboro Ordinance No. 5633. (Attached is a copy of the 

previously approved phasing plan, dated 1-16-08, contained in CDP 1-06.) 

If indeed Exhibit E and the text on page 14 are correct, the applicant is, in effect, indirectly 

requesting to revise a "Condition of Approval" which was placed by the Planning and Zoning Hearings 

Board with their approval of the Station Connnunity Residential- Village zoning (Opinion No. 1599) 

and approved by the City Council with Ordinance No. 5633. Review of Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 

(HZO) Section 130, Planning and Zoning Hearings Board, reveals no process for revising or amending a 

Condition of Approval. Nor could I find any process for revising or amending a Condition of Approval 

in the rest of the HZO. Therefore, there does not appear to be process for "amending" or "revising" 

Condition of Approval# 9, Ordinance No. 5633, in the HZO, certainly not in a request to "modify" an 

already approved CDP. (There is no process contained in the HZO to "modify", "revise", or "amend" an 

already approved CDP. Please see attached E-mail from Ruth Klein of 8-29-08.) 

Applicant is obligated to follow Condition of Approval# 9. The only possible avenue, though 

arguable, that would allow proper public review and input would be for the applicant to submit a 

request, subject to a public hearing, to the Planning and Zoning Hearings Board to change Opinion No. 

1599. To allow changing Condition of Approval# 9 at this point in time (via an "amended" CDP 

application which also does not have codified process in the HZO) prejudices our substantial rights of 

having fair public development review following established rules. 

Having said all that, the text on page 17 of applicant's application states that, "The Applicant would 

like to amend the Phasing plan to include additional subareas to Phase 1, and revise the general expected 

development timeline." This statement is not consistent with Exhibit "E" and the text on page 14. This 

inconsistency needs to be explained or corrected. If the applicant erred and phases 3a, 3b, and 3c were 

really meant to be phases 1 a, 1 b, and 1 c then the error should be corrected and enforced with a 

Condition of Approval specific to this issue. 

2 



Finally, the whole issue of ··phasing" is really quite silly because the applicant has indicated 

in prior hearings that "phasing" refers only to the construction of structures and does not include 

infrastructure placement. I would argue that a "development phase" begins at the initiation of any 

development actions Elfi4, includes infrastructure placement, and concludes with the completion of the 

structure construction. In prior proceedings this issue resulted in the Planning Commission inclusion of 

Condition of Approval# 65 with Resolution 1561-P: 

"No later than 180 days before construction activity on phase 4, including the installation of 
infrastructure, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks and Recreation 
Director, and the Orenco Neighborhood Organization Chair at an address to be provided by the 
Planning Director." 

Somehow, the language of Condition of Approval # 65 changed when Resolution No. 2172 was 

approved by the City Council despite the absence of any discussion by the City Council regarding this 

matter. (See attached letter of 10-29-08 to Ruth Klein of the Planning Department.) Condition of 

Approval # 65 of Resolution No. 2172 states, 

"No later than 120 days before residential construction begins on the northwestern quarter of the 
subject site, the applicants shall give notice to the Planning Director, Parks and Recreation 
Director, and the Orenco Neighborhood Organization Chair at an address to be provided by the 
Planning Director." 

It might be appropriate for the Commission to define what does "phasing" really mean. 

In summary, CDP 1-06 (MOD) appears to contain an indirect attempt to change Condition of 

Approval# 9 of Ordinance No. 5633. The code contains no process for such a change. The applicant 

must abide by Condition of Approval# 9. Approval ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1) also approves revision of 

Condition of Approval # 9 without proper process. 

Respectfully submitted, 

£:11::::: 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Or 97124 

Attachments: 1) August 29, 2008 E-mail from Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
2) Approved Phasing Plan of 1-16-2006, in CDP 1-06 
3) 10-29-06letter to Ruth Klein, Urban Planner 
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anne lubischer 
......... ·····--··•····------ ----------------· ·-----------·· 

n: Ruth Klein [ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us] 

,___..: Friday, August 29, 2008 9:16AM 

To: anne lubischer 

Subject: RE: Orenco Woods Crossing development 

3ood morning, 

fhe responses are inserted below. 

fhanks. 
~uth 

~uth Klein, Urban Planner 

::ity of Hillsboro Planning Department 

:so3) 681-6465- Phone 

:so3) 681-6245- Fax 

From: anne lubischer [mailto:annejiml@verizon.net] 
5ent: Monday, August 25, 2008 7:39AM 
ro: Vickie Ward 
Cc: Ruth Klein 
Subject: Orenco Woods Crossing development 

Q-25-08 (Faxed at 07:40 PST) 

. ..-rt1lsboro Planning Department and Ruth Klein, 

I 

Page I of 

I) I would like to ask if the Orenco Woods Crossing development (Resolution No. 2172) received final plat 
approval? I understand that a request for modification of their previously approved CDP has been made but I an1 
interested in finding out if final plat approval has been made on their prior request? 

No the final plat has not been submitted. An extension was granted on January 9, 2008. If you like I will bundle the letter ar 
the request in with your copy of the staff report. 

2) I would like to request a complete copy be made of Venture Properties current application for CDP modification 
recently submitted on I believe 8-20-08. I hopefully can pick this up today. Please call me when available, 503-
649-5257 or 503-649-5456 or at 503-640-1804. 

I heard that you were able to pick up a copy yesterday. If you have any questions about the materials I will do the best I car 
to answer them. 

3) The recent application by Venture is for a "modification" to their previously approved CDP. I have been unable 
to find any specific provision(s) in the Zoning Ordinance that allows for a "modification", "revision", or 
"amendment" to a previously approved CDP. HZO Section 136 VII.B.7.fand HZO Section 136 VII.B.4.f mak 
reference to amendments but do not appear applicable and certainly do not provide any guidelines for a 
"modification" or "amendment" process other than "may apply for an amendment to the CDP under the applicab 
provisions of Section 136 VII.B.3-6" or "approval of an amended CDP under then current regulations" --- [what 
would those applicable provisions or current regulations be in this case?] ---

HZO Section 136 VILA.! contains the word amendment but I don't see how proper interpretation of this provisic 
could be basis for allowing a "modification" of a previously approved CDP. 

There is no process in the Zoning Ordinance for modification of the COP. Staff discussed this with our legal counsel and 
----><-...,..,_ 
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rage L. o1 , 

'lached the conclusion an applicant reque, .g a modification to a COP application sho, file the modification request just as they 
1ould file a new COP application but addressing the changes in the approved COP. The modification application must include all the 
lements otherwise required for a COP submittal and would be processed in the same manner as the original COP. There is 
recedent for this approach to modifications of approved COP's in the City. 

--/ I would very much appreciate if you could provide me the basis per our Zoning Ordinance upon which a 
"modification" to a previously approved CDP can be made. 

Thank you, Jim Lubischer 

8/29/2008 
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--
10-29-06 

Ruth Klein 
City of Hillsboro Planning Department, 

Ruth, 

I believe that Conditions of Approval #64 and #65 of Resolution No. 2172 (CDP 1-06: Orenco 
Woods Crossing) are incorrect. In addition, Condition of Approval #72 is missing. 

Please see the text for each ofthese, copies of which are enclosed. 

You will see that the Planning Commission Resolution No. 1561-P text for COA #64 has an 
additional 9-10 lines, which are missing from the City Council's Resolution No. 2172. 

CO A.# 65 in Resolution No. 1561-P states "No later than 180 days before construction activity on 
phase 4, including the installation of infrastructure, the applicants shall give notice ... ", whereas 
Resolution No. 2172 states ''Not later than 120 days before residential construction begins on the 
northwestern quarter of the subject site, the applicants shall give notice ... " 

I have reviewed the tapes of the 7-11-06 City Council special meeting (the appeal of CDP 1-06). 
There is no discussion of altering COA #64. There is also no discussion of changing the "180 
days" back to "120 days". The only mention referring to the "180 days" is by Mr. Sullivan when 
he said " ... wants us to name our price when we do the 180 day notice that we're going to build in 
the northwest quadrant..." (See Tape 1, side A, near the end of Mr. Sullivan's 30 minute 
presentation.) There is no discussion of changing the "phase 4" back to "the northwestern 
quarter". There is no discussion of deleting the "including the installation of infrastructure" 
language. All of these were discussed and agreed upon by the Planning Commission. The City 
Council made no changes. The Council likewise did not discuss removing COA #72. 

I would hope that these Conditions can be corrected as they were meant to be. 

One last item, I thought that the COA were to include a "right of first refusal" for the City to 
purchase the McDonald House and its property as well as "right of first refusal" for the 0.8 acres 
adjacent to it should it become available ... 

Thank you. 

Jim Lubischer 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Or 97124 

503-649;5257 (W) 503-640-1804 (H) 
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9-2-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Jim Lubischer 
Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD I) 

Traffic Concerns 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

"TRAFFIC LETTER" 

SEP 0 2 2fiu8 

:r·\. 
'L.J 

I have several concerns with the revised Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Report (Exhibit D), 

submitted with the CDP 1-06 (MOD I) application. 

I) No "Mid-Day One Hour Standard" analysis. Pursuant to HZO Section 137 XVI C.l.c., 

"The required report shall comply with the standards listed below ... c) The general 
performance standards for transportation facilities ... shall be the Level of Service 
("LOS") measurements shown in Table 137.4 ... " 

The revised TIA does not include analysis for the required "Mid-Day One Hour Standard". 

The revised TIA states at page 12, 

" ... a more recent 24-hour road tube count was conducted along NW Cornelius Pass Road, 
just north ofNW Quatama Road in July 2008. This count also showed that the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours are the critical time periods. These road tube count results are provided 
in Appendix "A" of this study. Taken together, these counts show that the weekday midday 
peak hour is not a critical time period for any of the study area intersections. Therefore, the 
midday peak hour time period was not analyzed as part of this study." 

The Revised TIA dismisses the "Mid-Day One Hour Standard" as "not a critical time period". 

However, analysis of the Mid-Day One Hour Standard is a requirement for a CDP application. 

Since there is non-compliance with this application requirement the application must be rejected 

until said traffic standard analysis is included. This is especially important when one of the 

assumed commercial uses is a pharmacy which has peak PM traffic "between 12:00 pm and 6:00 

I 
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pm and a peak AM traffic "between 11:00 am and 12:00 pm." (See Attachment A, page 1) Also, 

other commercial uses with much higher traffic than a pharmacy may occur. (See Concern# 3) 

2) Possibly no access to Cornelius Pass Road, incomplete revised Traffic Impact Analysis 

"Proposed access to the site will be from two external public street connections consisting of 
a full access to NW Quatama ... and a limited right-in/right-out/left-in only access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road ... An 'Access Modification Request' letter containing a long-range 
traffic impact analysis has been prepared separately from this study and submitted to 
Washington County to seek an exception to the Countv's access spacing standard. A 
previous access modification request was approved by Washington County for the original 
site plan." (Revised TIA, page 2) 

It is imperative that the results of the current access modification request be known before any 

decision is made on CDP 1-06 (MOD 1 ). The revised TIA is incomplete without a critical piece of 

information, that being, if it is possible to have an access to Cornelius Pass Road. The revised TIA is 

dependent on this assumption. It is also imperative that any conditions attached to the approval of the 

Access Modification Request be known at this stage so that all possible ramifications can be 

considered. The Commission should be aware that when the previous access exception was approved 

by the County it contained the caveat that, 

"If it is found that there are a significant number of violations of the restricted turning 
movements or safety/operational problems arise, the applicant will be responsible for 
assuring the safe operation of the access. This may require that the applicant retrofit 
additional traffic control devices to limit turning movements and or physical improvements 
to the roadway. All changes will be subject to Washington County approval. If the 
retrofit(s) is (are) unsuccessful the County reserves the right to close the access." (From the 
previous Access Modification Request approval. See attachment page 1 a and 1 b) 

Who will pay for the "retrofits" (i.e. stoplights, road widening) when the development is complete 

and Venture Properties Inc. and I or the Limited Liability Corporation (Orenco Woods Crossing LLC) 

dissolves or enters bankruptcy? More importantly, if the County closes the access what will be the 

effect on Quatama Road and on the streets of the Orenco Townsite. Will the pressure become so great 

that the development will have to be connected directly to the streets ofthe Orenco Townsite? (See 

Condition of Approval # 7, Ordinance No.5633). Also, please remember that the access exception 
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request may be underestimating the future traffic from this commercial use. (Please see concern# 3.) 

Finally, submission of the Access Modification Request letter which "[containsiag} a long-range 

traffic impact analysis" should be required as it should be considered an integral part of the revised 

T!A. In the previously approved Access Modification Request blockage at the Quatama access was 

expected by the year 2024. (Please see Concern #8) Without the Access Modification Request letter 

and Washington County's decision, including any conditions, the submitted revised TIA is incomplete 

and should be rejected until said information is included. 

3) Possible underestimation of commercial traffic generation. 

For the Neighborhood Commercial use portion of this proposal the revised TIA Average 

Daily Trip (ADT) assumes construction of a "Pharmacy w/Drive Thru" and a "Shopping Center" 

(See revised TIA, page 24). There are no assurances that other commercial uses with higher ADT 

generation will not result. Some possibilities include: 

Commercial Use (ITE code) 

Pharmacy w/Drive Thru 881 
Shopping Center 820 
Convenience Market (Open 24 hrs) 851 
Sit Down (High Turnover) Restaurant 932 
Fast Food Restaurant wiDrive Thru 934 
Convenience Market with Gasoline Pumps 853 

Also, consider AM and PM peak hour traffic: 

10,000 sq ft 
25,777 sq ft 

2,000 sq ft 
7,000 sq ft 
3,000 sq ft 

4 pumps 

(See attachments 
ADT pages 3-9 

882 
2813 
1476 
890 

1488 
2170 

(88.16 ADT I sq ft) 
(?109.12 ADT I sq ft) 
(737.99 ADT I sq ft) 
(127.15 ADT I sq ft) 
(496.12 ADT I sq ft) 
(542.60 per pump) 

Fast Food Restaurant w/Drive Thru. 
Pharmacy w/Drive Thru 
Shopping Center 

Size 
4000 sq ft** 

10,000 sq ft 
25,777 sq ft 

AM peak 
212 I hr 

27 I hr 
69 I hr 

PM peak 
1861 hr 
861hr 

256 I hr 
Convenience Market with Gasoline Pumps 4 pumps 

This development site has only one definite access site (See # 2 concern above) and on its western 

border is the historic Orenco Townsite Conservation district with roadways that are limited to 20 feet 

(HZO Section 140 III.N.) and limited to few sidewalks (HZO Section 140 III.M. (See attachment page 2) 

A worst~case traffic impact scenario should be considered before allowing this additional commercial 
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traffic. In previous proceedings this development site was limited to a specific amount of residential 

density in order to limit the impact on the surrounding areas. The maximum number of residential units 

was 252. The expected traffic impact to the area from this maximum density was 2000 Average Daily 

Trips of"ADT" (See attachment page 10). The present proposal reduces the number of residential units by 

67 but adds 8 condominiums with 8 units each. The net result is an expected traffic impact from 

residential development of 1824 ADT. The proposed commercial uses (a pharmacy and shopping centers) 

and "other employment" uses are expected to generate an additional 2848 ADT. Therefore, with the 

assumption that the commercial development will be limited to a 10,000 sq ft pharmacy and 25,777 sq ft 

of shopping centers this proposal expects to add an additional2848 ADT of traffic impact. Again, this is 

in addition to the 1824 ADT expected with the 249 residential units. If instead, a different mix of 

commercial uses result, say, for example 18,777 sq ft of shopping centers (2048 ADT), a Fast Food 

Restaurant w/Drive Thru (1488 ADT), a Convenience Market with 4 Gasoline Pumps (2170 ADT), and a 

Sit Down-High Turnover Restaurant (890 ADT) then the additional traffic is 4126 ADT (6596- 37.4% 

"internal" and "bypass" traffic. This 37.4% similar to the% in the TIA for the proposed uses, but since 

the uses are different the actual %will be somewhat different.) 

In summary, the traffic impact ofCDP 1-06 (MOD 1) as proposed will be 142% higher than what the 

City expected when they approved a maximum residential density of252 units with CDP 1-06. The 

traffic impact with the above example of different commercial uses would be 206% higher than what the 

City expected when they approved a maximum residential density of252 units with CDP 1-06. Also, we 

should remember that there are 5.03 acres of commercial property (the Elk's Lodge property) that borders 

this proposed neighborhood commercial site ... (See appendix C of the application, which for some reason 

includes Title Company documents for the Elk's property) 

4) Bridge and Quatama Road Safety Issues. At page 11 of the revised TIA it states, 

"This east-west route [Quatama- 227'h -Dogwood] facilitates two lanes of travel with 
narrow paved shoulders and/or intermittent sidewalks. There is a bridge crossing over 
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Rock Creek along NW 2271
h A venue just north of NW Quatama Road which is wide 

enough for two-way vehicular travel but lacks appropriate pedestrian facilities." 

In fact, some areas have no shoulder at all. Just east of the intersection ofNW Quatama Road 

and 227th street the westbound lane of Quatama has a 40 feet section where there is no shoulder, I 

repeat no shoulder. The hillside plunges down about 30 feet at an angle of about 40 - 45 degrees 

into the creek. At that section, the total road width is 21 feet. This section is about I 00 feet east of 

where the road takes a 90 degree tum north onto 22 71
h and has limited visibility for oncoming 

traffic. (In addition, at the section where there is no shoulder, the pavement is depressed (?sinking) 

and cracking.) Someday a vehicle is going to go off the road at this section. Sooner, and more 

often, the more traffic there is. 

At the west end of Quatama, the road turns north at a 90 degree angle connecting with 227'h street 

and the 227th street bridge. The width of the pavement (entering the turn from the east) is 21 feet. The 

width on the bridge is 19.5 feet. There is no pedestrian walkway on the bridge and all pedestrian 

traffic, including pets, children, strollers as well as bicycles and skateboards, must use the roadway on 

the bridge. At least 5-10 times per year a westbound vehicle crosses over the midline hitting the 

western guardrail of the bridge. Frequently westbound vehicles cross over the midline but do not hit 

the guardrail. Washington County comes out every so often to repair the guardrail. (See attachment 

page 11) Last month one of the bridge workers told me that on a previous occasion one of the workers 

had to jump over the guardrail because of a vehicle crossing the centerline. This also recently 

happened to an Orenco resident. It use to be that these centerline crossings and hitting the opposite 

guardrail only occurred during the late night hours, now they are occurring during the daylight hours. 

Fortunately, there has never been an oncoming vehicle, bicycle, skateboard, child, pet, adult 

pedestrian, school bus or baby stroller in the roadway when the westbound vehicle crosses and hits the 

guardrail. The revised TIA does not deal with the impact of the Orenco Woods Crossing 

development's contribution to this safety matter. Please consider the following question, Will the 

146%-206% (See Concern #2) increase in traffic impact from CDP 1-06 CMOD I) increase, decrease 
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or have no effect on the chance of a fatal head-on accident (car to car, car to baby stroller, car to 

skateboarder, etc.) at this comer? It is only a matter oftime when this will occur and the more traffic 

the sooner and more often it will occur. This safety issue was one of the reasons that we felt the 

Orenco Golf Course property was not "better suited" for a "residential" Comprehensive Plan Map 

designation. This safety issue remains. 

8) Expected blockage at access onto Quatama by 2024. The previous 2005 Access 

Modification Request (for access onto Cornelius Pass Road) states that, 

"over the next 20 years, Collector access to NW Quatama Road will become impracticable, 
and, therefore a secondary access is needed." (See attachment page 12) Also, "As shown in 
Tables 3 and 4, the queuing analysis determined that the forecast 95th- percentile vehicle 
queues during the year 2024 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions will be 
excessive for the eastbound left-tum lane and eastbound through-right-tum lane at the NW 
Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, without or with the proposed street 
access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. These results indicate under most or all of the 
Scenarios #1 through #4, the proposed street access to NW Quatama Road will 
experience blockage during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour periods, 
regardless of whether or not the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass Road is 
permitted." (See attachment page 16) (Emphasis added) 

This is something for the neighbors and the residents of Orenco Woods Crossing to look forward 

to. Please remember that another Access Modification Request was recently submitted to 

Washington County. The Commissioners deserve to have that information available before 

making a decision, especially when this proposal will increase traffic by 142% to perhaps 206% or 

more. (See Concern# 3) The Access Modification Request is required by Washington County 

because, 

"the proposal to have direct access to NW Cornelius Pass Road does not satisfy the 600 foot 
access spacing standards outlined in Section 501-8.5B(4) of the Washington County CDC for 
an Arterial street such as NW Cornelius Pass Road ... " (See revised TIA page 35) 

I'm no traffic engineer but the "600 foot access spacing standards" might have something to do 

with safety. Is an exception to safety going to be allowed so that this development can proceed? 

During the Planning Commission proceedings which changed this property from Open Space to 

Residential it was determined that the property was "better suited" for residential use but the issue 
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of an exception to safety with an access onto Cornelius Pass Road was never really discussed. 

That discussion can occur now, at least with regards to CDP 1-06 (MOD 1 ). 

9) A Cornelius Pass Road Left Tum Lane onto NW Kian Lane is warranted but won't be constructed. 

At page 33, the revised TIA states, 

" ... a left-tum lane ... would be warranted during the weekday p.m. hour. However, further 
testing indicates that the left-tum lane warrant would also be satisfied during the weekday p.m. 
peak hour of the 2011 background traffic condition, without the site development. Based on 
this finding, a left-tum improvement at NW K.ian Lane would not be proportionate to the 
impacts of the proposed site development. Therefore, the Applicant should not be responsible 
for implementing any left-tum lane treatment at this intersection ... when NW Cornelius Pass 
Road is eventually widened to five lanes, access to NW K.ian Lane will likely be restricted to 
right-in/right-/out only movements for safety reasons and to eliminate conflicts between 
standing vehicle queues." (Underline added) 

This development will contribute to the traffic failure at this NW Kian Lane tum but drivers will 

only will need to deal with it until "Cornelius Pass Road is eventually widened to five lanes". That 

shouldn't take too long, should it? 

Thank you for your consideration of the above concerns. 
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Description 

land Use: 881 
Pharmacy/Drugstore with 

Drive-Through Window 

Pharmacies/drugstores are retail facilities that primarily sell prescription and non-prescription 
drugs. These facilities may also sell cosmetics, toiletries, medications, stationery, personal care 
products, limited food products and general merchandise. The drug stores in this category 
contain drive-through windows. Pharmacy/drugstore without a drive-through window (Land Use 
880) is a related use. 

Additional Data 

One study indicated that the site had two drive-through windows. 

Peak hours of the generator-
The weekday a.m. peak hour was between 11:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. The weekday 
p.m. peak hour varied between 12:00 p.m. and 6:00p.m. The weekend peak hour varied 
between 12:00 p.m. and 2:00p.m. 

The sites were surveyed from the 1990s to 2000s in California, Colorado, Florida, New York, 
New Jersey and Wisconsin. 

Source Numbers 

369,418,436,547,550,552,563,568,573 

Trip Generation, 7th Edition 1641 Institute of Transportation Engineers ~f ( 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
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February 2, 2006 
·;;, . -.. _,-_ -,. 

; .. :· ,:•··., 

Brian Dunn, P.E. 
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC 
7505 SE32nd Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

RE: MODIFICATION TO W.C.U.R.I.D.S. 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 
CITY OF HILLSBORO 

·:·.•','<".' 
;·-.· 

0 

The following is iri"resj:ionse to your De.cember 29, 2005 Request for Modijjcation of the· 
W.C.U.R.I.D.S. Section·l3{).2·, Page 11, for !he rcducei:l at~:i:ss sp·acing ·of the proposeti access on NW 
Cornelius P<tSs Road, for the subject development, located in the northwest quadrant of the NW 
Quatama Road!NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection in the city of Hillsboro. 

\ 
XX Your request is approved with the following conditions: 

l. Provide a continuous left tum lane on NW Quatarna Road between NE 761
h Avenue and NW 

Cornelius Pass Road and a westbound left turn lane with storage of 175 feet on NW Quatama Road at 
the intersection ofNW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. Coordinate with Washington 
County and modify the traffic signal after the completion of the recommended roadway improvements. 

2. Design and construct the proposed access on NW Cornelius Pass Road to safely and effectively 
restrict the site access to right-in/right-out/left-in movements only. 

a. Construct a raised median on NW Cornelius Pass Road and a half pork-chop island at the 
proposed site access. The raised median s):J.all be designed to effectively restrict vehicle 
movements to right-in/right-out/left-in only. It is the applicant's responsibility to ensure 
that the access restrictions are adequate on NW Cornelius Pass Road to restrict movements 
to right-in/right-out/left-in only. Washington County will monitor the access to assure that 
it operates as a right-in/right-out/left-in intersection. If it is found that there are a 
significant number of violations of the restricted turning movements or safety/operational 

- · problem:n:rtse;-1:1!eapplicartt will 15~ responsible for assuri11g the safe operation of the 
access. This may require that the applicant retrofit additional traffic control devices to limit 
turning movements and/or physical improvements to the roadway. All changes will be 
subject to Washington County approval. If the retrofit( s) is (are) unsuccessful the County 
reserves the right to close the access. 

b. The roadway within the ilmits of the raised median shall be adequately illuminated 
satisfying the requirements of the Department of Land Use and Transportation 1991 
Roadway Illumination Standards, Latest revision. Direct technical questions concerning 
tllis condition or the 1991 Roadway Illumination Standards to Vaughn Lewis, Engineering 
Associate at (503) 846-7959. 

c. It is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure that sufficient roadway width exists for the 
raised median, striping, lane markers, and shy distances. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation • Traffic Engineering 
1400 SW Walnut Street. MS 178. H!llsboro, OR 97123-5625 

E) 
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~ .:,.· Brian Dunn, P .E . 
.__; Page 2 

February 2, 2006 

3. Provide a northbound left tum lane with storage of 150 feet and a southbound deceleration right 
tum Jane at the proposed restricted access on NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

4. Provide adequate illumination at the two proposed site accesses, one on NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and the other on NW Quatama Road. Adequate illumination shall consist of at least one 200 
watt high pressure sodium cobra head Juminaire mounted at a minimum height of20 feet on existing 
utility poles if available. The fixture shall have a medium semi-cutofftype III distribution. The pole 
shall be within the area defined by the radius returns of the intersection. The fixture shall be oriented at 
90 degrees to centerline of the collector or arterial. For intersections of collectors with arterials, or 
arterials with arterials, the luminaire fixture shall be installed at 90 degrees to the higher classified 
roadway. If the intersecting roadways are of the same functional classification, the fixture may be 
oriented at 90 degrees to eit!©" roadway. If nQ existing utility poles .are availab.le within the. 
intersection area def'med by the radius returns, the developer shaU meet the requirements of the 
Department of Land Use and Transportation 1991 Roadway Illumination Standards, latest 
revision. Washington County may require illumination in addition to the above-stated rnin~mums. 
Direct technical questions concerning this condition or the 1991 Roadway Illumination Stanllards to 
Vaughn Lewis, Engineering Associate at (503) 846-7959. 

~~ 
Please be advised that all modifications granted to the W.C.U.R.l.D.S. are considered unique and are 
not uniformly applicable. 

1142 

NOTE: See Section 250.2.3 for appeal procedures should you wish to appeal. 

Si7~/t(# 
~~~r,P.E. 
County Engineer 

Reviewed By: Jinde Zhu ~ 
JZ:jw-b 

c: Tom Tushner 
JindeZhu 
Phil Healy 
Tracy Stone/ Joy Chang 
Plan Review File 
c/File 

. . ;If 
Approved By: Tom Tushner 
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Figure 3: Pedestrian Circulation Plan 

SCR-OTC DISTRICT 
Oren co Station Community Planning Area· 

(Amended by Ord. No. 5591/1-06) 
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Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours) 
(851) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 8 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 2 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

737.99 330.00 - 1438.00 336.24 

Data Plot and Equation 

3,000 -,--------------------------------~ 

2,000 .· .. - -·-.-

---- -.---

- . -· - . . -· - - - ~ .. 

-------~---~---~-­
..:---~--- ... 

------·----·---

1,000 ·.·-- ·.·- .... -.-.- ·,· 

2.00 2.02 2.04 2.06 2.08 2.10 2.12 2.14 2.16 2.18 2.20 2.22 2.24 2.26 2.28 2.30 2.32 2.34 2.36 2.38 2.40 

X = 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Roor Area 

X Actual Data Points ----- ~ Average Rate 

filled Cul'l!e Equalion: Not given 

Trip Generation, 7th Edition 1534 Institute of Transportation Engineers (f~3 / 



Convenience Market with Gasoline Pumps 
(853) 

Average Vehicle Trip lEnds vs: Vehicle Fueling Positions 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 10 
Average Vehicle Fueling Positions: 4 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per Vehicle Fueling Position 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

542.60 370.25 - 701.00 113.52 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not given 
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HighaTurnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant 
(932) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 14 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 7 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

127.15 73.51 - 246.00 41.77 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fast~Food Restaurant with Drive~ Through Window 
(934) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. !Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 21 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 3 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

496.12 - 195.98 - 1132.92 242.52 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fast-Food Restaurant with Drive-Through Window 
(934) 

·Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

A.M. Peak Hour of Generator 

Number of Studies: 60 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4 

Directional Distribution: 51% entering, 49% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1 000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

54.81 12.96 • 163.33 26.98 

Data Plot and Equation 
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FastsFood Restaurant with Drive~ Through Window 
(934) 

Average Vehicle 'frip Ends vs: HIOO Sq. Feet Gross F!o<Or Area 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m. 

Number of Studies: 59 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4 

Directional Distribution: 51% entering, 49% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

53.11 6.54 - 163.33 27.51 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fast~Food Restaurant with DrivemThrough Window 
(934) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

P.M. Peak Hour of Generator 

Number of Studies: 69 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4 

Directional Distribution: 52% entering, 48% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

46.68 13.33 - 158.46 26.41 

Data Plot and Equation 
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OrenaJ Woods" OVSS/ng Development- Hillsboro Pro V012 

At the adjacent NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, the street widening 
improvements on the west leg of the intersection will trigger additional street widening requirements on 
the east leg to establish proper lane transitions through the intersection along NW Quatama Road. With 
proposed improvements in place, an exclusive left-tum lane will be established on both the eastbound 
and westbound approaches of the intersection. For this study, it was assumed that the existing permitted 
left-turn signal phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches of this signalized intersection wilrbe 
maintained, with protected left-tum signal phasing maintained on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

With all proposed off-site transportation improvements in place, Figure 9 illustrates the assumed lane 
configurations and traffic control devices at the study area intersections. 

SITE TRIP GENERATION 
Estimates for the average daily, weekday a.m., and weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trip ends for the 
proposed site development were derived from empirical observations at other similar developments. 
These observations are summarized in the standard reference manual, Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (Reference 3}. 

Table 3 summarizes the estimated site trip generation during a typical weekday as well as during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the proposed development. 

TABLE4 
Trip Generation Estimate 

Average Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak 

ITE Daily Hour Trips Hour Trips 

Land Use Code Size Trips Total In Out Tolal In Out 

Single Family Homes 210 141 units 1,350 106 27 79 142 89 53 

Townhomes 230 111 units 650 56 10 46 65 44 21 

Total 252 units ~ l/162 37 125 207 133 74 

--..-:7 
As shown in Table 3, the proposed site development will generate approximately 2,000 daily trips, with 
162 trips occurring during the weekday a.m. peak hour, and 207 trips occurring during the weekday p.m. 
peak hour. 

SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

The distribution of site-generated trips onto the study area roadways was previously determined in the 
transportation impact analyses prepared for the Comprehensive Plan change for the Orenco Woods 
Crossing site. Based on all previous analyses, and assuming the proposed site development has a single 
full access to NW Quatama Road and a single limited right-in/right-out/left-in access to NW Quatama 
Road, the estimated distribution patterns reflect a 47.5% distribution to/from the north along NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, a 10% distribution to/from the east along NW Quatama Road, a 12% distribution 
to/from the south along NW Cornelius Pass Road, a 10% distribution to/from the southwest along NW 
231" Avenue, and a 12.5% distribution to/from the northwest along NW 231 .. Avenue. Figure 10 
illustrates the estimated site trip distribution patterns for the development with Figures 11 and 12 
illustrating the assignment of site-generated traffic for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively. 

COP I - o r'p 
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From Greg Clemmons -<Greg_Ciemmans@co.washington.or.us> .("""" 
Date 2006/04125 Tue PM 05:51:21 GMT 
To"''~-~~---lllliiilllfii!BIIJIIII...,. 

Subject 227th Ave. Bridge 

Or. Lubischer 

As we discussed, we estimate that the guardrail on the 227th Ave. bridge 
needs to be repaired about twice per year. I will see what I can do about 
actual figures. 

Greg Clemmons 
(503) 846-7653 
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Greg Miller 
Washington County DLUT 
1400 SWWalnut Street, MS 178 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

... ,~ 
Project#:001~ <> 
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('It fV-"I).P- ~~0 (;l 0 c,\t. ~ y ~l.- & v.fp." 

() '0\, vJ' ilJI< c.\l t-f>. /. 
RE: Access Modification Request for Oren co Woods Crossing - Hillsboro, Orego~ \.l N f? -'(' 0-"V 1 

*
F~~ ef2-.ro;:z_ .,,J -(/!;olt-~lr,; t-"- c~ 

Dear Mr. Miller: lz C cQ lA.fiS r 1.u ;J.at:>.s;- &c.C> et'-7 -{tv~P- or-l...(D 
This letter constitutes an 1\ct:.ess Modmcallon Reo,uet;t associated with Venture Properlles, Inc.'s proposal to 
develop the orenco WOOds Crossing, lOCated on the former Orenco Woods Golf Course site that fronts the 
west side of tN'I Cornelius Pass Ro;:~d and the Dorth side of tN'I Quatama Road in Hillsboro, Oregon. As 
part of the development plan, two external street accesses to the site are propose(!, with a full-access 
proposed along the north side of NW Quatama Road directly across from NE· 76111 Avenue, .and a second 
access proposed along the west side of tfN Cornelius Pass Road, north of NW Quatama R'b8iil, with tum 
movements restricted to right-in/right-out/left-In only. It is the proposed street access to tN'I Cornelius Pass 
Road that is the subject of this Access Modification Request letter. . ~~ ) 

BACKGROUND . . . ~r:;:> 
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC, has prepared a comprehensive tra spo~tion impact analysis (TIA) for the 
proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development A copy of this lA has been attached to this letter to 
provide you with all the det;:liled information necessary to understand the current transportation conditions in 
the site vicinity, what the expected short-term traffic impacts of the proposed development will be, and 
recommended measures designed to mitigate any off-site traffic impacts. 

As dern.,onstrated in Influence Area Map presented in Figure 3 of the TIA and as described v:'ithin the body of 
that repbrt, the erooosed Local street access to f'-ll:Y Cornelius Pass Road does not sab!if:< !be rqac;lwqy. 
access standards of Washington County Communitv Development Col;!e Section 501-8.56(4) for Arterial 
streets. This section of the CDC states that "direct access to Arterial roads shall be from Collector or other 
Arten;l(streets." It is also stated in the following .subsection of the CDC that the access·spacing along an 
Arterial street shall be 600 feet, Although .the proposed street access is located approximately 715 feet north 
of the nearest public intersection at NW Quatama Road (measured centerline-to-centerline), it wOuld still be 
located approximately 450 feet north of the PGE substation driveway on the east side of the street and 140 
feet south of another driveway to a single family residence on the east side of the street (measured 
centertine-to-centeriin.e). 
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It should be stated that the traffic forecast volumes prepared for the Cornelius Pass Road Preliminary Design 
Project do account for the residential trips that wUI be generated by the Orenco Woods Crossing 
development The forecast also accounts for the County's long-range plan to widen NW Cornelius Pass ] 
Road to five lanes and to connect NW Baseline Road with NW Quatama Road via a Collector street 
extension. Additional details on how the future forecast volumes were prepared for this preliminary design> 
project are provided in a Technical Memorandum prepared by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. on May 26, 2005. 

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the resulting forecast year 2024 traffic volumes for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours for conditions without access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the resulting 
forecast year 2024 traffic volumes for the same time periods with the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road in place. As shown in Figures 1 through 4, the individual tum movements into and out of accesses 
related to the Orenco Woods Crossing development reflect the site trip generation assignments contained in 
the TIA. 

Traffic Operations 

All intersection operations analyses described in this report were perfonned In accordance with the 
procedures stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 2). To ensure that this analysis was 
based on reasonable ·worst-case• conditions, the peak 15-minute flow rates during the weekday a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours were used in the evaluation of all intersection levels of service. For this reason, the analysis 
reflects conditions that are only likely to occur for fifteen minutes out of each average peak hour. The traffic 
conditions during all other weekday hours will likely operate under better conditions than those described in 
this report. 

The Washington County 2020 TSP sets the vehicle perfonnance measures that are applicable to long-range 
operations analyses involving intersections under County jurisdiction. Based on the Roadway Element of the 
TSP (Roadway Policy 6.0 -Table 5) an LOS E or better and a vic ratio of 0.99 or less is acceptable at all 
intersection during the two consecutive peak hours of the weekday a.m. and p.m peak periods. 

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the operations analysis results for the study intersections along NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW Quatama Road during the year 2024 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, without and 
with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, respectively. As the tables show, all study 
intersections are forecast to operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio 
thresholds during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, under both street access scenarios. 
Appendices "A· and "B" include the year 2024 traffic conditions level of service worksheets for the scenarios 
without and with the proposed access to NW Come/ius Pass Road. 

It should be stated here that Tables 1 and 2 reflect multiple traffiC signal timing/phasing scenarios that were 
analyzed for the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection. These scenarios were 
evaluated based on discussions with Washington County staff, and the general consensus that longer cycle 
lengths, in the range of 120 to 140 seconds, will persist at this intersection in the future, and that a balance 
must exist between the need to keep the v/c ratios below 1.0 for individual tum movements and the need to 
maximize the green time for the through movements on Cornelius Pass Road to maintain good progression. 
A consensus was also reached that protected left-tl!m j;jgnaJ.I1J:l!!sing may need tg_replac.e.Jh!u>ermitted left- _ 

tum signal p~~~~sts~<:da~~e :~~~~~an~ w~~U.~.d~~.!'.roa~~-~~~~~~~()Str___ ~\ 
Based on these factors, the following four scenarios were analyzed: 

• Scenario#1: Increase cycle length to 120 seconds, maintain pennitted left-turn phasing on Quatama 
Road, and keep v/c ratios below 1.00 for individual movements, while maximizing green time for 
through movements on Cornelius Pass Road. 

• Scenario #2: Same as Scenario #1, but increase cycle length to 140 seconds . 

• Scenario #3: Same as Scenario #1, but establish protected left-tum phasing on Qualama Road . 

• Scenario #4: Same as Scenario #2, but establish protected left-tum phasing on Quatama Road. 

dYnJ.l 

\ 
\ 
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TABLE 1 
YEAR 2024 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 
(NO ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio 

NW Qualama Road/Proposed Acoess/NE 76th Avenue c 0.36 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access NA NA 

NW ComeHus Pass Road/NW Quatama Road 
Scenario #1 D 0.84 
Scenario #2 D 0.83 
Scenario #3 D 0.85 
Scenario 114 D 0.83 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/NV\1 Klan Lane c 0.05 

Weekday PM Paak Hour 

LOS VIC Ratio 

D 0.29 

NA NA 

c 0.72 
c 0.72 
D 0.77 
D 0.76 

c 0.05 

Note: At unslgnalized intersections, analysis results reflect operations for critical movements on minor street approach. 

TABLE2 
YEAR 2024 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(WITH ACCESS TO NW CORNELIUS PASS ROAD) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS VIC Ratio 

NW Quatama Road/Proposed Acoess/NE 76th Avenue c 0.29 

NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Access B 0.03 

MN Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road 
Scenario #1 D 0.88 
Scenario 112 D 0.86 
Scenario #3 D 0.88 
Scenario #4 D 0.86 

N'AI' Cornelius Pass Road!NW Kian lane c 0.05 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

LOS VIC Ratio 

c 0.22 

c 0.03 

c 0.88 
c 0.88 
c 0.74 
D 0.72 

c 0.05 

Note: At. unsignalized intersections, analysis results refled: operations for critical movements on minor street approach. 

No operational analysis was performed for the two driveways located within 600 feet of the proposed street 
access along NW Cornelius Pass Road (PGE substation driveway to the south and a single family driveway 
to the north). This is because traffic demand at both of these driveways are low. For example, driveways to 
individual single family homes typically have less than one vehicle entering or exiting during the peak travel 
hour, and would therefore, not meet any traffic signal or turn lane warrant criteria. 

-{' (;~~~~:-~euing 
· A ve 1c e queu1ng ..analysis was conducted to determine if adequate lane sto~.-~~ ~e a:-~~ for 

selected tum movements at study intersecflons aiO!l1fl'lWt.luatama Road and NW Comehus Pass Road, 
under year 2024 traffic conditions, both without and with the proposed street access .to NW Cornelius Pass 
Road. The analysis.fo~used only on those movements having the potential to spill back into and block an 
adjacent intersection, whichfnCiu"!le!fi'irtolloWing~·---,-- ··· ··· '"' - ---·-- ··-- -·--· ._,, · ··-------·-·· ··· · 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/Proposed Street Access (northbound left-turns); 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road (southbound and eastbound approaches); and 

• NW Quatama Road/Proposed Street Access/NE 76"' Avenue (westbound left-turns). 

December 2005 
PageB 

~-
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Several sources of information were used to determine vehicle queuing needs. For the queuing analysis at 
the signalized intersection, a Poisson distribution was applied at a 95-percent confidence level to determine ··, 
queue length probabilities. (In essence, random arrivals were assumed and the queue lengths shown will not 
be exceeded during 95-percent of the signal cycles occurring in the weekday peak hour.) The assumed 
length-of-red interval at each signalized intersection was obtained from the signal timing parameters used in 
the forecast year 2024 level-of-service analysis. For the queuing analysis at all stop-controlled intersection 
approaches, a 95th-percentile vehicle queue length was determined using Equation 17-37 presented in ·the 
Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 2). All vehicle queuing analyses conducted for this study assume one 
vehicle will occupy 25 feet of storage length. 

tables 3 and 4 summarize the results of the vehicle queuing analysis under forecast year 2024 traffic 
conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, without and with the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, respectiVely. The tables also reflect the various signal timing/phasing changes 
previously identified for Scenarios #1 through #4 for the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road 
intersection. Appendices ·c· and ·o· contain the queuing analysis worksheets for the alternatives without 
and with the proposed street access, respectively. 

Intersection 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
/Proposed Ac=ss 

't~·~;~~;~~;Q A:~~~~ ANALYSIS RESULTS 
. /(NO"ACCESS TO·NW CORNEUUS PASS ROAD) -:Y ... __ ,--· 

:\___"'-- • · _./ Stora1110 Demand (feet) 

Weekday Weekday 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Movement Hour Hour 

Norlllbound LT NA NA 

Southbound L T 
Scenario #1 125 225 
5<:enariO #2 125 250 
Scenario#3 125 225 
Scenario #4 125 250 

Southbound THIRT 
Scenario #1 250 400 
Scenario #2 275 350 
Scenario#3 250 350 
Scenario#4 275 375 

Eastbound L T r300 .,, 
: 

Scenario 11 150 
Scenario#2 325 175 
Scenario #3 325 

. 
/ 175 

Scenario #4 350__,.·· 200 

Eastbound THIRT ----

Available 
Storage 1 

(feet) :I 
' 

Cont 

Cont 

300 1 

-

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes. 

·No 
No 
Nil 
No 

' 

-r--, 

j/ 
, ........ ' 

~k 
Scenar1o#1 175 -~ Scenario #2 175 \ 
Scenario #3 200 i 325 
Scenario #4 225 \ 375 _,-' 

ye$"'· \!.<""-' 

-1~" 300' 'N . /'' 0 
No ., 
No ,.. ... 

/ 

Westbound L T 25 25 
NW Quatama Road 
/Proposed Access/NE 76th Avenue 

·,. __ ,;·'" 

>25 Yes 

Notes. Cont -Continuous lane with unhmRed storage capacity, LT =left-tum, TH -straight through, RT"' nght-tum 
1. There is 300 feet of stacking distance batween NWQuatama Road and the proposed access at NE 76• Avenue. 

dYrtJ.l 
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' ''- -- -. .-· -·--
- - -~ Storage Demand (-) -

\~'"--__,.---~-·-·· '' 
,. 

/ 
.~ 

' \ 
Weekday W-day Available 1 Adequate 
AM Peak PM Peak Storage \ Storage · ,/ 

Intersection Movement Hour Hour (feet) Available? 
..... ______ -

tom Cornelius Pass Road Northbound LT 25 
!Proposed Access 

25 >25 Yes 

Southbound LT 
Scenario #1 125 225 Yes 
Scenario #2 125 250 >250 Yes 
Scenario #3 125 225 Yes 
Scenario#4 125 250 Yes 

Southbound THIRT 
Scenario#1 250 300 Yes 
Scenario #2 275 325 650' Yes 
Scenario fl!3 250 325 Yes 

tffl Cornelius Pass Road Scenario #4 275 350 Yes 

/NW Quatama Road Eastbound LT 

(~ 
/ 

Scenario #1 150 
I 

No 
Scenario tl2 175 300' No 
Scenario #3 .· 175 l. No 
Scenario #4 \350 i 200 '· No 

Eastbound THIRT '- .-·" ' ·<;::::_ __ .. Y 

Scenario #1 150 300 No 
Scenario#2 175 350 300' No 
Scenario#3 175 325 1 , No 

' Scenario #4 200 375 I No ' 

NW Quatama Road Westbound LT 25 25/ >25 ·,Yes 
!Proposed Aocess/NE 76th Avenue 

Notes: Cont = Continuous lane with unlumted storage capacity, LT- left-tum. TH :r::: sbaiQht through, RT = nght-tum 
2. There will be 650 feet of stacking distance between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street access to the north. 
3. There is 300 feet of stacking distance between tMI Quatama Road and the proposed street access at NE 76th -Avenue. 

!
I -As shown in Tables 3 and 4, the queuing analysis detennined that the forecast 95th -percentile vehicle queues -·'\ 

during the year 2024 weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions will be excessive for the eastbound : 
left-tum lane and eastbound through-right-tum lane at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road 

, intersection, ~ut oc with the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. _These results Indicate I -k 
/ under most or all of the Scenarios #1 through #4, the proposed street access to NW Qu~a Road will 
I experience blocJ<aer- un ttrtherweekday-a,m:-and-p:m. pea!Mloor;reriods, regardless of whether OHlOt \ 
~ _t~~ proposed ~~J~t~ NW Cornelius Pass Road is penni!ted. I,Jnder these circumstances, it would be 

impractical not to provide !fie resrdeniS of theofenco WOO<!S"'C'i'OS'sing subdivision a secondary access. _____, 

Tables 3 and 4 indicate vehicle queues will be manageable along NW Cornelius Pass Road between the 
proposed street access and NW Quatama Road. 

Right-Tum Lane Warrants 

The potential need for a right-tum lane at the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road 
(southbound approach) was examined for year 2024 traffic conditions and with the understanding that NW _ 
Cornelius Pass Road will be widened fn five lanes., The analysis procedures were based on guidelines 
'described in National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 279: Intersection · 
Channelization Design Guide (Reference 3). 

The NCHRP Report 279 describes a total of seven criterion to consider for right-tum lane installations in an 
urban area such as the one surrounding the site. This criterion includes the following: 

d~Jl.n .. 
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1. Peak hour volume of right-turns, 

2. Significantly affecting intersection operations, 

3. Right-turning rear -end accidents, 

4. Pedestrian crossing volumes, 
5. Geometries that signifiCantly affect the ease or speed of the right-tum maneuver, 

6. Marked routes that make a tum (driver expectation), and 

7. Minimum stopping sight distance to the intersection versus desirable sight distance. 

Based solely on Criteria #1 above and the estimated amount of right-tum traffic demand along a future five­
lane section of NW Cornelius Pass Road, a right-tum lane will be warranted, but only during the year 2024 
weekday p.m. peak hour. Meeting the right-tum lane warrant for only one hour of a typical day does not 
necessarily indicate a right-turn lane is needed. 

Consideration of the remaining six criterion above provides further indication that a right-tum lane is not 
needed at the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road. Based on Criterion #2, the proposed 
right-in/right-Out/left-in only street access is forecast to operate acceptably without a future right-turn lane. 
Under Criterion #3, there is no established history of rear-end accidents at the proposed access. For 
Criterion #4, the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic counts conducted at the adjacent NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection shows low pedestrian activity, which further detracts from the 
need for right-tum lanes. Under Criterion #5 and #6, the combined horizontal and sagging vertic<JI clll:l!!L\t@t 
cY~o.t!Y..~t.,gJ.Q.Qg_l\l.~ljus Pass Road, just north of the pro.29~~d access, will be minimized whell .. 
NW Cornelius Pass Road is fully widened tg a.filte-lane jacility. Finally, under Criterion #7, available 
stopping and iritersection sigh£ (hstances are sufficient at the proposed street access and exceed the 
minimum standards enforced by Washington County. 

Considering all the operational and safety factors stated in the NCHRP Report 279, a right-tum deceleration 
lane is not needed along the planned five-lane section of NW Cornelius Pass Road at the proposed street 
accessing the site. Appendix 'E" contains the right-tum lane warrant analysis worksheets. 

Sight Distance and Safety 

As stated in the TIA, intersection sight distance from the location of the proposed street access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road was measured to be more than 680 feet in the northbound direction and more than 600 
feet in the southbound direction. These distances are adequate and exceed the minimum standard of 450 
feet as required by Washington County for a roadway with a posted speed of 45 mph. 

To maintain safe driving conditions, tum movements at the proposed street access with NW Cornelius Pass 
Road will be limited to right-in/right-<>uVIeft-in only through the construction of a raised median and 
appropriate signing and striping. The raised median will channelize the northbound left-tum movement from 
NW Cornelius Pass Road while effectively preventing drivers from making a left-tum out of the Orenco 
Woods Crossing development The raised median will also terminate prior to reaching the single family 
driveway approximately 140 feet further to the north so as not to restrict any movements at this driveway. 

It is important to emphasize here that the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will allow site traffic 
to cinculate more efficiently between the development and the adjacent street system. It will lessen overall 
trip lengths for drivers related to the subdivision and place less demand on the traffic signal at NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Quatama Street intersection, thus preserving its capacity and minimizing vehicle delays and 
standing vehicle queues during peak travel periods. It is also expected that having the proposed access in 
place will reduce cut-through traffic demand within the old Orenco Neighborihood immediately west of the 
site; a goal established by the City of Hillsboro during the process to change the underlying Comprehensive 

,..., Plan designation for the proposed development site. 
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ProjeCt#: 0012 

CONCLUSIONS 
~<!~~ on the findings docu'!!ented LfL!!:tis Access ModificaijQn Reouest oarticula!jy the vehicle gueuiQQ 
!ln'!)YS~l?J!'!SUliS, a secondai)r external street access to the Orenco Woods Crossing development is needed 
in addition to the street access proposed for the NW Quatama Road/NE 76"' Avenue intersection. Given that 
no public street accesses are allowed along the western site boundary to the old Orenco Neighborhood, the 
only alternate point of access is along NW Cornelius Pass Road. This letter also demonstrates that the 
proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will not adversely affect the long-term safety or 
operations along this arterial roadway. Therefore, Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC on behalf of Venture 
Properties, Inc., is requesting that Washington County approve this Access Modification Request and allow 
the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road to be established. 

We trust that this letter adequately addresses the requirements for an Access Modification Request for the 
proposed residential development If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please 
contact me at (503)-774-2669. 

Sincerely, 

DUNN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, LLC 

~.La_ 
Principal 

References: 

1. Washington County. Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan. 2002. 

2. Transportation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual. 2000. 

3. Transportation Research Board. National Cooperative Highway Research Program, Report No. 279, Intersection 

Channelization Design Guide. 1985. 

Enclosure: Appendices •A" through ~E". 

File: 0012_access modification_final.doc 

Oerernber 2005 
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9-3-08 

To: Hillsboro Planning Commission 
From: Jim Lubischer 
Re: CDP 1-06 (MOD 1) Orenco Woods Crossing 

"BROKEN PROMISE LETTER" 

SEP 03 2008 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 
PLAN!\!i!\!G DEPARTMENT 

Broken Promise- from an increase in traffic that is equivalent to an additional 356 
residential units. 

President Coulter and Commissioners, 

In prior proceedings regarding the Orenco Woods Crossing development, the Planning 

Commission, Planning and Zoning Hearings Board, and the City Council made specific decisions to 

limit the impact of this development on the surrounding areas, including the historic Orenco Townsite. 

The final decision was to limit the impact bylimiting the number of residential units to 252, whic_!J 

will generate an expected traffic impact of2000 Average Daily Trips. The present proposal to 

"modifY" the previously approved Concept Development Plan now threatens to nullifY the City's 

intent to limit the impact from the Orenco Woods Crossing development. The present proposal 

forecasts an additional 2848 traffic trips. This is roughly equivalent to adding another 356 residential 

units. This proposal may not violate the letter of Condition of Approval# 6, Ordinance #5633, but it 

certainly violates the intent and spirit of Condition of Approval (COA) # 6, Ordinance #5633. 

Approval ofthe minor amendment to change the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan designation for 

this property from Open Space to Residential was dependent upon limiting the impact from this site's 

development. The City did this by setting a limit on the number of residential units allowed, as the 

applicants represented all along that they were just going to do a residential development. As some of 

you may remember, many a long and often late hour was spent in this attempt. 
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A summary of those proceedings is presented for context, 

Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan Change (Open Space to Residential) 

2-21-06 Initial application asks for change from Open Space to SCPA designation that would allow 
up to 45 units per acre. The initial application planned for a residential development of252 units. In the 
initial application materials the applicants state, 

"The 18.1 net developable acres will contain 252 units. This calculates to a net residential 
density of 13.9 dwelling units per net acre, which is above the minimum density 
requirement (7 dwelling units per net acre ) but well below the allowable maximum density 
( 45 dwelling units per net acre) for the property." (See attachment page 1) 

[18.1 acres X 45 units= 814 total units] 

5-25-05 Resolution 1496-P, Planning Commission approves Comprehensive Plan change from Open 
Space to "Residential - Medium Density and developmental direction # 3 states, 

"The residential density limitation for the subject site shall be no greater than 298 units." 

8-22-05 Appeal to City Council 

10-18-05 Ordinance# 5571, City Council approves Comprehensive Plan change from Open Space to 
Residential and the sixth developmental direction states, 

"The maximum number of residential dwelling units for the subject site shall be in the 
range of240 dwelling units (plus or minus five percent). The actual density shall be 
determined as part of rezoning and application of the plan designations for the property 
and as part of development I site review for the project." 

[The range therefore is 228 - 252 units] 

Zoning Determination 

3-16-06 Opinion No.1599, Planning and Zoning Hearings Board approves SCR-V zoning. COA # 6 
states, 

"The maximum number of residential dwelling units for the property shall be in the 
range of240 dwelling units, plus or minus 5%, and the actual density shall be 
determined through the CDP/DDP application review." [Maximum 252 units] 

Concept Development Plan COP 1-06 

4-10-06 Resolution# 1561-P, Planning Commission approves CDP 1-06. COA #1 states, 

"Approval of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, subdivision 
tentative plat, floodplain alteration permit and significant natural resource permit is 
conditioned upon compliance with the conditions of the associated zone change 
request (Ordinance No. 5633)." [Maximum 252 units] 
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4-18-06 Ordinance #5633, City Council approves SCR-V zoning. COA #6 states, 

"The maximum number of residential dwelling units for the property shall be in the range 
of 240 dwelling units, plus or minus 5%, and the actual density shall be determined 
through the CDP/DDP application review." [Maximum 252 units] 

7-18-06 Resolution# 2172, City Council approves Concept Development Plan "CDP 1-06" 
COA # 1 states, 

"Approval of the concept development plan, detailed development plan, subdivision 
tentative plat, floodplain alteration permit and significant natural resource permit is 
conditioned upon compliance with the conditions of the associated zone change 
request (Ordinance No. 5633)." [Maximum 252 units] 

In the present proposal, the addition of the assumed commercial and other employment uses will 

increase the traffic impact on the surrounding areas by an additional 2848 Average Daily Trips (ADT). 

Perhaps an additional4126 ADT, or more, if higher volume commercial uses are considered. Please 

see page4 of my 9-2-08lettertitled "TRAFFIC LETTER". This increase from 2000 ADT to 2848 or 

4126 ADT is a broken promise to the surrounding residents. 

The intent of the City's limit on residential units for this site was to limit the impact on the 

surrounding neighborhoods. This is obvious from statements made during the preceding hearings. I 

will quote several, (For a more complete list of these quotes, please see attachment pages 3-11.) 

Planning Commission 11-29-04 

"This community is different. The roads aren't the same, the traffic volumes aren't the same. The ljiJad 
capacities are not the same. The safety issues are not the same as standard traffic counting... And for us 
to .. .impose new loads on this existing community has got to be done extremely carefully, if at all. 
Because ... this township has a character and it scares me to be tinkering around with it ... So we have to 
find a way to get this 800 pound gorilla to lay down carefully next to this very sensitive community ... " 

President Roberts 

Planning Commission 1-26-05 

" ... we are at a place where the PC is seeking to provide some sort of way of describing or limiting the 
uses in a way that's dependable so they can then use that use determination as a basis for taking action on 
the Plan amendment request so they can then use that use determination as a basis ...... The 
-ecommendation or the scenario I'm sketching out here would be that we would re-notice to allow for 
some expanded consideration of other Plan designations and that in that new hearing that in addition to the 
SCPA Plan designation that the commission could consider a recommendation on a combination of low 
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density, medium density Plan designation for this property. That would fix the density. It would allow for 
some certainty, that certain densities could not be exceeded because of the densities that are allowed in 
those Plan designations. The Planning Staff has looked at the question that if this property were 
designated for on the Plan as low density residential and medium density residential ... It would be possible 
to do a Station Community Residential-Village zoning designation with low and medium density Plan 
designations, .. The scenario that I just described would also provide some assurances at the front end ... It 
would provide some assurances that the property could not be developed in a higher residential density 
that was of concern to at least the Orenco Neighbor Organization and others ... The only thing that you 
would settle down is the density issues, and the residential nature of the development,." 

Counselor Sercombe, City Attorney 

Planning Commission 3-30-05 

"Tonight you have a different application before you than the one that you've spent so many months on 
previously. It is the same project, it is the same proposal but it has a different plan designation to make 
both you, us and the public more comfortable with the outer parameters of the intensity of the use. You 
now have instead of a possibility on paper of doing 834 units you have a maximum or 298 proposed. You 
no longer have to deal with the possibility of future zoning and worrving that, a, if the Plan designation 
goes through short of a condition that the zoning might go to the full limit not withstanding the 
representations we've made to you ... " Counselor Sullivan, Applicants' Attorney 

"I can tell each of you that as this application moves forward, this commission will be involved as it has 
to this point with insuring the adequate protections are put in place for best protecting the old Orenco 
Neighborhood ... this Commissioner will closely watch how we take best care of traffic consideration, of 
density" Commissioner Coulter 

"We have promised the people of Orenco that we would not negatively impact their community" 
--- Commissioner Mathews 

City Council Deliberations 9-6-05 

"a number of us have suggested that lower density, a, changing the density levels to lower density levels 
and making this more compatible with your neighborhood as possible, something that we would be 
interested in doing." Councilor Keizur 

"What would occur is the Comprehensive Plan designation would limit the density which could occur in 
this SCR-V zone, the SCR-V zone by definition has a fairly high maximum density but the 
Comprehensive Plan designation would put a cap on the allowable density which could permit in that 
SCR-V zone." "I would say that the Comprehensive Plan designation on the site is going to provide the 
guidelines for how the property would develop in the future ... there's going to be a, as with many projects, 
a density range, a minimum and maximum density range that they'll be working with ... the 
Comprehensive Plan would set the tone for how the property would develop the, the, it's the big, big 
picture." Mr. Estes, Planning Supervisor 

"in taking an action on the Plan changes you will set the parameters for future planning actions related to 
this property. And there is a density range, I don't remember what it is, for low density residential in the 
<?>Comprehensive Plans like 8 to 12 or something like that units per acre. There's a density range for 
medium which is 13 to 18 or some such number and there's a density range for high density residential 
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and when you make that, when you paint that picture by making the diagram change you will set what the 
parameters will be, low and high for residential development on that propertv ... So that what happens then 
at the next stage is that you can influence how that development works within the parameters with what 
the Comp Plan says." Counselor Sercomb 

"And where I seem to hear people coming is that the answer to that question is as presented the answer is 
no because it is somewhat more dense and somewhat less open than, a than would be acceptable given the 
nature of this particular property, where it's located and the benefit to the community." Mayor Hughes 

"So in my mind this really needs to go through some kind of a lower density designation ... go for some 
density number that will get us lower than what we're at today ... " Councilor Castillo 

As the foregoing quotes show, the intent in limiting the number of residential units was so the 

impact, almost exclusively traffic impact, on the surrounding areas would be limited. Without the 

assurance that the impact would be limited on the surrounding areas, the Comprehensive Plan Map 

designation for this site would not have been changed from Open Space to Residential. 

The applicants represented that all they wanted to do was residential development, that the zoning 

of Station Community Residential- Village was just a way to allow a more thorough development 

review process. They even fought efforts by local residents to have them include Neighborhood 

Commercial uses in the development. At the Planning Commission hearing on 11-29-04 the 

applicants' representative Mimi Doukas stated, 

"There's a lot of conversation about the density. There were conversations about the amount 
of traffic if the land were to develop at 45 units per acre. As I mentioned previously the 
reason we are discussing the SCR-V zone is that it gives you additional discretion. It's got a 
huge density range, it's got a density range of7 units per acre to 45 dwelling unit per acre. 
We don't want 45 dwelling units per acre. Venture Properties doesn't do multi-family 
housing. We could go with a different designation that had a smaller maximum density and 
if that's something we need to consider, we can certainly discuss it, but it allows us to, the 
SCR-V zone is designed for areas within this distance oflight rail stations and for properties 
of this size so they can have a more comprehensive design. And we believe that this is the 
appropriate case example for what SCR-V is designed to do. It's that more comprehensive 
approach and that additional level of scrutiny; adjacent to the Orenco neighborhood we think 
you deserve that level of scrutiny. We are committing ourselves to that level of scrutiny." 

At the Planning Commission hearing on 1-26-05, 

"We are willing to commit to 300 units. The zoning designations give you 45 units per acre for 
Station Community Village. We are willing to go with village. It gives you additional 
controls." (Doukas) 
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AtLUBA, 

"Moreover, it is consistent with the past action of the Council changiog the zoniog district for 
the property to SCR-V with the understanding that the currently-proposed residential 
development was iotended." (City's Response brief at LUBA, see attachment page 12) 

This proposal, if approved, will add an additional traffic impact to this area equivalent to another 

356 residential units (above and beyond the traffic impact from the 252 units already approved), or an 

additional 515 units if one considers higher traffic volume generating commercial uses. (Please see 

my "TRAFFIC LETTER" of9-2-08) I oppose this proposal because of the increase in the traffic it 

will generate and the resultant impact on the local areas. That iocrease will further destroy the historic 

ambience and livability of the Orenco Townsite. The increase in traffic will magnify current safety 

concerns at the 227th Street Bridge, at the "no roadway shoulder" area of west Quatama, on the narrow 

streets of Orenco and on Cornelius Pass Road. It will create more congestion on Cornelius Pass Road. 

And it will generate pressure to have Quatama Road connect through my property to Baseline. I will 

be adversely affected. If this proposal did not result in any additional traffic impact then I would be all 

in favor of adding some commercial and employment uses, that however, would require a significant 

reduction in the number of residential units, which does not happen with this CDP "modification". 

In prior proceediogs, I fought to have the applicants include neighborhood commercial and 

employment uses, which I thought were necessary components for a development within a Station 

Community Residential- Village zone. However, what I thought was required was determined to 

only be optional, as the City and the applicants had asserted. They were upheld by the Land Use 

Board of Appeals, the Appellate Court, and the Oregon Supreme Court, albeit without written 

opinions from the later two. 

Through the appeals process I found out, according to the City's Response brief to LUBA, that, 

"Finally, and alternatively, the Council adopts the reasoniog of the Planning commission that the 
open space, parkland, cultural resource and residential components of this development give it 
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the character of a residential village and make it consistent with the purposes of the SCR- V 
zoning district stated in HZO Section 136 Il.H." (Emphasis added) and that, 

"The applicants here have proposed a diverse, integrated community where residents live, may 
work in home occupations or the Historic McDonald House, and enjoy the parks and open space 
facilities provided as part of this proposal. The site is connected with the Orenco neighborhood 
through connections to the nearby Orenco Scholl and the regional trail system. Nevertheless, the 
residents may use the parks and open space system for their recreation without leaving the 
development. The range of housing types are allowed in this zone under Table II ofHZO 
section 136 and includes townhouses to single family houses and has been designed b the 
applicants to integrate with the existing Orenco neighborhood in addition to its other neighbors. 
Being a part of the Orenco neighborhood, additional commercial services or employment centers 
other than those provided are not deemed necessarv by the Commission... R. 445 - 446" 
(Emphasis added) 

[R 445-446 are pages 3-4 of"Attachment B" of City Resolution No. 1561-P] 

(The above two quotes are taken from the City's Response brief to LUBA, see attachment pages 
12-13) 

and in LUBA 's Final Opinion and Order that, 

"In approving the CDP, the city also made an alternative finding that the proposed development 
was sufficiently mixed-use to satisfy approval standard, and that the mixed use character of 
nearby development could be taken into account. The approved CDP is for detached and 
attached singe family uses, parkland, open space and floodplain, and preservation of the 
McDonald House. The city determined that the range of housing types within the CDP, 
including the option of retail commercial and pedestrian- related office uses on the ground and 
second floors of residential structures, connection to nearby parks and open space through a 
regional trail system, the retention of the McDonald House, and the fact that the CDP is part 
of the larger Orenco neighborhood were sufficient to show that the development is a mixed­
use development meeting the applicable criteria. Record 24-25, 430-462. The city's findings on 
this issue are adequate and are supported by substantial evidence in the record. Respondent 
advances other arguments under the first assigrunent of error that we need not consider. The first 
assigrunent of error is denied." (Pages 9-10 ofLUBA's Final Opinion and Order, 12-14-06) 
(See attachment pages 14-15) (Emphasis added) 

and that, in the City's Response Brief to the Appellate Court, 

"Petitioner did not challenge the alternative basis for finding compliance with the approval 
criterion in his petition for review to LUBA, that the mix of uses on and near the property is 
sufficiently diverse to meet any mixed-use 'intent of the [SCR-VJ zoning district.' The Board 
should have affirmed the decision for that reason. To whatever extent justiciable, this alternative 
basis for approving the uses in the concept development plan is a proper application of the 
approval criterion." (Page 9 of the City's Response Brief to the Appellate Court) (Please see 
attachment page 16) (Emphasis added) 
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The above conclusions by the City, LUBA, Appellate Court, and the Oregon Supreme Court clearly 

show that the initial CDP by the applicants had, because of the site's proximity with the attributes of 

the surrounding areas, met the intent of the Station Community Residential -Village zone. 

In conclusion, CDP approval criteria HZO 136 VII.B.6.b.l. states, 

"The Planning Commission shall approve an application for Concept Development Plan 
approval only upon finding ... (1) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is consistent 
with the purposes identified in this section and the intent of the applicable SCP A district" 

The intent of the Station Community Residential- Village zone is found at HZO 136 2.H., 

" ... The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of a pedestrian-sensitive, yet 
auto-accommodating, community containing a range of residential housing types, mixed use 
residential, free-standing neighborhood commercial uses and employment opportunities. A 
residential village project may be developed in one or more phases. A residential village 
incorporates a number of design, development and infrastructure features indicative of a self­
reliant neighborhood. A residential village incorporates a number of design, development and 
infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant neighborhood; including, but not limited to: 
multi-purpose streets linking residential areas with neighborhood activity and commercial 
centers and the light rail station; horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban 
design befitting a growing major metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in the built 
environment; a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community services; advantageous 
and sensitive use of natural resource features and open space; and innovative and imaginative 
site planning in order to develop a sense of place where the amenities, facilities, features, and 
overall urban design and architectural integration could not be achieved through application of 
any other individual or abutting combination of districts or zones". (Emphasis added) 

The applicants' proposal is not necessarily consistent with the intent of a SCR-V because, as written, 

the intent statement is limited to SCR-V developments "where the amenities, facilities, features, and overall 

urban design and architectural integration could not be achieved through application of any other individual 

or abutting combination of districts or zones". The "amenities, facilities, features, and overall urban design 

and architectural integration" can be achieved through "application of other individual or abutting 

combination of districts or zones", as has been ruled by LUBA, the Appellate Court, and the Oregon 

Supreme Court all of which affirmed the City's conclusion that by "Being a part of the Orenco 

neighborhood, additional commercial services or employment centers other than those provided are not 

deemed necessary by the Commission." 

Please see quotes above, especially the following phrases contained in those quotes: 
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"Being a part of the Orenco neighborhood, additional commercial services or 
employment centers other than those provided are not deemed necessary ... " 

" ... the mixed use character of nearby development could be taken into account. .. " 

" ... the fact that the CDP is part of the larger Orenco neighborhood were sufficient to 
show that the development is a mixed-use development meeting the applicable 
criteria ... " 

" ... the mix of uses on and near the property is sufficiently diverse to meet any mixed­
use 'intent of the [SCR-V] zoning district .... " 

Therefore, the site of this development is not a site "where the amenities, facilities, features, and 

overall urban design and architectural integration could not be achieved through application of any 

other individual or abutting combination of districts or zones." For the applicant to argue otherwise 

would raise the issue of judicial estoppel, which "precludes a party from asserting a position in one 

legal proceeding which is contrary to a position it has already asserted in another. .. " Patriot Cinemas, 

Inc. v. General Cinemas Corp, US Court of Appeals, First Circuit,834 F.2d 208. 

Furthermore, with the increase in traffic impact from this proposal it is difficult to see how this 

"modification" is consistent with the intent of the SCR-V district "to develop a sense of place ... " 

Implicit in this phase is that it be a "nice" place not one plagued by safety concerns or traffic 

congestion. Thank you for your consideration. 

Respec 

;im Lubisch:r 
22720 NW Quatama 
Hillsboro, Or 97124 

Attachments: pages 1-16. 
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Request 

If /1/Jt :('A "1'7(YU) 
~-------.... .,...,..,...-=·.....,..., ---------The Co-applicants, Venture Properties, Inc., and the Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc., request 

approval of a Concept Development Plan (CDP) for a 55-acre site generally located west of NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and north of NW Quatama Road. This proposal is for a residential development 
featuring detached and attached (townhome type) single-family residential dwelling units. The residential 
community is called "Orenco Woods Crossing." The proposal also includes a provision for community 
amenities, including preservation of a cultural resource on the property (the McDonald House), potential 
acquisition (by the City Parks and Recreation) of a 5-acre portion of the site for a future park, extension of 
the regional trail system through the site, and protection and enhancement of significant natural resources. 

Project Proposal Summary 

The Applicants propose to redevelop the Orenco Woods Golf Course as a residential community of 
detached and attached single-family homes. The residential community will contain 147 detached single­
family homes and 105 attached single-family dwelling units (or townhomes), totaling 252 units. All units 
will be fee-simple for sale homes. The variety of housing types will help the City meet its housing goals 
by providing housing options at a range of prices. The proposal also includes a request for model homes 
on the site prior to full completion of the development. 

The overall site is 55.0 acres. Over half of the site - 36.9 acres - will be preserved or set aside for 
significant natural resources, environmental constraints, open space, stormwater detention facilities, 
utility easements, and public and private roads. Of this acreage, a minimum of 7.4 acres is required for 
"useable open space." Overall, 20.5 acres of the property will be used for development. 

The 18.1 net developable acres will contain 252 units. This calculates to a net residential density of 13.9 
dwelling units per net acre, which is above the minimum density requirement (7 dwelling units per net 
acre) but well below the allowable maximum density ( 45 dwelling units per net acre) for the property. 

The Applicants propose to develop the property in multiple phases. Infrastructure and the first phase of 
dwelling units are anticipated to begin construction in Summer 2006 and be completed late Fall 2006. 
Due to wet weather restrictions, this initial phase will include construction of a bridge (see Exhibit M for 
examples) and culvert that connect the isolated developable sections of the property. A subsequent phase 
will commence in Spring 2007. Additional phases are anticipated to begin in Summer 2006. The 
Applicant projects completion of the site in 2007. 

The site. plan design features create a residential community that respects existing neighborhoods, 
preserves significant open space, and provides a pedestrian-friendly environment reasonably accessible to 
regional transit. (Two light rail stations are 2,600-3,900 feet from the site). 

Architecture 
Venture Properties produces high-quality well-designed residential communities. As illustrated in Exhibit 
A, Streetscape-Alley Plans and Townhomes (Elevations A & B), the design of both detached single­
family homes and attached single-family homes (townhomes) feature the architectural detail set forth in 
the City's development standards and guidelines, including varying rooflines, articulated facades, 
entryways oriented to the street (some townhomes face landscaped courtyards that have direct access to 
the street), and alley-accessed garages. The design also incorporates use of high quality building 
materials. These elements combined with landscaping features provides a visually appealing and aesthetic 
amenity to the community. 

Orenco Woods Crossing- Concept Development Plan (CDP) Application 
City of Hillsboro Page 5 
February 21,2006 
WRG Design, Inc. 
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Orenco Wrods Onsslng Development- Hil/sboro Project#: OIJ12 

At the adjacent NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, the street widening 
improvements on the west leg of the intersection will trigger additional street widening requirements on 
the east leg to establish proper lane transitions through the intersection along NW Quatama Road. With 
proposed improvements in place, an exclusive left-tum lane will be established on both the eastbound 
and westbound approaches of the intersection. For this study, it was assumed that the existing permitted 
left-turn signal phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches of this signalized intersection will be 
maintained, with protected left-tum signal phasing maintained on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

With all proposed off-site transportation improvements in place, Figure 9 illustrates the assumed lane 
configurations and traffic control devices at the study area intersections. 

SITE TRIP GENERATION 
Estimates for the average daily, weekday a.m., and weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trip ends for the 
proposed site development were derived from empirical observations at other similar developments. 
These observations are summarized in the standard reference manual, Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (Reference 3). 

Table 3 summarizes the estimated site trip generation during a typical weekday as well as during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the proposed development. 

TABLE4 
Trip Generation Estimate 

Average Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak 

rrE Daily Hour Trips Hour Trips 
Land Use Code Size Trips Total In Out Total In Out 

Single Family Homes 210 141 units 1,350 106 27 79 142 89 53 
Townhomes 230 111 units 650 56 10 46 65 44 21 

Total =:;;;;if252 units r\2,000 162 37 125 207 133 74 -,- -As shown in Table 3, the proposed 'site development will generate approximately 2,000 daily trips, with 
162 trips occurring during the weekday a.m. peak hour, and 207 trips occurring during the weekday p.m. 
peak hour. 

SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

The distribution of site-generated trips onto the study area roadways was previously determined in the 
transportation impact analyses prepared for the Comprehensive Plan change for the Orenco Woods 
Crossing site. Based on all previous analyses, and assuming the proposed site development has a single 
full access to NW Quatama Road and a single limited right-in/right-out/left-in access to NW Quatama 
Road, the estimated distribution patterns reflect a 47.5% distribution to/from the north along NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, a 10% distribution to/from the east along NW Quatama Road, a 12% distribution 
.to/from the south along NW Cornelius Pass Road, a 10% distribution to/from the southwest along NW 
231" Avenue, and a 12.5% distribution to/from the northwest along NW 231" Avenue. Figure 10 
illustrates the estimated site trip distribution patterns for the development with Figures 11 and 12 
illustrating the assignment of site-generated traffic for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively. 
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Quotes From Prior Proceedings ( f $ -I\ ) 

The following are quotes from prior proceedings to show, I) how the City intended to limit the 

traffic impact from this development by putting a limit on the density of promised residential use, and 

2) the "reason" for the selection of the Station Community Residential- Village zoning. 

A complete copy of all prior proceeding transcripts has been sent to the Planning Department for 

submission to the record via E-mail. These should be available via electronic media if needed to 

determine if there are any "ellipses", any quotes are taken out of context, etc. The applicant is 

encouraged to submit copies of audio recordings from the prior proceedings to point out any errors 

found in the transcripts. 

Planning Commission 11-29-04 

Applicant Doukas- There's a lot of conversation about the density. There were conversations about 
the amount of traffic if the land were to develop at 45 units per acre. As I mentioned previously the 
reason we are discussing the SCR-V zone is that it gives you additional discretion. It's got a huge 
density range, it's got a density range of7 units per acre to 45 dwelling unit per acre. We don't want 
45 dwelling units per acre. Venture Properties doesn't do multi-family housing. We could go with 
a different designation that had a smaller maximum density and if that's something we need to 
consider, we can certainly discuss it, but it allows us to, the SCR-V zone is designed for areas within 
this distance oflight rail stations and for properties of this size so they can have a more 
comprehensive design. And we believe that this is the appropriate case example for what SCR-V is 
designed to do. It's that more comprehensive approach and that additional level of scrutiny; 
adjacent to the Orenco neighborhood we think you deserve that level of scrutiny. We are 
committing ourselves to that level of scrutiny. 

Commissioner Mathews- we have the obligation to the Orenco community, the City does, and we 
do, to preserve that ,and putting another I 00 cars on the street is not going to preserve it 

President Roberts- This community is different. The roads aren't the same, the traffic volumes 
aren't the same. The road capacities are not the same. The safety issues are not the same as standard 
traffic counting ... And for us to .. .impose new loads on this existing community has got to be done 
extremely carefully, if at all. Because whatever, I mean, this township has a character and it scares me 
to be tinkering around with it ... So we have to find a way to get this 800 pound gorilla to lay down 
carefully next to this very sensitive community and somehow help the Elks. They need help. 
Commissioner Coulter- I will share with you on that regard. I have to echo our president's thoughts 
here. 
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Planning Commission 1-12-05 

Roberts - how do I wrestle with the notion that the impact of this development, whether it's 250 
homes or 300 or 400 homes, and you put that immediately adjacent to a very sensitive historic 
neighborhood, that the City has made a commitment to, to maintain as best we can, its integrity ... By 
our own consultant we are going to be, if this thing goes through and we continue connectivity rules, 
we're going to be putting 50% more traffic in that area. On streets that, that, that it appears can't 
handle 50% more traffic. Even if the streets can technically handle the traffic, I'm not sure the 
neighborhood, the sense of the neighborhood, the design sense of the neighborhood, the historic sense 
of the neighborhood can handle more traffic. 

Planning Commission 1-26-05 

Doukas- We are willing to commit to 300 units. The zoning designations give you 45 units per acre 
for Station Community Village. We are willing to go with village. It gives you additional 
controls. We're also willing to go with SCR-LD if that is more appropriate with a 12 unit maximum 

President Roberts- " ... ifwe say yes to their application we have vested 45 units per acre because of 
the SCPA zone and theoretically they could go out and sell that to somebody else and somebody else 
comes back in and says I want 45 units per acre. That makes me very uncomfortable, unless we can 
condition it somehow, I mean short of that, we're going to have to ask the applicant to go back for a 
different zone to get us down to a zone that is tolerable ... somehow or another we have to find a way 
that we can ensure that we're not going to get 45 unit per acre in some kind of vesting 
It would be very nice to send some kind of strong signal that says we got to pay some real close 
attention to how much traffic and<? whether> we allow traffic to move in and adjacent to old Orenco. 
And without conditions I don't know how we do that. So is there a way through this? 

City Attorney Sercomb- "There may be, we talked about this as a staff .. .it maybe that we could 
impose those conditions. They could be defensible but there is some concern about whether or not 
they're vulnerable to challenge. We talked about a couple of other techniques that may get you to 
where you want to go ... In this case there could be a development agreement. .. it would limit the uses 
the property and that would bind the property until it's changed or until the development agreement 
expires. The third technique I think would be to have ... is to have a somewhat heavy legislative 
history about this Plan amendment in the findings and in discussion by the formal recommendation of 
counsel that says the only reason why we're making a decision about the property being used and it's 
satisfying the Plan criteria, the Plan amendment criteria on the assumption that it's going to be 
developed as represented by the applicant. .. All three of those techniques I think would be possible in 
order to carry out specifics as presented by applicant here; it might have some binding effect or 
precedential effect in future zoning actions." 

Coulter- We can't run the risk that it falls apart and we're back to 45 units per acre ... Again, the 
consequences if, if it takes a certain period oftime and it falls apart, so that it doesn't go back to a 
wide open SCPA ... Well, I think its incumbent upon us to try to protect the land, the Orenco neighbors 
and the current applicant development folks. We have to do all three. We can't leave one hanging. 

[Commissioner Mathews- Mr. Sercomb, I hear you say quite a few things like this might work or this 
could work, but if it was your million dollars would you put your bet on it? 
Sercomb- Well, I would never bet on the land use system with a million dollars. I'll tell you that much.] 
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Coulter- Sometimes we have to take the lead and in maybe in this particular arena to protect all 
parties we have to look at a development agreement option ... so perhaps this is a viable option to give 
some sense of protection to the old Orenco folks 

Roberts- I'm personally a bit uncomfortable saying 'Council you haven't heard all the testimony that 
we've heard and here's the, you know, we want you to worry about traffic 

Sercomb- you're at a place where you say without some controls, some better controls on this property 
we're uncomfortable finding that Plan amendment criteria are met because we can't pin down with any 
sort of certainty what the proposed uses are going to be in order to apply those criteria. 

Roberts- It' the interface between the old and the new community that is always the sticking point. 
We have to take care of the old community. 
Coulter- I would propose then that we move forward then with the last recommendation by Counsel to 
maybe have you come back in two weeks with the framework of a development agreement. .. 
and ensure then we're trying to put some sideboards on this to ensure that we're trying to protect the old 
and the new to protect the density and those issues. 

Sercomb- I think what they're saying is that they want to know, that they want to have some certainty 
about the development is before they apply and make findings based on the Plan change criteria ... 
I think that, I but I think that Debbie's correct, Ms. Raber's correct, that the development agreement 
here is going to be a fairly significant land use action. I mean it will, it will bind you in the future 
concept development plan, and detailed development plan approvals assuming that the SCP A Plan 
designation is what comes out of it. 

Roberts- Well the, I mean, frankly this sounds like classic Hillsboro, you know, that we are, we are 
just beating our heads against the wall trying to figure out how to, how to marry all of these issues and 
find a way to say yes as opposed to just say no. That's classic Hillsboro ... Yes, let's be real clear, I 
think we need to enter into this development agreement process that allows us to put enough 
parameters on the approval so we're certain that we can protect to the best , to the greatest extent 
possible old Orenco, 

Planning Commission 2-9-05 

Brooks -Y au were expressing discomfort with moving ahead on the Plan change without some 
assurances on specific points that you had concerns about. .. There maybe other ways that we can get 
to the same point 

Sercomb -... we are at a place where the PC is seeking to provide some sort of way of describing or 
limiting the uses in a way that's dependable so they can then use that use determination as a basis ... 
The reconunendation or the scenario I'm sketching out here would be that we would re-notice to allow 
for some expanded consideration of other Plan designations and that in that new hearing that in 
addition to the SCP A Plan designation that the commission could consider a recommendation on a 
combination of low density, medium density Plan designation for this property. That would fix the 
density. It would allow for some certainty, that certain densities could not be exceeded because 
of the densities that are allowed in those Plan designations. The Planning Staff has looked at the 
question that if this property were designated for on the Plan as low density residential and medium 
density residential.. .It would be possible to do a Station Community Residential -Village zoning 
designation with low and medium density Plan designations ... The scenario that I just described 
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would also provide some assurances at the front end ... It would provide some assurances that 
the propertv could not be developed in a higher residential density that was of concern to at 
least the Oren co Neighbor Organization and others ... The only thing that you would settle down 
is the density issues, and the residential nature ofthe development, 

Coulter -I think probably the most critical element for me to determine either or is our ability to 
control those factors that we heard over and over and over and over that we are concerned about after 
listening to all the testimony that at some avenue down the road we have an opportunity to be able to 
make a decision in those areas and not be locked out of it like Open Space or the old Orenco 
Neighborhood or the McDonald House ... And so we could also, I mean, am I understanding that we'd 
be still able to deal with the accessibility to old Orenco Neighborhood. 
Sercomb- I think the Commission might adapt a motion to ... re-opening the public hearing to 
consider modifying the Plan amendment application to apply other residential zones, low density and 
medium density residential zones, excuse me, Plan designations to this property ... 

Planning Commission 3-30-05 

Counselor Sullivan (Applicant's Attorney)- ... Tonight you have a different application before you 
than the one that you've spent so many months on previously. It is the same project, it is the same 
proposal but it has a different plan designation to make both you, us and the public more 
comfortable with the outer parameters of the intensity of the use. You now have instead of a 
possibility on paper of doing 834 units you have a maximum or 298 proposed. You no longer 
have to deal with the possibility of future zoning and worrving that, a, if the Plan designation 
goes through short of a condition that the zoning might go to the full limit not withstanding the 
representations we've made to you ... 

Doukas- in my March 1Oth memo .. .It outlines what the density calculations would be with the 
medium density residential designation across the majority of the property ... And detailed density 
calculations are included as well ... so even if that was a completely different developer which I know 
is a fear, were to come in the density would still be somewhere in that range ... 

Coulter: I can tell each of you that as this application moves forward, this commission will be 
involved as it has to this point with insuring the adequate protections are put in place for best 
protecting the old Oren co Neighborhood ... this Commissioner will closely watch how we take best 
care of traffic consideration, of density 

Mathews: We have promised the people ofOrenco that we would not negatively impact their 
community 

Roberts- What I'd like to insert is a co, and I'll just read it, then I'll read it slower so it's: No site 
emanated traffic shall be assumed to travel west through old Orenco or its neighbors. And for planning 
purposes all site traffic is assumed to travel east to Cornelius Pass Road. Just make it real, real clear that 
a, there's, there, there's no assumption that any traffic is going west from the site so. And it, it looks to 
me like at, on page 1 0 at the top there's two sentences. The end of the second line, is 'reported by 
Kittleson and Associates', period, and if we inserted that, that statement, that would a, give a real clear 
indication of what we're thinking. Do you want me to read it again so you write it? Ok. No site 
emanated traffic generated, that would be just as good or better, that's why we're doing this slow, a, 
shall be assumed to travel west through old Orenco or its neighbors. And for planning purposes all site 
traffic is assumed, a, OK [pause] to travel ease to Cornelius Pass Road. 



City Council Deliberations 9-6-05 

Councilor Keizur- a number of us have suggested that lower density, a, changing the density levels 
to lower density levels and making this more compatible with your neighborhood as possible, 
something that we would be interested in doing. 

Councilor Castillo - So two, the two questions I guess I have open and I'll let others take over from 
here have to do with the total net developable acres on the site and what the min and max densities 
that are allowed in the <?medium> density. 

Councilor Dennis- I'm not convinced that all or part of it, certainly not the plan that was put in front 
of us is, should become, a, we should change the designation from Open Space to residential. 
possible that we could do something here that is better than either the option of approve or deny. If you 
believe as I do that the current plan is unacceptable but that the land will some day be developed then I am 
compelled to look for some option that lands us, if you will, somewhere in the middle 

Councilor Johnson- I understand the, you know, the, the nature of the, that Orenco is trying to 
preserve in, in their area there and I think that this plan has gone a long ways to doing that into 
preserving quiet streets that aren't used as avenues to get from point A to point B through, through 
this historic neighborhood. 

Councilor Dennis -I do think that some day this property will develop, be developed, but, a, but not 
with this much density and not with this little Open Space. 

Councilor Johnson- Ok, but just changing the designation that it's a, you know, from Open Space to, to 
housing we have not addressed the density level. 

Councilor Dennis- Actually we could, we could modifY and say only, only low and medium or we could 
modifY and say all of this and this have to stay Open Spaces. We could do those things. 

Councilor Johnson- it doesn't lock us into any sort of high density, you know, medium density, a, you know 
3 acres of parkland or 5 acres of parkland. We can change all of that in the next step. 

Mr. Estes- What would occur is the Comprehensive Plan designation would limit the density 
which could occur in this SCR-V zone, the SCR-V zone by definition has a fairly high maximum 
density but the Comprehensive Plan designation would put a cap on the allowable density which 
could permit in that SCR-V zone. 

Councilor Castillo - ultimately though they, they chose to go with the, the medium density 
residential. .. What was the, what was the, the compelling factor of that was that you could 
control, specifically control the density? Mr. Estes - Right. The, initially the subject site and the 
subject application was a request for a Comprehensive Plan change to the Station Community 
Planning Area Plan designation and the Planning Commission was having some concern regarding the 
possible densities which could develop on that site and so the public hearing was closed, and then they 
directed staff to reopen the public hearing and they wished to consider alternative Comprehensive 
Plan designations. The designation which can back to them was the medium density Plan designation 
in the second round of hearings. 
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Mr. Estes- I would say that the Comprehensive Plan designation on the site is going to provide 
the guidelines for how the property would develop in the future ... there's going to be a, as with 
many projects, a density range, a minimum and maximum density range that they'll be working 
with ... 
the Comprehensive Plan would set the tone for how the property would develop the, the, it's the 
big, big picture. 

Attorney Sercomb -in taking an action on the Plan changes you will set the parameters for 
future planning actions related to this property. And there is a density range, I don't remember 
what it is, for low density residential in the <?> Comprehensive Plans like 8 to 12 or something like 
that units per acre. There's a density range for medium which is 13 to 18 or some such number and 
there's a density range for high density residential and when you make that, when you paint that 
picture by making the diagram change you will set what the parameters will be, low and high 
for residential development on that propertv ... So that what happens then at the next stage is 
that you can influence how that development works within the parameters with what the Comp 
Plan says. 

Councilor Castillo -let's say that we put down, we suggest that we move forward with, with the 
current plan which is medium density the, that sets the parameters potentially for the density 

Mr. Estes- what we're looking at is, RL, low density residential Plan designation, or RM, medium 
density Plan designation while a zone is something which implements a Comprehensive Plan 
designation. 

Mr. Estes- The density range for the RM medium density Plan designation is 8-16 units per net acre. 
Just for information as well, the low density residential is 3-7 units per net acre ... there is a density 
calculation worksheet also provided by Ms. Doukas and she has broken down the various pods as 
they're called, of development and there is a western medium density residential pod of 10 net acres, a 
central medium density pod of 2.4 7 net acre and then the southeastern medium density residential pod 
of 6.06 acres and then there's the small area which is shown as low density residential at the southern 
portion of the site as well, a, 0.20 net acres and then, that was utilized to calculate the total maximum 
density of 298 dwelling units 

Councilor Castillo- So the density, medium density you said was defined as 8-16 ... And 3-7 for 
Mr. Estes- For low density .. .Jet's say you had a subsequent development application come forward 
there would be a density calculation provided for the entire area designated RM, medium density 
residential and then a set of density calculations provided for the portion of the site which is 
designated low density residential applying the applicable minimum and maximum multipliers. 

Councilor Andrews -On that exhibit A map it has medium density residential development 40 plus 
or minus acres and then what I just heard is that medium density could be anywhere from 8-16 units 
per acre. And then what I also see on exhibit A is 1.4 plus or minus acres for low density. And quite 
frankly I'm not comfortable with that at all, that's disproportionate as far as I'm concerned for the 
property. So at what point, if other councilors were in agreement with that, what point do we say 
that's not acceptable and how do we do that, and say, let's say just for a sake of argument, the twenty 
acres is going to be medium density, twenty acres is going to be low density 

Mr. Estes -there may be ways to modif'y, 
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Councilor Dennis- the answer to your question is that ifthere's some, and I don't know that there is, 
if there were some level of consensus at the, the Council level to say this is too dense right now, this, 
this change that we're contemplating and there's not enough Open space and then we could say, we 
could ask our staff to make a staff recommendation to come back to us in two weeks 

Mr. Estes- Really the change is for the portion of the site which is designated Open Space to the 
proposed medium density residential. 

Councilor Andrews -In the strictest definition, if you look on either side of that, there is a large area 
of pink which is, is high density, it either is already or is slated to be and I see the green patch in the 
middle and realize, that's the only bit of elbow room for a very high dense, a densely populated region 
and this is what I'm, this is what I'm struggling with ... So I'm trying to look for a way to come up 
with a compromise that we can all live with, including myself ... and not have things as compact or as 
dense as what it's being presented to us now. 

Councilor Keizur- But if we all recognize that this piece of property is going to be developed then 
let's do what we can to make it best for all the parties involved. 

Mayor Hughes- And where I seem to hear people coming is that the answer to that question is as 
presented the answer is no because it is somewhat more dense and somewhat less open than, a 
than would be acceptable given the nature of this particular property, where it's located and the 
benefit to the community. 

Councilor Castillo- So in my mind this really needs to go through some kind of a lower density 
designation ... go for some density number that will get us lower than what we're at today ... 

Councilor Johnson -I agree also that there needs to be a some second look at the amount of density 
on here. 

Mr. Estes -we have a potential concept that we were just wanting to run by you to see whether or not 
this is what you had in mind ... What Mr. Brooks and I have thought of as a concept to get your input 
is would there be a consideration oflow density residential on the northwestern portion of the site, 
keeping the floodplain designation and then have medium density residential at the southeastern 
portion of the site? 
Councilor Dennis -it's too much density on this and there's not enough Open Space 

Councilor Johnson -But I think this neighborhood is unique in itself from anyplace else in 
Hillsboro ... it's our obligation to protect that at every last resort 

Councilor Johnson -If in the compromise they were to come up to say that, you know, they could 
have some medium density on the north side of the creek but it's in the, in the, you know, in the 10 to 
12 range rather than all the way up to the 16 range. 

Mr. Estes -There are ways that you can also accomplish that through having a portion of an area designated 
low density and maybe a portion designated medium density and there'd be a blended effect, an averaged 
density which would occur, in that area. 
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City Council 10-4-05 meeting 

Mr. Estes - After discussion between the Councilors and staff the Council directed staff to return to 
tonight's meeting with alternative Comprehensive Plan configurations which would include more low 
density residential on the subject site ... there are three Plan configurations ... First of all, in the October 
3rd staff report the modified Planning Commission recommendation highest density ... an option B 
alternative entitled lowest density. The lowest density alternative includes RL, low density, planned 
area at the northwestern portion of the site. As the name suggests this alternative would have the 
lowest density proposed. Because of the reduction in the density on the entire site the bridge across 
Rock Creek would not be provided therefore vehicular access to the northwestern designated RL, low 
density residential designated area, and the northern RM, medium density residential designated area, 
would be provided via Dogwood street and, or Birch Street. .. determined that the option A alternative 
with no vehicular connectivity to Old Orenco may serve as a compromise between all parties. This 
alternative would have lower density than the modified Planning Commission alternative. It would 
reduce traffic impacts on Old Orenco since no direct vehicular access would be provide ... Out ofthe 
four alternatives staff would recommend that the compromise option be considered this evening. 

Mr. Lawrence (Deputy City Manager)- The recommendation basically allows, I think, the least 
amount of impact to the Orenco neighborhood ... And certainly the low density buffer is significantly 
greater in the recommendation that we have before you tonight versus what the Planning commission 
approved ... And lastly I'd note that we're dealing with, you know, somewhere, you know, 200 some 
odd units so, put in context, the amount of traffic that we're having cross the bridge is a much more 
diminished number of traffic 

Mr. Brooks -If you look at the staff recommended compromise option map, that low density, low 
density medium density dividing line on the western portion of the site is about five hundred feet from 
the western property boundary ... how much you're probably talking a range here. This would be 
about 240 dwelling units. A, you know, probably half of them would be on the other side of the 
creek, a, so you're talking I 0, a, I 0 a, trips a day for single family so that's twelve hundred cars, local 
street can handle fifteen hundred cars a day. A, and then you're talking about the PM peak hour 
which is 10% of those trips would be the, a, the, a, the largest ,a, trip concentration during the day. 
That might kind of give you the sense. 

Councilor Johnson- and the second question is when we develop it what impacts will it have on 
Orenco? And when you do that this answers the question of how to best insulate Orenco from this 
development and I think it's appropriate. 

Councilor Andrews- How is it decided then when, when something's designated low density, 
medium density, high density, there's ranges of X number of units per acre, a, and, and there's a 
range. Who determines where that is going to end up? 

Councilor Johnson- Then you have to take a look at the Old Orenco neighborhood and what makes 
Orenco special. And, and what makes Oren co special is that, it's not the fact that it has Open Space 
around it because , you know, thirty years ago, yes there was Open Space all around it but now there 
is, there is no Open Space around it, a, and what makes it special is the unique type of streets that they 
have there. There are no sidewalks, there are tall trees around there, there are ditches that, that are on 
the sides of the road and so what you're saying to the Orenco neighborhood is that we are going to 
change you so that we can allow this development in here and I think that is just contrary to, you 
know, to what is, what is right.. .. it's not funny when, when Orenco has to, has to change the ·'~ 
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character of itself, what makes itself special in order to accommodate this development and I think 
this proposal insulates Orenco from this development and, and it isolates this development all amongst 
itself. 

Mayor Hughes- in essence what we did was we made a contract with the residents of those 
areas, essentially saying you live in a special area, we will make sure that the impact of future 
development is minimized in your area in order to preserve the feel of that particular area 
because we think that it is important to have those kinds of places in an urbanized area. With 
Oren co the difficulty always has been the amount of traffic that goes through there and that was 
why part ofthat design in the Orenco, in the Orenco Station or the Orenco Station Area Plan called for 
minimal improvement of the streets .. .it is a special place and I think that on the macro level the 
question that we have to approach is, is there a way that we can preserve those special places within 
the context of the greater urban area? And if we're going to do that we have to be, we have to be 
consistent with the contract that we've made with the folks in the past in order to maintain the 
integrity of our planning system. 

Councilor Johnson- the proposal that, a, has been recommended by the City staff has, increases the 
low density neighborhood in there ... as far as density is concerned ... we have pushed the staff to lower 
the density on this ... So, you know, it's not, it's not going to work so, so this is the compromise that 
we're talking about and, I think, it gets what you were after, you know, that forced us to look at that 
density level but it also gets what, what is most troublesome to the Orenco residents and that is the 
traffic and<?> I think it's a good compromise. 

Councilor Andrews- I'd still would like to see how, a way to preserve the lowest density 
reasonable ... 
A, based on the, the, lower density? And when you say low density you were talking numbers about 
240 on the, the compromise. 

Mr. Brooks- That's correct... the modified Planning Commission recommendation would be 280 
dwelling units approximately plus or minus. A, the a, option, I get this right, option A would be 240. 

City Council meeting 1 0-18-05 

Mr. Estes- There is also a development directive which deals with the maximum number of dwelling 
units to be constructed on the site and this development directive states the maximum number of 
residential dwelling units for the subject site shall be in the range of 240 dwelling units plus or minus 
5%. And the actual density shall be determined as a part of rezoning and application of the Plan 
designations for the property as a part of development site review for the project. 
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applicants' memorandllffi of July 5, 2006 and a May 19, 2000 Staff Report of 
Deborah Raber, Planning Supervisor for the City.7 R. 1151-1170. Table l.h was 
amended in 2000 to specifically change the commercial development requirement in 
the SCR-V zone, to make it optional and not mandatory. The intent of that 
amendment was to allow residential development alone in the SCR-V zone. See City 
of Hillsboro Ordinance No. 4921. The adoption of Ordinance No. 4921 changed the 
intent of the Zoning Ordinance to no longer require mixed use development within 
the SCR-V zoning district.8 

· 

Thus, the Council interprets the regulations of the SCR-V zoning district to not 
require non-residential uses for development in that district. This reading of the code 
is consistent with past zone changes and development review of property in the SCR- . 
V zone, as set out in the April 7 staff report. Moreover, it is consistent with the past I 
action of the Council changing the zoning district for the property to SCR-V with the ~.:: .. -·· 
understanding that the currently-proposed residential development was intended. 

( 

Finally, and alternatively, the Council adopts the reasoning of the Planning 
Commission that the open space, parkland, cultural resource and residential 

I 0 "' components of this development give it the character of a residential village and 
.....- • make it consistent with the purposes of the SCR-V zoning district stated in HZO § 
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136(II)(H). It should be noted that the floodplain and open space area that bisects 
this property make it developable in sections and at a smaller scale than envisioned 
by the 30-acre or larger, integrated SCR-V development discussed at HZO § 
1136(II)(H). For these reasons, the Planning Commission decision on this point is 
affirmed. R. 24- 25. 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 1561-P, the decision affirmed in the instant 

proceedings, sets out the initial decision on the concept development plan and other approvals and 

adopts supportive findings. R. 430 - 462. The Planning Commission determined that the 

development was sufficiently mixed-use and a ''village" to meet the "purpose" and "intent" 

standards. 

7 

8 

The applicants here have proposed a diverse, integrated community where residents 
live, may work in home occupations or the Historic McDonald House, and enjoy the 
parks and open space facilities provided as part of this proposal. . The site is 
connected with the Orenco neighborhood through connections to the nearby Orenco 
School and the regional trail system. Nevertheless, the residents may use the parks 
and open space system for their recreation without leaving the development. The 
range of housing types are allowed in this zone under Table II of HZO section 136 
and includes townhouses to single family houses and has been designed by the 
applicants to integrate with the existing Orenco neighborhood, in addition to its other 

A transcript of the City Attorney's oral advice to the Planning Commission is contained in the record at 348. 

Ord. 4921 is found at App. 57-58 of Petitioner's Brief. LUBA is requested to take Official Notice of its provisions. 

.~.--k~--·-·· --~--
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neighbors. Being a part of the Oren co neighborhood, additional commercial services 
or employment centers other than those provided are not deemed necessary by the 
Commission, which also notes the pedestrian-oriented design of the streets and alleys 
to enable residents and others to walk and travel to, from, and throughout the 
community. The parks, as well as the transportation systems constitute, in the view 
of the Commission, an "organized site plan that facilitates neighborhood self­
sufficiency and a sense of cornmunity."9 R. 445-446 (footnotes omitted). 

Scope of Review. 

The constructions of the zorung ordinance advanced by the Council in applying the 

"purpose" and "intent" approval criterion are interpretations of its terms. On the issue of whether 

the plan was "consistent with ... the intent of the applicable SCPA district [the SCR-V district]," 

the Council findings resolved an internal inconsistency within the ordinance on whether 

neighborhood commercial and employment areas were mandatory parts of an SCR-V concept 

development plan and necessary to its "intent." The Council interpreted the ordinance to "prefer 

one part of it (that made the neighborhood commercial areas optional) over others (that required 

neighborhood commercial areas). The alternative justifications - that a mixed-use development 

was proposed and that the mixed-use character should be assessed in a broader geographic 

context -likewise applied the language of the zoning provision. 

The Board should defer to the City Council's interpretations under ORS 197.829(1). That 

statute requires LUBA to affirm a local goverrunent interpretation of its land use regulations 

unless the interpretation is "inconsistent with express language of the ... land use regulation;" 

'.'inconsistent with the purpose for the ... land use regulation;" "inconsistent with the underlying 

policy that provides the basis for the ... land use regulation;" or contrary to relevant state policy. 

Petitioner argues that the Council's construction of the zoning ordinance is inconsistent 

with its express terms. Petitioner infers that the mixed-use "intent" of the SCR-V zoning district 

is most consistent with the purposes of station community planning areas set out at HZO § 136(1). 

There are no state policies implemented by the SCR-V zoning that control the mix of uses 

9 The Commission quoted from the definition of"residential village" at HZO § 136(1J)(YY). 
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D. The Parties' Remaining Arguments 

Petitioner also argues that the CDP does not meet the requirements of HZO Section 

137(ll), Table l.h., Criterion 7 (Criterion 7), because Cnterion 7 mandates that the CDP 

provide "employment opportunities."8 Respondent answers that there is no requirement for a 

developer to provide employment opportunities within the proposed development. We agree 

with respondent that the applicable language set forth in Criterion 7 is phrased in terms of 

goals and objectives rather than requirements. That section uses the .phrase '~target 

employment density" (emphasis added) in the context of "non-residential density objectives" 

(emphasis added). ln addition, HZO Section 137(VII)(A) discusses the non-residential 

employment "objectives" applicable in residential districts where non-residential 

development is a permitted or conditional use, describing them as a "tool," and states that the 

objective may not applicable where targets cannot be achieved.9 

ln approving the CDP, the city also made an alternative finding that the proposed 

development was sufficiently mixed-use to satisfY approval standards, and that the mixed use 

character of nearby development could be taken into account. The approved CDP is for 

8 HZO Section 137CII), Table !.h., Criterion 7 provides: 

Non-Residential 
Density objective 

Target employment density within the District is 45 persons per net acre 

9 HZO Section 137(VII)(A) provides in relevant part: 

Page9 

"Minimum density objectives are a tool for helping to achieve a desired intensity of 
development and encouraging increased use of light rail transit. These provisions are intended 
to help ensure development and employment opportunities will occur at levels supportive of 
transit in areas identified for non-residential uses which are within walking distance of light 
rail stations. Data on employment densities also helps the City determine the demand for and 
size of the roadway and infrastructure system. . . 

"In residential districts where non-residential development is a permitted or conditional use, 
specified minimum non-residential density targets may not be applicable where such targets 
cannot be achieved by the size of commercial uses permitted in that district." 

,--...- • '<~ ~--- ... ··--- ·- ------. • .... ,~,-~·-·--- ... ·•••-;, ... ~--,.·-·--·-· ·-~~---·~·--· 
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detached and attacued single family uses, parkland, open space and floodplain, and 

preservation of the McDonald House. The city determined that the range of housing types 

within the CDP, including the option of retail commercial and pedestrian-related office uses 

on the ground and second floors of residential structures, connection to nearby parks and 

open space through a regional trail system, the retention of the McDonald House, and the fact 

that the CDP is part of the larger Orenco neighborhood were sufficient to show that the 

development is a mixed-use development meeting the applicable criteria. Record 24-25, 430-

462. The city's fmdings on this issue are adequate and are supported by substantial evidence 

in the record. 

\ , Respondent advances other arguments under the first assigrrment of error that we need l not consider. 

"----- The fust assigrrment of error is denied. 

SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

Petitioner asserts that the city erred in approving the CDP because the applicants' 

required traffic impact analysis (TIA) did not comply with HZO Section 

136(VII)(B)(5)(c)(2), which requires an applicant for development review approval to submit 

a "full traffic impact report" as specified in the code. HZO Section 137(XVI)(C)(1)(a) 

describes the requirements for the TIA, and states in relevant part: 

"The report methodology shall generally be in accord with the standards and 
procedures set forth in Washington County Resolution and Order No. 86-95 
and related code provisions[.]" (Emphasis added) 

Washington County Resolution and Order No. 86-95 (Resolution 86-95) contains a 

requirement that for purposes of a TIA, traffic should be measured withiri the previous 12 

months prior to the application. 

The application was submitted on February 21, 2006. The applicants' TIA included 

traffic count data from two counts taken in December, 2005 and another count taken in May, 

2004. Petitioner asserts that because the applicants' TIA used counts that were collected 
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zoned development) control over earlier and more general descriptions of the zoning district 

in the ordinance, that contemplate a mix of residential and commercial uses. Petitioner does 

not show why this construction of the ordinance is not entitled to deference under ORS 

197.829. 

2. The use requirements stated in HZO §137(11) for the SCR-V zoning district are clear and do 

not require construction. Even if these use requirements were ambiguous, it is proper to rely 

upon the text of the ordinance adopting the requirements as part of their "context" under PGE 

v. Bureau of Labor and Industries, 317 Or 606, 859 P2d 1143 (1993). 

3. Petitioner did not challenge the alternative basis for finding compliance with the approval 

criterion in his petition for review to LUBA, that the mix of uses on and near the property is 

sufficiently diverse to meet any mixed-use "intent of the [SCR-V] zoning district." The 

Board should have affirmed the decision for that reason. To whatever extent justiciable, this 

alternative basis for approving the uses in the concept development plan is a proper 

application of the approval criterion. 

1. Detenninations of the Board 

The first assignment of error in the petition for review alleged that the city council improperly 

applied HZO §136(Vli)(B)(6)(b) in approving the concept development plan because: 1) the plan did 

not meet the "purposes identified in [HZO section 136]," relating to the overall aims of station 

community planning area zoning; and, 2) the plan did not meet the "intent of the applicable [SCR-V] 

zoning district." LUBA Rec. 56-57. Petitioner claimed that the criterion required that the concept 

development plan reserve areas for neighborhood commercial development because the intent of the 

SCR-V district was to assure a mix of residential and commercial uses. 

The city council read the "intent of the applicable [SCR-V] zoning district" more narrowly, 

and to not require a neighborhood commercial component to the plan. The challenged council 

findings were: 

On the other hand, the specific development requirements for the SCR-V zoning 

Page 9 - RESPONSE BRIEF OF THE CITY OF 
HILLSBORO, VENTIJRE PROPERTIES, INC. 

GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER 
A PARiNERStUf> OF" PROf"ESSIOHAL CORPOR-''TlONS 

el~venth floor 
111 s.w. morrison street 

portland, oregon 97104-3/.fl 
(503} 228-3939 



Page I 01 I 

Ruth Klein 

From: Steve Heino [mcgees68@hotmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 12:35 PM 

To: Ruth Klein 

Subject: Orenco woods crossing 

I would like to have some input about the possible trips generated by the proposed commercial additions to the 
already approved plan for the Orenco Woods Crossing. 
My thought is that the already approved number of houses generate "X" number of trips (I doni have that info in 
front of me). They have only cut down the number of dwelling units by 3, yet added a LOT of commercial 
properties. I think that the criteria should be TOTAL NUMBER OF TRIPS GENERATED between residential and 
commercial should not be any higher than the already approved residential trips number. This development is 
already going to greatly affect old town Orenco, and upping the trip counts is only going to make it worse. 
Thank you for letting me have some input. 
Steve Heino 
22600 NW Elm St 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

09/03/2008 1187 
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September 2, 2008 

Ruth Klein 
City of Hillsboro- Planning Dept. 
150 E. Main Street, 4th Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Project#: 0092.0 

RE: New Submittal of Revised Transportation Impact Analysis for Orenco Woods Development 

Dear Ruth: 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC has been directed by the applicant (Venture Properties, Inc.) to submit this 
new and revised transportation impact study for the Orenco Woods Development. This new study, dated 
August 2008, is to replace the previous study dated July 2008 that was submitted to the City of Hillsboro 
for the Orenco Woods Concept Development Plan Modification. 

This reason this new study has been submitted to the City is because changes were needed to reflect a 
more appropriate site traffic assignment for the retail/office component of the modified site plan. 
Specifically, much of the forecasted southbound right-turning site traffic on NW Cornelius Pass Road has 
been reassigned down to the right-turn movement at the signalized NW Quatama Road intersection 
rather than at the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road further to the north, as was done in 
the previous study. This change reflects a more realistic site distribution pattern, mainly because the 
retail/office portion of the site is in such close proximity to the signalized NW Quatama Road/NW 
Cornelius Pass Road intersection. This is expected to attract much of the site traffic traveling southbound 
on NW Cornelius Pass Road down to NW Quatama Road, whereby entering vehicles would access the 
proposed street access along this roadway. 

The effects of the revised site traffic assignment had no material impact on the findings and conclusions 
reached in the previous study. The off-site transportation improvements proposed in association with the 
modified site plan remain unchanged, and the surrounding street system is expected to function 
adequately under the revised site trip assignment. 

Please note, a copy of this revised study has also been sent to staff at the Washington County DLUT 
Traffic Engineering Division for review and comment. If you have any questions about this revised study, 
please call us at (503) 774-2669. 

Sincerely, 
DUNN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, LLC 

~/A--
Brian J. Dunn, P.E. 
Principal 

Enclosure: Revised Transportation Impact Study, Orenco Woods Crossing (August 2008) 

File: C:\Projfi/es\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\corresp\orenco TIA update summal)lletter.doc 
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Orenco Woods Oossing Oevelopment - Hillsboro Project #: 0092 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study evaluates the transportation impacts associated with Venture Properties, Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan for the approved Orenco Woods Crossing development. The modified site plan 
includes a new mixture of housing types as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
employment area building space. The addition of commercial and employment area building space 
conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village) zoning that now applies to 
the subject site. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhomelcondominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• All but one of the study intersections within the defined "impact area" of the proposed 

development currently operate at levels which meet the transportation standards supported by 
Washington County and the City of Hillsboro with respect to intersection levels of service and 
volume-to-capacity ratios during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection currently operates at LOS E during the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours, which does not satisfy the City of Hillsboro's "preferred" standard of LOS D. 

• The NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection is a Washington County High 
Accident SPIS location. 

YEAR 2011 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• A traffic signal installation is planned for construction prior to the year 2011 at the NW Cornelius 

Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection. This signal installation is part of a conditional 
improvement for an on-going development adjacent to this intersection. 

• Year 2011 background traffic conditions (without the proposed development) were evaluated 
based on an accounting of residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" developments 
in the site vicinity, in addition to a 2% annual increase in existing traffic levels over a three-year 
period (6% total growth) to account for regional growth patterns. 

• The year 2011 background traffic operations analysis results revealed that all study intersections 
will operate at levels which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation 
standards during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
• This transportation impact study accounts for the development of 120 single family detached 

homes, 129 townhome/condominium units, with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of 
neighborhood commercial building space and up to 17,650 square feet of employment area 
building space. 

• The estimated site trip generation is as follows: 

o 4,672 total primary trips for an average weekday; 
o 344 total primary trips for the weekday a.m. peak hour; and 
o 437 total primary trips for the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

d~!J.1Jl. August2008 
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• Construction of the proposed development will begin in 2009, with full build-out and occupancy of 
all phases expected to occur by 2011. 

• Proposed access to the site will be from two external public street connections consisting of a full 
access to NW Quatama Road (directly across from NE 76"' Avenue) and a limited right-in/right­
ouVIeft-in only access to NW Cornelius Pass Road (just over 600 feet north of NW Quatama 
Road). The proposed location and traffic control features at these two external street connections 
have not changed relative to the original site plan. 

• Proposed site frontage improvements along NW Quatama Road will consist of widening the 
roadway to three travel lanes and establishing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street and a new 
planting strip and sidewalk on the north side of the street. 

• Proposed site frontage improvements along NW Cornelius Pass Road will consist of widening the 
roadway from two to three travel lanes between NW Quatama Road and the proposed street 
access. A right-turn deceleration lane will be constructed on the southbound approach to the 
proposed street access. A continuous sidewalk will also be provided along the site frontage in its 
ultimate location, connecting the regional trail access with NW Quatama Road. 

• Proposed improvements at the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection will 
consist of widening the eastbound and westbound approaches to establish exclusive left-turn 
lanes and the addition of a right-turn lane on the southbound approach. The existing permitted 
left-turn signal phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches will be maintained, as will 
the protected/permitted left-tum signal phasing which now exists on the northbound and 
southbound approaches. 

YEAR 2011 TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
• Under forecast year 2007 total traffic conditions (with the proposed development and 

streeVintersection improvements in place), all study intersections are forecast to operate at levels 
which meet Washington County and City of Hillsboro transportation standards during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

• 95'" -percentile vehicle queues can be accommodated within the existing or proposed lane 
storage at the study intersections under year 2011 total traffic conditions during the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours. 

• The proposed street access to NW Quatama Road complies with the Washington County access 
spacing standards. However, the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road does not. 
An "Access Modification Request" letter containing a long-range traffic impact analysis has been 
prepared separately from this study and submitted to Washington County to seek an exception to 
the County's access spacing standard. A previous access modification request was approved by 
Washington County for the original site plan. 

• Intersection sight distance will be adequate at each of the proposed street accesses to NW 
Quatama Road and NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the transportation impact analysis findings documented in this report, the proposed Orenco 
Woods Crossing development can be developed while maintaining acceptable levels of operation and 
safety on the surrounding transportation system. This study resulted in the following recommendations: 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road at a distance of approximately 
715 feet north of NW Quatama Road (centerline-to-centerline distance). Construct a right-turn 
deceleration lane with appropriate storage and taper transition on the southbound approach of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road at the proposed new access. Construct a left-turn lane with 75 feet of 
storage distance on the northbound approach. Limit traffic movements at the proposed new 
intersection to right-in/right-out/left-in only through the construction of a raised median and 
installation of appropriate signing and striping. 

d~!lUl. August2008 
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• Widen NW Cornelius Pass Road from two to three travel lanes between NW Quatama Road and 
the proposed public street access to the site, with an appropriate taper transition back to two 
travel lanes north of the proposed access; 

• Construct a continuous sidewalk along the site frontage of NW Cornelius Pass Road in its 
ultimate planned location, between the regional trail access and NW Quatama Road. 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Quatama Road, directly across from NE 76th Avenue. 

• Widen NW Quatama Road along the site frontage to facilitate a three-lane section (one travel 
lane in each direction and a center left-turn lane) with bicycle lanes on both sides of the street, 
and a new planting strip and sidewalk along the north side of the street. 

• Widen the eastbound and westbound approaches of the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass 
Road intersection to establish 150 feet of striped storage on the eastbound approach and 175 
feet of striped storage on the westbound approach. Install a right turn lane with 150 feet of 
storage on the southbound approach. Maintain the existing permitted left-turn signal phasing on 
the eastbound and westbound approaches of this intersection, and maintain the 
protected/permissive left-turn signal phasing that now exists on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

• Maintain any landscaping provided along the site frontages of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 
Quatama Road to ensure adequate sight distance along these roadways. 

August2008 
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INTRODUCTION 

This study represents a revision to the original December 2005 transportation impact analysis prepared 
for the Orenco Woods Crossing Development, located on the site of the former Orenco Woods Golf 
Course, which fronts the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road and the north side of NW Quatama Road 
in Hillsboro, Oregon. The purpose of preparing this study is to assess Venture Property Inc.'s proposal to 
modify the site plan originally approved for the Orenco Woods Crossing Development to include a new 
mix of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and employment area building space 
in a manner that conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station Community Residential- Village) zoning. 
A site vicinity map is illustrated in Figure 1 with the modified site plan shown in Figure 2. 

It should be emphasized that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, 
which was established as part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. 
The modified site plan now accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium 
units with the addition of up to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 
17,650 square feet of employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is 
expected to begin in 2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the 
year 2011. 

STUDY SCOPE 
The Orenco Woods Crossing development was previously approved for development by the City of 
Hillsboro through a detailed process that involved a Conceptual Development Plan, a Detailed 
Development Plan, and a Subdivision Plat. Under the CDP/DDP process, Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
No. 1945 - Section 137-XV/ applies, which establishes the guidelines for preparing a transportation 
impact study and traffic operations standards. Based on this city ordinance and the transportation impact 
study requirements of Washington County R&O 86-95, the limits of this study extend to those 
transportation facilities that are contained within the "impact area" of the project and within a one-mile 
radius of the site. The "impact area" is defined by Washington County R&O 86-95 to include those 
roadway sections and intersections that will experience a ten percent or higher increase in average daily 
trips as a result of the site traffic generation and assignment. Table 1 defines all roadway sections which 
lie within the "impact area" of the site. 

TABLE 1 
Determination Of Impact Area Roadways 

Existing Site Percent Impact 
Area 

Roadway Section Location ADT ADT Impact Road? 

NW Quatama Road to the north 19,792 
1 1,578 8.0% No 

NW Cornelius Pass Road 
21,168

1 NW Quatama Road to the south 792 3.7% No 

NW Wilkins Street NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east 2,593 
2 285 11.0% Yes 

NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east 4,765 
2 894 18.8% Yes 

NW Quatama Road 
1,244 

3 NE 761
h Avenue to the west 1,406 113.0% Yes 

NW Dogwood Street NW 231 51 Avenue to the east 1,138
3 694 61.0% Yes 

NW Dogwood Street to the north 7,563 
3 370 4.9% No 

NW 231st Avenue 
7,741 

3 NW Dogwood Street to the south 324 4.2% No 

1. Based on 2007 ADT station count conducted by Wash10gton County. 
2. Based on proportional relationship between the weekday p.m. peak hour turn movement count conducted at the adjacent study 
intersection and the 2007 ADT station count for NW Cornelius Pass Road. 
3. Based on 2008 ADT traffic counts conducted by City of Hillsboro. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project #: 0092 

As a requirement of Washington County R&O 86-95, this study also focuses on those roadways and 
intersections located within the "influence area" of the site. Based on the Minor Arterial classification of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, the "influence area" along this roadway extends along the site property 
frontage plus an additional 600 feet north and south of the property boundary. The "influence area" along 
NW Quatama Road, which is a Collector street, extends along the site frontage plus 100 feet to the east 
and west of the property boundary. Figure 3 illustrates the "influence area map" for this study. 

For this study, operational and safety analyses were performed at the following five existing intersections 
within the "influence area" and "impact area" of the site: 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road; 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane; 

• NE 76'' Avenue/NW Quatama Road; and 

• NW 231" Avenue/NW Dogwood Street. 

This study identifies the transportation-related impacts associated with the proposed development. 
Specifically, this report addresses the following transportation issues: 

• A review of current year 2008 transportation system conditions, including an inventory of 
transportation facilities and access locations, analysis of weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic 
operations, and a review of intersection safety; 

• A review of planned transportation improvements and in-process developments in the study area; 

• An assessment of build-out year 2011 background traffic conditions without the proposed site 
development during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours at all existing study intersections; 

• Site trip generation estimates for an average weekday and for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• A forecast of build-out year 2011 total traffic conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours at all existing and proposed new study intersections; 

• A review of access spacing, sight distance, turn lane and vehicle queue requirements, and traffic 
signal warrants for all study intersections; 

• Identification of off-site transportation system deficiencies, and 

• Conclusions and recommendations. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project#: 0092 

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 

The existing conditions analysis identifies conditions of the development site and surrounding land uses, 
provides an inventory of the geometric characteristics of roadways in the study area, and summarizes 
existing traffic operations and safety at the study intersections. The purpose of this discussion is to 
provide a basis for comparison to future conditions analyses. 

SITE CONDITIONS/SURROUNDING LAND USES 
The site of the proposed development is located in the northwest quadrant of the NW Cornelius Pass 
Road/NW Quatama Road Avenue intersection. Prior to August 2004, the site was in unincorporated 
Washington County but has since then been annexed into the city limits of Hillsboro. The underlying 
Comprehensive Plan designation has also been changed from Open Space to a mixture of Open Space, 
Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and Floodplain. As mentioned previously. the 
underlying zoning of the subject site is now SCR-V (Station Community Residential - Village), which 
allows for residential uses and a certain portion of "Neighborhood Commercial" uses. 

As shown in the site plan in Figure 2, the site is bounded by features such as the MAX light rail line to the 
north, NW Quatama Road to the south, NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east, and NW 2251h Avenue to 
the west. The subject property is approximately 55 acres in size, but roughly 17 acres are located in 
wetland or environmentally sensitive areas and cannot be developed. 

The proposed development site is located on the former Orenco Woods Golf Course and was previously 
owned by the Hillsboro Elks Lodge. Venture Properties, Inc. has since purchased the property. Near the 
golf course driveway entrance at the east end of NW Birch Street and adjacent to the driving range is the 
"McDonald House", where services and living quarters are provided for women in need. Although the 
northwest portion of the golf course area will be redeveloped with residences, the "House of Ruth" 
structure and business function will remain as they exist today. 

The subject property is surrounded by a mixture of land uses, most of which are residential in nature with 
pockets of newer urban or older established residential neighborhoods. Examples of established 
residential areas include the Old Orenco Neighborhood immediately west of the site out to NW 231" 
Avenue. The newer Orenco Station neighborhood lies further to the west past NW 231 01 Avenue. The 
Danbury Park residential subdivision is located on the south side of NW Quatama Road just west of the 
site property frontage. A series of townhome developments and an assisted living center have been 
approved for development or have been recently constructed south of NW Quatama Road, between NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and NE 76'" Avenue. A new residential subdivision known as "Stonewater" has 
been fully developed on the north side of the MAX tracks adjacent to the northwest corner of the site. 
Other land uses in the site vicinity include the Orenco Industrial area, which is industrial property 
bordering the northeast corner of the site and the west side of NW Cornelius Pass Road. There is also 
the Orenco Elementary School located along a portion of the site's western property boundary along NW 
225'" Avenue. Immediately east of the site, there is a PGE substation on the northeast corner of the NW 
Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road intersection. The remaining area across from the site frontage 
along the east side of NW Cornelius Pass Road contains a large field and a single-family residence. 
Lastly, the site of the Hillsboro Elks Lodge located between the site property boundary and NW Quatama 
Road will remain an established meeting hall for the Elks Lodge. 

ROADWAY FACILITIES 

An inventory was performed in July 2008 of all roadway facilities within the site's study area. These 
facilities are described in Table 1 and the following sections. Figure 4 identifies the location of all study 
intersections and their respective lane configurations and traffic control devices. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Oevelopment- Hillsboro 

TABLE2 
Roadway Facility Inventory 

Speed 
Cross- Limit 

Roadway Jurisdiction Classification Section (mph) 

NW Cornelius Pass Road County Arterial 2-lanes 45 

NW Wilkins Street City Collector 3-lanes 35 

NW Quatama Road County Collector 2-lanes 25 west/40 
east' 

NE 76th Avenue City Local 2-lanes NP 

NWKian lane City Local 2-lanes 25 

NW 225th Avenue City Local 2-lanes 25 
(20 school) 

·----
NW 227th Avenue County' Collector 2-/anes 25 

NW 231st Avenue City Collector 3-lanes 35 
~-

NW Dogwood Street City Collector 3 2-lanes 25 

1. 25 mph west of NW Comeltus Pass Road and 40 mph east of NVI/ Cornelius Pass Road. 

Project#: 0092 

Side- Bicycle On-Street 
walks? Lanes? Parking? 

Partial No No 

Yes Yes No 

Partial No No 

Yes No Yes 

North No Yes 

West No West 

No No No 

Partial Yes No 

Partial No No 

2. NW 22i11 Avenue is a County road from Elm Street to Ouatama Road. The remaining roadway segment north is City-owned. 
3. NW Dogwood Street is classified as a Collector from NW 227th Avenue to NW 231st Avenue. All other segments are 
designated as a Local street. 

Arterial Streets 

Within the project area, SW Cornelius Pass Road is classified as an Arterial and is under the jurisdiction 
of Washington County. Forming the eastern boundary of the site, this two-lane, north-south roadway 
serves as a regional connector between major east-west arterial facilities such as US Highway 26, NW 
Evergreen Parkway, and NW Cornell Road to the north and NW Baseline Road and Tualatin Valley 
Highway to the south. In the vicinity of the site, NW Cornelius Pass Road is rural in nature with open 
drainage ditches and narrow paved shoulders on both sides of the road. Along the frontage of the PGE 
substation, there is an existing sidewalk separated from the roadway by a planting strip and open 
drainage ditch. On the west side of the road, there is a berm along the site frontage which rises in 
elevation to the north as the roadway proceeds through a crest vertical curve and then downhill. North of 
the site, NW Cornelius Pass Road proceeds along a reverse horizontal curve as the roadway passes 
under an overpass for the MAX light rail line and past NW Wilkins Street. North of Cherry Lane, the 
roadway begins to widen out and eventually becomes a five-lane urban facility. 

Collector Streets 

In the site vicinity, NW Quatama Road and the connecting sections of NW 227'" Avenue and NW 
Dogwood Street establish an east-west Collector route between NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 231" 
Avenue. The street sections which make up this route alternate between Washington County and City 
ownership. This east-west route facilitates two lanes of travel with narrow paved shoulders and/or 
intermittent sidewalks. There is a bridge crossing over Rock Creek along NW 227'" Avenue just north of 
NW Quatama Road which is wide enough for two-way vehicular travel but lacks appropriate pedestrian 
facilities. Pavement conditions along this route are generally adequate, but it is worth to note here that 
the segment of NW Dogwood Street from NW 227'" Avenue to NW 231 51 Avenue has been recently 
overlayed with new pavement and added shoulder width. 

NW 231st Avenue, west of the site, is a north-south Collector route, and is under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Hillsboro. This roadway has a three-lane cross-section with a center left-tum lane, bicycle lanes, 
and intermittent sidewalks. The pavement surface is in good condition. 

NW Wilkins Street, northeast of the site, is an east-west Collector route and is under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Hillsboro. This roadway has a three-lane cross-section with a center left-tum lane, bicycle lanes, 

r1Ynn .. August2008 
PageJJ 

1207 



1208 

Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro ProjeCt #: 0092 

and sidewalks. The pavement surface is in excellent condition. Its connection with NW Cornelius Pass 
Road was made recently as a part of a new subdivision. 

Local Streets 

It should be mentioned that the Local streets west of the site and within the old Orenco Neighborhood, 
such as NW Birch Street, NW Dogwood Street (east of NW 227'" Avenue), and NW 225'" Avenue, are not 
expected to be impacted by traffic from the proposed development because public street access has 
been restricted along the western site boundary of the Orenco Woods development. 

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 
There are no continuous pedestrian facilities along the streets surrounding the proposed development 
site. Sidewalk sections are present in sporadic locations where recent land development activities have 
resulted in half-street improvements required by the City of Hillsboro. There are no existing bicycle lanes 
along the adjacent roadways of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road. 

TRANSIT FACILITIES 
Tri-Met currently operates one public transit route in the site vicinity. Route 47 provides service in a 
north-south direction along NW 231 51 Avenue west of the site. A Tri-Met bus stop is located along NW 
231" Avenue, just north of Alder Street. Route 47: Baseline Road provides transit service only within 
Fare Zone 3, between Hillsboro and the Tanasbourne area. Service is provided between the hours of 
5:30 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on weekdays. During peak time periods, service is provided at approximately 
30-minute headways. In addition to the Tri-Met transit service, there is also the MAX light rail line 
providing service between Portland and Hillsboro. The Orenco MAX Station is located along NW 231 51 

Avenue, just north of Alder Street, about one-half of a mile away. The Quatama MAX Station is located 
along 205'" Avenue just north of NW Quatama Road, over one-half of a mile away. There are no public 
transit services along NW Cornelius Pass Road or NW Quatama Road. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
A review of the historical traffic counts collected to the support all analyses leading up to the original 
December 2005 transportation impact study for the Orenco Woods Crossing CDP/DDP applications 
indicate that the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours represent the most critical time periods for evaluating 
traffic conditions at the identified study intersections. A 24-hour road tube count was conducted back in 
December 2004 along NW Dogwood Street, just east of NW 231 51 Avenue. This count revealed that the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours are the critical, or worst-case time periods for the NW Dogwood 
StreeUNW 231'1 Avenue intersection. Furthermore, a more recent 24-hour road tube count was 
conducted along NW Cornelius Pass Road, just north of NW Quatama Road in July 2008. This count 
also showed that the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours are the critical time periods. These road tube 
count results are provided in Appendix "A" of this study. Taken together, these counts show that the 
weekday midday peak hour' is not a critical time period for any of the study area intersections. Therefore, 
the midday peak hour time period was not analyzed as part of this study. 

New turn movement traffic counts were collected at all study intersections on a mid-week day in July 2008 
during the weekday morning (7:00a.m. -9:00 a.m.) and evening (4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.) peak periods at 
the following five key study intersections,: 

• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street; 
• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Road; 
• NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane; 
• NE 761

h Avenue/NW Quatama Road; and, 
• NW 231st Avenue/Dogwood Street. 

1 The Midday Peak Hour is identified in Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 - Section 137 XVI as one of 
the periods for which level of service standards apply in Station Community zones. 
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Based on the turn movement traffic counts collected for this study, the weekday morning peak hour was 
found to occur between 7:05 and 8:05 a.m., while the evening peak hour was found to occur between 
4:45 and 5:45 p.m. Figures 5 and 6 illustrate year 2008 turn movement traffic volumes at all study 
intersections during the respective weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The detailed worksheets 
summarizing the tum movement traffic counts are a/so provided in Appendix "A". 

INTERSECTION OPERATING STANDARDS 
All intersection operations analyses described in this report were performed in accordance with the 
procedures .stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 1 ). A description of level of service 
and the criteria by which they are determined is presented in Appendix "B." This appendix also indicates 
how level of service is measured and what is generally considered the acceptable range of level of 
service. 

To ensure that this analysis was based on reasonable "worst-case" conditions, the peak 15-minute flow 
rates during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were used in the evaluation of all intersection levels 
of service. For this reason, the analysis reflects conditions that are only likely to occur for fifteen minutes 
out of each peak hour. The traffic conditions during all other weekday hours, including the weekday 
midday peak hour, will likely operate under better conditions than those described in this report. 

At signalized intersections, such as the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Quatama Road intersection, 
operational performance is measured by the level of service (LOS) and the volume-to-capacity (vic) ratio. 
LOS is based on the average control delay per vehicle for the entire intersection, while the vic ratio is a 
measurement of intersection's capacity to accommodate only the critical movements. For unsignalized 
intersections, operational performance is also measured by level of service and the volume-to-capacity 
ratio, however, the LOS and vic ratio is based on the average control delay per vehicle for the critical 
movement or approach. 

For intersections along NW Cornelius Pass Road and under the jurisdiction of Washington County, the 
County enforces a volume-to-capacity ratio policy of 0.99 or less at all signalized and unsignalized 
intersections, as specified in Washington County's 2020 Transportation System Plan (TSP, Reference 2). 

Given that the Orenco Woods Crossing development involves a CDPiDDP application process and 
because the site is located within an area zoned for "Station Community" uses, the City enforces a unique 
set of intersection operating standards. These standards are specified in Table 137.4 of Hillsboro Zoning 
Ordinance No. 1945 - Section 137-XV/(C). This table indicates that all intersections (signalized and 
unsignalized) along NW Cornelius Pass Road shall operate with an "acceptable" level of service rating of 
LOS D or better during the peak hour. The table also defines an "acceptable" level of service rating of 
LOS E or better during the peak 20-minute period of the peak hour for all other intersections involving 
Collector-to-Collector and Collector-to-Local streets (signalized and unsignalized). Given the variation in 
the operating standards for Washington County and the City of Hillsboro, the operations analyses results 
presented in this study are compared to both jurisdictional standards. 

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS 
Figures 5 and 6 also summarize the year 2008 operations analysis results for all study intersections 
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. As the results show, all but one of the study 
intersections currently operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds 
during both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, based on Washington County and City of Hillsboro 
operating standards. The westbound left-turn movement at the NW Cornelius Pass RoadiNW Wilkins 
Street intersection currently operates at LOS "E" during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, which 
exceed the City of Hillsboro's "acceptable" level-of-service standard. Appendix "C" includes all year 2008 
traffic conditions level of service worksheets. 
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INTERSECTION SAFETY REVIEW 
Washington County maintains a Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) database of high crash locations in 
the county. This system is used to help identify existing hazard locations. According to the 2004-2006 
SPIS database (the most recent three-year history on record), the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW 
Quatama Road intersection is a SPIS intersection with a ranking of #137 out of 275 total SPIS 
intersections. Due to its ranking, the crash history of this intersection was reviewed closely to identify any 
potential existing safety issues, using crash data provided by Washington County. The crash data for this 
intersection is presented in Appendix "D". Table 3 summarizes the crash history for this intersection with 
subsequent analysis of the intersection crashes. 

TABLE3 
Crash History For NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road Intersection 

Collision Type Severity 

Number of 
Property 

Rear~ Fixed Damage Personal 
Year Crashes Turn End Object Other Only Injury 

2004 4 0 4 0 0 2 2 

2005 6 1 5 0 0 4 2 

2006 7 1 6 0 0 2 5 

Total 17 2 15 0 0 8 9 

In reviewing the crash history for the above intersection, two interesting points are clear from the data; the 
increase in the frequency of the number of crashes from 2004 to 2006 and the rising occurrences of rear­
end collisions and personal injuries. A closer inspection of the rear-end collision data indicates that 
almost all incidents occurred on the north and south approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road. Based on 
observations made in the field, it is the presence of the traffic signal control at this intersection that 
creates stop-and-go conditions for drivers traveling along NW Cornelius Pass Road, which increases the 
potential for rear-end type collisions. Also, the traffic signal at this intersection is semi-actuated and is not 
interconnected with other traffic signals in the NW Cornelius Pass Road corridor. One solution to reduce 
the potential for rear-end collisions would be to synchronize or interconnect the traffic signal with other 
signals along NW Cornelius Pass Road with the goal of establishing better traffic progression. Therefore, 
it is recommended that Washington County continue to monitor this intersection on an annual basis and 
install a signal interconnect between this intersection and other traffic signals as they are established in 
the corridor. The likely time period for such an improvement would be when NW Cornelius Pass Road is 
widened to its planned five-lane cross-section. 

It should be mentioned here that the proposed street widening along the site frontages of NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW Quatama Road will create more lateral clearance for drivers, and will result in 
additional turn lanes and vehicle storage space at the intersection of these two roadways. These 
improvements can help facilitate more green time to the major north-south traffic movements on NW 
Cornelius Pass Road during peak travel periods, which could help further alleviate the potential for rear­
end type crashes by reducing the frequency of the stop-and-go effect created by the traffic signal control. 

There were no crashes reported at any of the remaining study intersections, based on Washington 
County records for the three year period from 2004 to 2006. 
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BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The background traffic conditions analysis examines how the study area's transportation system will 
operate in the year 2011, when all phases of the proposed development are expected to be fully built-out 
and occupied. The background analysis accounts for traffic growth due to in-process developments 
within the area and from general growth in the region, but does not include traffic from the development. 

PLANNED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 
A traffic signal is programmed to be installed at the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street 
intersection. This traffic signal installation will be a result of on-going development activity along NW 
Wilkins Street, which included the recent connection of this roadway with NW Cornelius Pass Road. The 
traffic signal is expected to be installed prior to the year 2011, based on conversations with engineering 
staff at the City of Hillsboro. 

Washington County has identified a project through its "Traffic Impact Fee" program to widen NW 
Cornelius Pass Road to a five-lane urban cross-section from NW Baseline Road to NW Aloclek Drive, as 
envisioned by the Washington County TSP. However, project funding has not yet been secured. Only 
the funds for improving one or two of the bridge crossings along this roadway segment have been 
secured under Washington County's MSTIP 3 program. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, it has 
been assumed that the current cross-sectional street features along NW Cornelius Pass Road will remain 
as they are up through the forecast build-out year of 2011, without the proposed site development in 
place. Longer-term, the Washington County TSP identifies a long-term project to extend a new Collector 
street from NW Baseline Road just east of NW 231" Avenue to a new intersection with NW Quatama 
Road/NW 227'" Avenue, west of the site. An extension of SW 231 51 Avenue south of NW Baseline Road 
is also planned. 

Based on the traffic signal installation presumed to be in place by the year 2011 at the NW Cornelius 
Pass Road/NW Wilkins Street intersection, Figure 7 identifies the assumed lane configurations and traffic 
control devices for the study intersections under background traffic conditions, without the proposed site­
development in place. 

IN-PROCESS DEVELOPMENTS 
Research was conducted to consider traffic that will be generated by "in-process" developments located 
in the site vicinity. "In-process" developments are projects that have been approved for construction but 
have yet to be occupied or are partially occupied. Based on recent discussions with Washington County 
and City of Hillsboro staff, a review of land use approval records, and field reconnaissance, there are 
numerous "in-process" developments in the vicinity of the proposed site. Their development names and 
site occupancy status are as follows: 

• Nexus Apartments (50% Occupied) 
• Crossroads at Orenco Station (90% Occupied) 
• Stonebrier (75% Occupied) 
• Villages at Orenco (50% Occupied) 
• Dolores Park (0% Occupied) 
• Arbor Crossing Condos (70% Occupied) 
• Arbor Pass Creek Condos (5% Occupied) 
• Kalahai Ridge (0% Occupied) 
• Rock Creek Ridge (30% Occupied) 
• Townhome Development south of Quatama Gardens (0% Occupied) 
• Touchstone -Quatama Park Townhomes (30% Occupied) 
• Pittman Place (0% Occupied) 
• Cherry Park at Orenco (0% Occupied) 
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Orenco Woofs Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project#: 0092 

• Beavercreek Manor Assisted Living (0% Occupied) 
• Alder Creek (95% Occupied) 
• Evergreen Meadows (0% Occupied) 
• Orenco Medical Office (0% Occupied) 
• Hillsboro Elementary School #26 (0% Occupied) 

The residual trips associated with all identified "in-process" developments have been incorporated into the 
year 2011 background traffic volumes estimated for this study. The trip assignments for these 
developments through the study intersections are summarized in Appendix "E". 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
Background traffic volumes for the build-out year 2011 (without the site development) were developed by 
combining all residual trips associated with the "in-process" developments with year 2008 traffic volumes 
and by increasing base year 2008 traffic volumes by six percent to account for a two-percent annual 
increase in regional traffic growth in the study area over the next three years. Figures 8 and 9 illustrate 
the resulting year 2011 background traffic volumes during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively. 

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS 
Figures 8 and 9 also summarize the year 2011 background operations analysis results for all the study 
intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. As the results show, all study 
intersections will operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds during 
both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, based on Washington County and City of Hillsboro 
operating standards. Appendix "F" includes the year 2011 background traffic conditions level of service 
worksheets. 
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SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Venture Properties, Inc. is proposing to modify the approved site plan for the Orenco Woods Crossing 
Development to include a new mix of housing, as well as the addition of neighborhood commercial and 
employment area building space in a manner that conforms with the underlying SCR-V (Station 
Community Residential- Village) zoning which now applies to the subject site. It should be emphasized 
that the modified site plan stays under the maximum housing cap of 252 units, which was established as 
part of the previous approval conditions for development of the subject site. The modified site plan now 
accounts for 120 single family detached homes, 129 townhome/condominium units with the addition of up 
to 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial building space and up to 17,650 square feet of 
employment area building space. Construction of the proposed development is expected to begin in 
2009 with full build-out and occupancy of all development phases occurring by the year 2011. 

As shown in the modified site plan in Figure 2, proposed access to the site will be from two external public 
street connections consisting of a full access to NW Quatama Road (directly across from NE 76tt. Avenue) 
and a limited right-in/right-out/left-in only access to NW Cornelius Pass Road (just over 600 feet north of 
NW Quatama Road). The proposed location and traffic control features at these two external street 
connections have not changed relative to the original site plan. 

SITE FRONTAGE IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvements proposed along NW Cornelius Pass Road include widening the roadway along a majority 
of the site frontage from two to three travel lanes, in order to develop a channelized left-turn lane 
northbound into the proposed street access. A right-turn lane with taper transition will also be constructed 
in the southbound direction to facilitate right-turn movements entering at the proposed street access. A 
raised median and appropriate signing and striping will be provided to limit all movements at the proposed 
street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road to right-in/right-out/left-in only. Also, a continuous sidewalk will 
be established along the site frontage at its planned location. 

Proposed improvements along the site frontage of NW Quatama Road include widening the roadway to 
facilitate a three-lane section (one travel lane in each direction and a center left-turn lane) with bicycle 
lanes on both sides of the street, and a new planting strip and sidewalk along the north side of the street. 
These improvements will bring this section of roadway up to the full urban Collector street design 
standard for Washington County and the City of Hillsboro. 

At the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass Road intersection, the proposed street widening 
enhancements on the north leg of the intersection will result in a new southbound right-turn lane from NW 
Cornelius Pass Road onto NW Quatama Road. Also, the proposed street widening enhancements on 
west leg of the intersection will trigger additional street widening requirements on the east leg to establish 
proper lane transitions through the intersection along NW Quatama Road. With proposed improvements 
in place, an exclusive left-turn lane will be established on both the eastbound and westbound approaches 
of NW Quatama Road. For this study, it was assumed that the existing permitted left-turn signal phasing 
on the eastbound and westbound approaches of this signalized intersection will be maintained, along with 
the protected-permissive left-turn signal phasing that now exists on the northbound and southbound 
approaches of NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

With all proposed off-site transportation improvements in place, Figure 10 illustrates the assumed lane 
configurations and traffic control devices at the existing and proposed new study intersections. 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Development- HiHsboro Project #: 0092 

SITE TRIP GENERATION 
Estimates were prepared of average daily and weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour vehicle trip ends for the 
subject site, based on the modified site plan. These estimates were prepared using the standard 
reference Trip Generation, 7"' Edition (Reference 3) and the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (Reference 
4). Both publications are published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 

Because the modified site plan now includes a mixture of residential, neighborhood commercial, and 
employment area uses, there is the potential for three different trip types. These include internal, pass-by 
trips, and primary trips. ITE defines each type of trip as the following: 

• Internal Trips: These are trips made between adjacent land uses on the development site. 
These trips do not impact the surrounding roadway network, but are completely internal to the 
development. Internalization reduces the number of trips generated by the proposed project. 

• Pass-By Trips: These trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a 
primary destination without a route diversion. Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the 
site on an adjacent street that offers direct access to the generator. With the addition of the 
proposed development, these trips would stop at the site before continuing. As such, these trips 
do not represent new trips to the adjacent roadway beyond the site access points. 

• Primary Trips: These trips made for the specific purpose of visiting the generator. The stop at 
the generator is the primary reason for the trip. The trip typically goes from origin to generator 
then returns to the origin. 

Table 4 summarizes the estimated site trip generation during a typical weekday as well as during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the proposed development based on the modified site plan. 

TABLE4 
Estimated Site Trip Generation 

ITE Average Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Land Uses Code Size Daily Total In Out Total In Out 

Single Family Homes 210 120 units 1,230 93 23 70 126 79 47 

Townhomes/Condos 230 129 units 797 63 11 52 74 50 24 

Internal* (203) (11) (6) (5) (37) (22) (15) 

Phannacy w/Drive Thru 881 10,000 sq. ft. 882 27 15 12 86 42 44 

lntemal* (88) (4) (2) (2) (11) (5) (6) 

49% Pass-By- (389) (36) (18) (18) 

Shopping Center 820 25,777 sq. ft. 2,813 69 42 27 256 123 133 

lntemaJ• (281) (8) (4) (4) (33) (13) (20) 

34% Pass-By .. (861) (76) (38) (38) 

Oaycare 565 8.050 sq. It 638 103 55 48 83 39 44 

General Office 710 9,600 sq. It 220 15 13 2 14 2 12 

Internal* (86) (3) (1) (2) (9) (5) (4) 

Total Trips 6,580 370 159 211 639 335 304 

Internal Trips (658) (2~ (13) (13) (90) (45) (45) 

Total External Trips 5,922 (344_..., 146 198 549 290 259 

Total Pass-By Trips .!1.2@) (112) (56) (56) 

Total Primary Trips 4,672 [)344 146 198 437 234 203 

*-Internal trips are estimated to travel internally betwe~ residential, commercial, and employment areas of the site 
without accessing the external streets of Quatama Road and Cornelius Pass Road. 
--Pass-by rates contained in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition, were applied to the weekday p.m. peak hour as 
well as the average daily period. 
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For the purposes of this study it was assumed that a pharmacy with drive-through window (1 0,000 square 
feet in size) and a shopping center (25,777 square feet in size) would occupy the neighborhood 
commercial element of the site. It was also assumed that a daycare facility (8,050 square feet in size) 
and an office building (9,600 square feet in size) would occupy the employment element of the site. As 
for the residential component, a total of 120 single family detached units was assumed along with 129 
townhome/condominium units. 

As shown in Table 4, trip internalization is estimated to occur between the residential, neighborhood 
commercial, and employment area uses. Trip internalization figures were estimated for the weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak hour periods using procedures identified in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (See 
Chapter 7 for internal capture rates involving Multi-Use developments.) For this study, an average 
internal capture rate of 7.0 percent was determined for the weekday a.m. peak hour, with an average rate 
of 14.1 percent determined for the weekday p.m. peak hour. An internalization factor of 10 percent was 
applied to the total daily trip generation figures, as this represents a rough average of the internal capture 
rates for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour periods. All trip internalization calculations are provided in 
Appendix "G" of this study. 

Pass-by trips will also be generated by the proposed neighborhood commercial uses on the site. 
Specifically, the assumed pharmacy and shopping center land uses are estimated to have pass-by 
capture rates of 49 percent and 34 percent, respectively. These values were obtained from the /TE Trip 
Generation Handbook and were assumed to apply to the weekday p.m. peak hour as well as the average 
daily period. 

The modified site plan is expected to generate 4,672 total primary vehicle trips over an average weekday, 
with 344 primary trips (146 in, 198 out) occurring during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 437 primary 
trips (234 in, 203 out) occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
The distribution of site-generated trips onto the study area roadways was determined separately for the 
residential and neighborhood commerciaVemployment portions of the site due to the different origin and 
destination patterns of drivers associated with these land uses. For the residential portion of the site, the 
site trip distribution pattern is identical to what was utilized in the previous December 2005 traffic study, 
whereby the lack of any public street connections along the western site boundary with the Old Orenco 
Neighborhood resulted in an estimated residential trip distribution pattern of 47.5% to/from the north along 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, 1 0% to/from the east along NW Quatama Road, 20% to/from the south along 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, 10% to/from the southwest along NW 231" Avenue, and 12.5% to/from the 
northwest along NW 231" Avenue. Figure 11 illustrates the site trip distribution pattern for the residential 
portion of the site. 

For the neighborhood commercial/employment portion of the site, a separate and unique trip distribution 
pattern was selected to reflect the commercial business and employment-related activities that will be 
present on-site. Also, because there are much larger commercial businesses and employment-related 
land uses present north of the site up along NW Cornell Road and south of the site down along NW 
Baseline Road, much of the commercial and employment-related site traffic is assumed to be local in 
nature. For example, it was assumed for this study that 25 percent of all the primary 
commercial/employment trips would originate from or be destined to the various residential subdivisions 
located immediately south and west of the site along NW Quatama Road and NW 2271h Avenue (i.e. 
Danbury Park and Old Orenco Neighborhood). Figure 12 illustrates the resulting site trip distribution 
patterns selected for the commercial/employment portion of the site. 

Based on the selected site trip distribution patterns and various trip generation estimates for the individual 
land uses proposed for the site development, Figures 13 and 14 display the total site traffic assignments 
for the study area intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. 
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TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
The year 2011 total traffic conditions analysis forecasts how the study area's transportation system will 
operate when the proposed development is expected to be fully built-out and occupied and all related off­
site transportation improvements are made. 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
The 2011 background traffic volumes for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours shown in Figures 8 and 
9 were added to the respective weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour site-generated traffic volumes shown in 
Figures 13 and 14 to arrive at the year 2011 total traffic volumes shown in Figures 15 and 16. 

PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS 
Figures 15 and 16 also summarize the year 2011 total traffic operations analysis results for the study 
intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. As the figures show, with the 
site development and all proposed off-site improvements in place, all existing and proposed new study 
intersections will operate within acceptable level-of-service and volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds during 
both the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, based on applicable Washington County and City of 
Hillsboro operating standards. Appendix "H" includes the year 2011 total traffic conditions level of service 
worksheets. 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 
A signal warrant analysis was conducted for key unsignalized public street intersections in the study area. 
These include the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, the NW Dogwood Street/NW 
231" Avenue intersection, and the NW Quatama RoadiNE 76"' Avenue intersection. 

The traffic signal warrant analysis was based the procedures described in the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD, Reference 5), using the estimated year 2011 total traffic volumes. Specifically, 
the weekday p.m. peak hour was selected as the basis of the signal warrant analysis because it 
represents the peak travel period of a typical weekday. The weekday p.m. peak hour traffic volumes 
were also used to estimate the fourth and eighth highest hourly traffic flows at the study intersections. 
Historical evidence shows that the fourth and eighth highest hourly traffic flows represent approximately 
80- and 60-percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour volumes. 

The results of the analysis indicate none of the volume-based traffic signal warrants (Peak Hour, Four­
Hour, or Eight-Hour Volumes) will be satisfied at any of the three identified unsignalized study 
intersections. Appendix "I" contains the traffic signal warrant analysis worksheets. 

LEFT-TURN LANE WARRANTS 
Year 2011 total traffic volumes were used to determine if left-turn lanes would be warranted at any of the 
unsignalized study intersections where left-turn lanes are not already provided or proposed. For this 
study, left-turn lane warrants were assessed only for the NW Cornelius Pass Road/NW Kian Lane 
intersection. The remaining study intersections either already have a left-turn lane along the major street 
like those study intersections along NW 231" Avenue, or a left-turn lane is proposed as part of the 
Orenco Woods Crossing development, such as at the proposed site access intersections on NW 
Quatama Road and NW Cornelius Pass Road. 

The procedures used to determine if left-turn lane warrants are satisfied at the NW Cornelius Pass 
RoadiNW Kian Lane intersection are based on a queuing model developed by M.D. Harmelink titled 
Volume Wa!Tants for Left-Tum Storage Lanes at Unsignalized Grade Intersections (Reference 6). The 
procedures take into account left-turn arrival rates, the volume of advancing and opposing traffic, the 
percentage of left-turning vehicles, posted speed, and the time interval required to make a left-turn 
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Orenco Woods Crossing Development- Hillsboro Project #: 0092 

maneuver. It should be emphasized that the focus of the turn lane warrant analysis is on the left-tum 
movements from the major street where drivers must yield to oncoming traffic. Satisfaction of the left-tum 
lane warrant criteria is an indication that traffic circulation on the main street can be enhanced by the 
addition of an exclusive left-turn lane. Installation of a left-turn lane would separate left-turning vehicles 
from the through traffic stream, thus, reducing traffic delay and eliminating standing vehicle queues for the 
through traffic lane. 

The Harnnelink analysis was conducted using the estimated year 2011 total traffic volumes for the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, with the understanding that amount of left-turn traffic demand from 
NW Cornelius Pass Road onto NW Kian Lane is very low relative to the amount of through traffic (less 
than one percent). Due to the low percentage of left-turning vehicles, Washington County employs a 
modified version of the Harmelink analysis. This analysis methodology along with the left-turn lane 
warrant analysis results are provided in Appendix "J". 

Based on the analysis results, a left-turn lane will not be warranted for the southbound left-turn movement 
from NW Cornelius Pass Road onto NW Kian Lane during the weekday a.m. peak hour, but would be 
warranted during the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, further testing indicates that the left-turn lane 
warrant would also be satisfied during the weekday p.m. peak hour of the 2011 background traffic 
condition, without the site development. Based on this finding, a left-turn lane improvement at NW Kian 
Lane would not be proportionate to the impacts of the proposed site development. Therefore, the 
Applicant should not be responsible for implementing any left-turn lane treatment at this intersection. It is 
also important to emphasize here that the operational analysis provided in the previous section indicates 
that this intersection will operate suffiCiently under current lane configurations and traffic control. 
Additionally, when NW Cornelius Pass Road is eventually widened to five lanes, access to NW Kian Lane 
will likely be restricted to right-in/right-out only movements for safety reasons and to eliminate conflicts 
between standing vehicle queues. It is also possible that the residences along NW Kian Lane may 
eventually have a secondary access to NW Quatama Road as the vacant land to the north develops. 

RIGHT-TURN LANE WARRANTS 

The potential need for right-turn lanes at all the unsignalized study intersections along NW Cornelius 
Pass Road was also examined for year 2011 total traffic conditions. The analysis procedures were based 
on the volume-based guidelines described in National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 
279: Intersection Channelization Design Guide (Reference 7). Based solely on the NCHRP Report 279 
volume-based guidelines, a right-turn lane will only be warranted for the southbound right-tum movement 
from NW Cornelius Pass Road into the proposed street access during the weekday p.m. peak hour. It 
should be emphasized here that a right-turn lane is proposed for this movement as part of the site 
frontage improvements to be made along NW Cornelius Pass Road. Appendix "K" contains the right-turn 
lane warrant analysis worksheets. 

VEHICLE QUEUING 

A vehicle queuing analysis was conducted to ensure that adequate lane storage will be available at all 
study intersections upon full development of the proposed Oren co Woods Crossing development. For the 
queuing analysis, a Poisson distribution was applied at a 95-percent confidence level to determine queue 
length probabilities. (In essence, random arrivals were assumed and the queue lengths shown at 
signalized intersections will not be exceeded during 95-percent of the signal cycles occurring in the 
weekday peak hour.) The assumed length-of-red interval at each signalized intersection was obtained 
from the signal timing parameters used in the 2011 total traffic level-of-service analysis. At stop­
controlled intersections, the 95th-percentile vehicle queue length was determined using Equation 17-37 
presented in the Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 1 ). All vehicle queuing analyses conducted for 
this study assume one vehicle will occupy 25 feet of storage length. 
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Table 5 summarizes the results of the queuing analysis under year 2011 total traffic conditions during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. As shown in the table, the queuing analysis determined that the 95'"­
percentile vehicle queues can be accommodated within the existing or proposed lane storage at all study 
intersections .. Appendix "L" contains the queuing analysis worksheets. 

Intersection 

NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 
NW Wilkins St. 

NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 
Proposed Street Access 

NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 
NW Quatama Rd. 

NW Cornelius Pass Rd./ 
NW Kian Ln. 

NW Quatama Rd./ 
Proposed Site Access/ 
NE 761

h Ave. 

NW 231" Ave./ 
NW Dogwood St. 

TABLES 
Estimated 95 .. -Percentile Queue Lengths 

(Year 2011 Total Traffic Conditions) 

Storage Demand 
(feel) 

Approach Movement AM Peak PM Peak 

Northbound Through-Right 275 300 

Left 75 150 
Southbound 

Through 125 250 

Left 100 100 
Westbound 

Right 150 125 

Northbound Left 25 25 

Eastbound Right 25 25 

Left 50 100 
Northbound 

Through-Right 300 325 

Left 50 100 

Southbound Through 175 350 

Right 25 75 

Left 150 150 
Eastbound 

Through-Right 125 150 

Left 75 175 
Westbound 

Through-Right 150 150 

Westbound Left-Right 25 25 

Northbound Left-Through-Right 25 25 

Southbound Left-Through-Right 50 75 

Eastbound Left 25 25 

Westbound Left 25 25 

Northbound Left 25 25 

Southbound Left 25 25 

Eastbound Left-Through-Right 75 50 

Westbound Left-Through-Right 50 75 

Notes: Cont.=Cont1nuous travel lane. 

Available Adequate 
Storage Storage 

(feet) Available? 

Cont. Yes 

150 Yes 

Cont. Yes 

200 Yes 

200 Yes 

75 Yes 
(proposed) 

Coni. Yes 
(proposed) 

100 Yes 

Cont. Yes 

150 Yes 
(proposed) 

Cant Yes 

150 Yes 
(propo.ed) 

300 1 
Yes 

{proposed) 

Cont. Yes 

175 Yes 
(proposed) 

Cont. Yes 

Cont. Yes 

Cont. Yes 

Cont. Yes 
(proposed) 

65 Yes 
(proposed) 

300 1 
Yes 

(proposed) 

75 Yes 

Cont. Yes 

Coni. Yes 

Coni. Yes 

1 Along NW Quatama Road, there is 375 feet of distance (centerline-to-centerline) between the intersections of NE 761
h Avenue and NW 

Cornelius Pass Road. This distance between these intersections allows eastbound vehicles approximately 300 of storage distance to 
queue up during a red signal phase without blocking the NE 76111 Avenue intersection. 
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ACCESS SPACING 
Figure 3 illustrates all existing and proposed accesses within the "influence area" of the site. As shown in 
this figure, a public street providing access to the site is proposed along NW Quatama Road directly 
across from NE 76"' Avenue, creating a common four-way intersection. The proposed location of this 
new street access is 140 feet east of the easternmost driveway to the Elks Lodge on the north side of NW 
Quatama Road and 335 feet west of NW Cornelius Pass Road. Under these conditions and according to 
Section 501-8.56(3) of the Washington County Community Development Code, the access spacing 
standard of 100 feet for a Col/ector street, such as NW Quatama Road, is satisfied. 

Figure 3 also shows the proposed location for a new public street access along the west side of NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, at a distance of 715 feet north of NW Quatama Road, 450 feet north of the PGE 
substation driveway on the east side of the street, and 140 feet south of another driveway to a single 
family residence on the east side of the street. Although the proposal to have direct access to NW 
Cornelius Pass Road does not satisfy the 600-foot access spacing standards outlined in Section 501-
8.56(4) of the Washington County CDC for an Arterial street such as NW Cornelius Pass Road, Section 
501-8.5C of the CDC does allow for an exception to the access criteria through County approval of an 
Access Modification Request. Such a request has been prepared separately from this study and 
submitted to Washington County for review. 

It is important to emphasize that the proposed access to NW Cornelius Pass Road will allow site traffic to 
circulate more efficiently between the development and the adjacent street system. It will lessen overall 
trip lengths for drivers related to the development and place less demand on the traffic signal at NW 
Cornelius Pass Road/NW Quatama Street intersection, thus preserving its capacity and minimizing 
vehicle delays and standing vehicle queues. It is also expected that having the proposed access in place 
will reduce cut-through traffic demand within the old Orenco Neighborhood immediately west of the site; a 
goal established by the City of Hillsboro during the process to change the underlying Comprehensive 
Plan designation for the proposed development site. Lastly, the proposed street access to NW Cornelius 
Pass Road will be designed to limit access to right-in/right-out/left-in only movements via the construction 
of a raised median and appropriate signing and striping. All left-out movements will be directed to the 
proposed street access to NW Quatama Road where drivers can safely access NW Cornelius Pass Road 
in the northbound direction from the signalized intersection at NW Quatama Road. 

SIGHT DISTANCE 
Sight distance measurements were made in the field to ensure that the proposed street connections to 
NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW Quatama Road will have adequate intersection sight distance. All 
intersection sight distance measurements were made from a point 15 feet behind the edge of the traveled 
way, and from a height of 3.5 feet above the ground looking at an object that is 3.5 feet above the ground, 
which is consistent with AASHTO (Reference 8) standards. 

From the location of the proposed street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road, intersection sight distance 
was measured to be more than 680 feet in the northbound direction and more than 600 feet in the 
southbound direction. These distances exceed the minimum standard of 450 feet as required by 
Washington County for a roadway with a posted speed of 45 mph. 

At the proposed location for the new street access to NW Quatama Road (directly across from NE 76"' 
Avenue) intersection sight distance measured more than 400 feet in the eastbound and westbound 
directions, which exceed the minimum standard of 250 feet as required by Washington County for a 
roadway with a posted speed of 25 mph. 
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PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 
Section 137-XVI(C) of the Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 indicates the need for a pedestrian 
circulation study to be included within the traffic impact report for a development located within a 2,600-
foot radius of an LRT station. Given that the entire Orenco Woods Crossing site is located more than 
2,600 feet from the Quatama/NW 2051h Avenue station and only a small portion of the northwest comer of 
the site is located within 2,600 feet of the Orenco/NW 231 51 Avenue station, a pedestrian circulation study 
is not required. However, it should be stated that the proposed street system within the Orenco Woods 
Crossing development will be designed according to City of Hillsboro standards and will facilitate 
continuous sidewalk facilities along all streets, with external pedestrian connections provided to each of 
the public streets surrounding the site, such as NW Cornelius Pass Road, NW Quatama Road, and NW 
225'" Avenue. Direct pedestrian connections will also be provided to important destinations such as the 
Orenco Elementary School, the McDonald House, internal park areas, and the multi-use path proposed 
along Rock Creek. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the transportation impact analysis findings documented in this report per the modified site plan, 
the proposed Orenco Woods Crossing development can be developed while maintaining acceptable 
levels of operation and safety on the surrounding transportation system. This study resulted in the 
following recommendations: 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Cornelius Pass Road at a distance of approximately 
715 feet north of NW Quatama Road {centerline-to-centerline distance). Construct a right-turn 
deceleration lane with appropriate storage and taper transition on the southbound approach of 
NW Cornelius Pass Road at the proposed new access. Construct a left-turn lane with 75 feet of 
storage distance on the northbound approach. Limit traffic movements at the proposed new 
intersection to right-in/right-out/left-in only through the construction of a raised median and 
installation of appropriate signing and striping. 

• Widen NW Cornelius Pass Road from two to three travel lanes between NW Quatama Road and 
the proposed public street access to the site, with an appropriate taper transition back to two 
travel lanes north of the proposed access; 

• Construct a continuous sidewalk along the site frontage of NW Cornelius Pass Road in its 
ultimate planned location, between the regional trail access and NW Quatama Road. 

• Construct a new public street access to NW Quatama Road, directly across from NE 761
" Avenue. 

• Widen NW Quatama Road along the site frontage to facilitate a three-lane section (one travel 
lane in each direction and a center left-turn lane) with bicycle lanes on both sides of the street, 
and a new planting strip and sidewalk along the north side of the street. 

• Widen the eastbound and westbound approaches of the NW Quatama Road/NW Cornelius Pass 
Road intersection to establish 150 feet of striped storage on the eastbound approach and 175 
feet of striped storage on the westbound approach. Install a right turn lane with 150 feet of 
storage on the southbound approach. Maintain the existing permitted left-turn signal phasing on 
the eastbound and westbound approaches of this intersection, and maintain the 
protected/permissive left-turn signal phasing that now exists on the northbound and southbound 
approaches. 

• Maintain any landscaping provided along the site frontages of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 
Quatama Road to ensure adequate sight distance along these roadways. 
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Prtnted: 1211412004 at 5:42:00 PM 

TrafflcViewer v1.1.1.2 

Quality Counts, LLC 

Daily Vehicle Volume Report 

Location: Dogwood btwn 230th and 231th 
Unit ID: QUALITY COUNTS 

Study Date: Tuesday- December 07, 2004 

WestBound 
Time Volume 

00:00- 00:59 5 
01:00-01:59 1 
02:00 - 02:59 2 
03:00- 03:59 2 
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07:00- 07:59 81 
08:00- 08:59 70 
09:00 - 09:59 35 
10:00- 10:59 31 
11:00-11:59 44 
12:00 -12:59 51 
13:00- 13:59 52 
14:00-14:59 69 
15:00- 15:59 54 
16:00 -16:59 35 
17:00- 17:59 50 
18:00-18:59 41 
19:00-19:59 29 
20:00-20:59 23 
21:00-21:59 20 
22:00-22:59 9 
23:00- 23:59 5 

ADT 758 
AM Peak Time 07:30- 08:29 
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PM Peak Time 14:15-15:14 
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Pnnted: 12/1412004 at5:42:00PM 

TrafficViewer v1.1.1.2 

Quality Counts, LLC 

Daily Vehicle Volume Report 

Location: Dogwood btwn 230th and 231th 
Unit 10: QUALITY COUNTS 

Study Date: Wednesday- December 08, 2004 

WestBound 
Time Volume 

00:00- 00:59 1 
01:00- 01:59 0 
02:00-02:59 2 
03:00- 03:59 3 
04:00- 04:59 10 
05:00 - 05:59 11 
06:00- 06:59 27 
07:00- 07:59 69 
08:00- 08:59 74 
09:00- 09:59 31 
10:00-10:59 19 
11:00-11:59 42 
12:00-12:59 44 
13:00- 13:59 39 
14:00- 14:59 84 
15:00-15:59 54 
16:00-16:59 46 
17:00 - 17:59 62 
18:00-18:59 30 
19:00- 19:59 33 
20:00 - 20:59 19 
21:00- 21:59 12 
22:00- 22:59 8 
23:00- 23:59 6 

ADT 726 
AM Peak Time 07:45 - 08:44 
AM Peak Volume 93 
PM Peak Time 14:00-14:59 
PM Peak Volume 84 

EastBound 
Volume 
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44 
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10 
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Printed; 12/1412004 at 5;42;00 PM 

TrafficVaewer v1.1.1.2 

Quality Counts, LLC 

Daily Vehicle Volume Report 

Location: Dogwood btwn 23oth and 231th 
Unit ID: QUALITY COUNTS 

Study Date: Thursday- December 09, 2004 

WestBound 
Time Volume 

00:00 - 00:59 2 
01:00-01:59 1 
02:00 - 02:59 1 
03:00- 03:59 5 
04:00-04:59 7 
05:00 - 05:59 11 
06:00- 06:59 26 
07:00- 07:59 70 
08:00- 08:59 62 
09:00- 09:59 35 
10:00- 10:59 36 
11:00-11:59 38 
12:00- 12:59 51 
13:00- 13:59 44 
14:00 - 14:59 57 
15:00-15:59 61 
16:00-16:59 33 
17:00- 17:59 47 
18:00- 18:59 44 
19:00- 19:59 20 
20:00 - 20:59 25 
21:00- 21:59 18 
22:00 - 22:59 10 
23:00- 23:59 9 

ADT 713 
AM Peak Time 07:15-08:14 
AM Peak Volume 85 
PM Peak Time 13:45-14:44 
PM Peak Volume 61 

EastBound 
Volume 

1 
2 
0 
1 
1 
5 

10 
48 
30 
25 
16 
33 
37 
35 
40 
31 
36 
53 
60 
36 
18 
11 
12 
5 
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07:15-08:14 

50 
17:30- 18:29 

64 
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-N .,. 
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CL = Classification: 

IA=Arterial 
C = Collector 
NR = Neighborhood Route 
L =Local 

As of 0511912008 

2008 ANNUAL TRAFFIC COUNTS 
CITY OF HILLSBORO, ENGINEERING DIVISION 
PHONE: 503-581-6146 
Ft0<:503-681-6245 

SL = Speed Limit 
85th % = 85th Percentile Speed in MPH 

2008 Traffic Counts 

N/E = Northbound and Eastbound Direction of travel 
S/W = Southbound and Westbound Direction of travel 

ADT =Average Daily Traffic 
AM Peak = Morning Peak Hour Volume 
PM Peak = Evening Peak Hour Volume 
SZ = School Zone 
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CL ~ Classification: 
A • Arterial 
C =Collector 
NR = Neighborhood Route 
L =Local 

As of 05119/2008 

2006 ANNUAL TRAFFIC COUNTS 
CITY OF HILLSBORO, ENGINEERING DIVISION 
PHONE: 503-661-6146 
FAX: 503-681-6245 

SL = Speed Um~ 
85th % = 85th Percentile Speed in MPH 

2006 Traffic Counts 

N/E = Northbound and Eastbound Direction of travel 
SIW = Southbound and Westbound Direction of travel 

AOT =Average Daily Traffic 
AM Peak = Morning Peak Hour Volume 
PM Peak = Evening Peak Hour Volume 
SZ • School Zone 
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40 45 85 PEAK HOUR (AM): 7:00AM 
3:00AM 50 40 90 
4:00AM 107 43 150 PEAK HOUR (PM): 4:00 PM 
1:00AM 358 87 445 
6:00AM ••• 276 

~ 7:00AM 873 375 
8:00AM 737 448 AVERAGE SPEED: 
9:00AM 578 428 1004 

10:00AM 817 453 1070 MODAL SPEED: 
11:00AM 806 ... 1160 
12:00 PM 835 663 1298 MEDIAN SPEED: 

1:00PM 550 802 1252 
~OOPM ... 690 1254 85th PERCENTILE: 
3:00PM 572 n3 

~ POSTED SPEED: 4:00PM 592 862 
5:00PM 2n 584 661 
6:00PM 421 874 1095 
7:00PM 516 844 1160 TOTAL TRUCKS: 8:00PM 445 593 1038 
9:00PM 331 514 845 (Class 4 thru 13) 10:00 PM 192 351 543 

1242 



N ... 
w 

Type of report Tube Count- Volume Data 

LOCATION: Cornelius Pass Rd btwn Quatama and Wilkins 
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 500ft from Quatama 
CITY/STATE: Hillsboro OR 

Start Time Mon Tue Wed Thu 
14..Ju~8 15-Jul-oe 16-Jui-D8 

12:00AM 81 51 
1:00AM 41 56 
2:00AM 40 35 
3:00AM 50 46 
4:00AM 107 106 
5:00AM 358 360 
6:00AM 695 649 
7:00AM 873 
8:00AM 737 
9:00AM 578 

10:00AM 617 
11:00 AM 606 
12:00 PM 635 
1:00PM 622 650 
2:00PM 585 564 
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10:00 PM 202 192 
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Day Total 5051 10087 1303 

%Weekday 
49.3% 98.5% 12.7% 

Average 

%Week 
49.3% 98.5% 12.7% 

Average 

AM Peak 7:00AM 6:00AM 
Volume 873 649 

PM Peak 6;00 PM 1:00PM 
Volume 625 650 
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498 498 
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308 308 
197 197 
109 109 

10239 10239 

100.0% 
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1:00AM 58 55 56 56 • 2:00AM 45 61 53 53 • 3:00AM 40 32 36 36 • 4:00AM 43 46 44 44 • 5:00AM 87 95 91 91 • 6:00AM 276 244 260 260 
7:00AM 375 375 375 
8:00AM 448 448 448 
9:00AM 426 426 426 

10:00 AM 453 453 453 
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12:00 PM 663 663 663 
1:00PM 607 602 604 604 
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7:00PM 671 644 657 657 
8:00PM 634 593 613 613 
9:00PM 456 514 485 485 

10:00 PM 332 351 341 

100.0% 
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LEVEL OF SERVICE CONCEPT 

Level of service (LOS) is a quality measure describing operational conditions for drivers as they travel 
through an intersection or along a roadway segment. LOS is defined by such service measures as speed 
and travel time, freedom to maneuver, impediments caused by other vehicles, and comfort and 
convenience. Six LOS grades are used to denote the various levels of service, from A to F, with LOS A 
representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst. 

Signalized Intersections 

At signalized intersections, level of service is defined by the average control delay per vehicle. Average 
control delay is defined to include initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final 
acceleration delay. The following table presents the relationship between the six LOS grades and 
average control delay, plus a qualitative description of each level of service grade. The level of service 
thresholds acceptable to the specific reviewing jurisdiction(s) are described in the body of the report. 

Average Control 
Level of Delay Per Vehicle 
Service (Soconds)1 

A <10.0 

8 !>-10 and s20 

c >20 and .S35 

0 >35 and S55 

E >55 and sao 

F >80 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 
FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

Description of Conditions 

Very low average control delay with extremely favorable traffic progression and 
most vehicles arriving during the green phase. Vehicles clear the intersection 
every signal cycle. 

Low average control delay with good progression, but more vehicles stop than for 
a level of service A condition, causing higher levels of average control delay. 
Operating speeds are beginning to be affected by other traffiC. 

Higher delays from fair progression and/or longer cyde lengths. Individual cycle 
failures may begin to appear at this level. The number of vehicles stopping is 
significant at this level, although many still pass through the Intersection without 
stopping. Operating speeds and maneuverability are closely controlled by other 
traffic. 

The influence of traffic congestion is noticeable. There are longer delays resulting 
from some combination of unfavorable traffic progression, long cycle length, or 
high volume/capacity ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehides not 
stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are also noticeable, but operating 
speeds are tolerable. 

Very long traffic delays generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, 
and/or high volume/capacity ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent 
occurrences. Operating speeds are restricted and traffic flow has become 
unstable, meaning any interruptions will cause vehicle queues to form and 
operations to deteriorate to level of service F. 

Extreme delays resulting in conditions that are unacceptable to most drivers. This 
condition often occurs with oversaturatlon. It may also occur at high 
volume/capacity ratios below 1.0 with many individual cycle failures. Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths may also contribute to such high delay values. 

1. The average control delay ranges presented in this table are from the Transportation Research Board, Highway 
Capacity Manual, (2000). 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Unsignalized intersections include two way stop controlled (TWSC) and all way stop controlled (AWSC) 
intersections. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual provides models for estimating average control delay 
at both TWSC and AWSC intersections. Both quantitative and qualitative descriptions of the various 
service levels associated with an unsignalized intersection are presented in the following table. Again, 
the level of service thresholds acceptable to the specific reviewing jurisdiction(s) are described in the 
body of the report. 

tl !:!1.1!1 .. Pagel 
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Average Control 
Level of Delay Per Vehicle 
Service (Saconds)1 

A <10.0 

B >10 and :S15 

c >15 and :S:25 

D >25 and s35 

E >35 and :S50 

F >50 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 
FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

Description of Conditions 

Nearly all drivers find freedom of operation. Very seldom is there more than one 
vehicle in queue. 

Some drivers begin to consider the delay an inconvenience. Occasionally there is 
more than one vehicle In queue. 

Many times there is more than one vehicle In queue. Most drivers feel restricted, 
but not objedionably so. 

Often tl1ere is more than one vehicle in queue. Drivers feel quite restricted. 

Represents a condition in which the demand is near or equal to the probable 
maximum number of vehicles that can be accommodated by the movement. There 
is almost always more than one vehicle in queue. Drivers find the delays 
approaching intolerable levels. 

Forced flow. Represents an intersection failure condition that is caused by 
geometric and/or operational constraints extemal to the intersection. 

1. The average control delay ranges presented in this table are from the Transportation Research Board, Highway 
Capacity Manual, (2000). 

It should be noted that the level of seiVice criteria for unsignalized intersections are somewhat different 
than the criteria used for signalized intersections. The primary reason for this difference is that drivers 
expect different levels of performance from different kinds of transportation facilities. The expectation is 
that a signalized intersection is designed to carry higher traffic volumes than an unsignalized intersection. 
Additionally, there are a number of driver behavior considerations that combine to make delays at 
signalized intersections less onerous than at unsignalized intersections. For example, drivers at 
signalized intersections are able to relax during the red inteiVal, while drivers on the minor street 
approaches to 1WSC intersections must remain attentive to the task of identifying acceptable gaps and 
vehicle conflicts. Also, there is often much more variability in the amount of delay experienced by 
individual drivers at unsignalized intersections than signalized intersections. For these reasons, it is 
considered that the control delay threshold for any given level of seiVice is less for an unsignalized 
intersection than for a signalized intersection. While overall Intersection level of service is calculated 
for AWSC Intersections, level of service is only calculated for the minor approaches and the major 
street left turn movements at TWSC Intersections. No delay is assumed to the major street through 
movements. For 1WSC intersections, the overall intersection level of seiVice remains undefined: level-of­
seiVice is only calculated for each minor street lane. 

In the performance evaluation of lWSC intersections, it is important to consider other measures of 
effectiveness (MOE's) in addition to delay, such as vic ratios for individual movements, average queue 
lengths, and 95th-percentile queue lengths. By focusing on a single MOE for the worst movement only, 
such as delay for the minor-street left turn, users may make inappropriate traffic control decisions. The 
potential for making such inappropriate decisions is likely to be particularly pronounced when the HCM 
level-of-seiVice thresholds are adopted as legal standards, as is the case in many public agencies. 
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AM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11:50:27 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2008 Existing Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative) 

Page 2-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 

Average Delay (sec/veh) : 1.6 Worst Case Level Of Service: C{ 24.5] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 828 30 24 364 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
Growth Adj; 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. DO 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 828 30 24 364 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 941 34 27 414 0 0 0 0 27 0 61 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 941 34 27 414 0 0 0 0 27 0 61 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 xxxx 6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx·xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 xxxx 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 975 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1426 xxxx 958 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 662 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 148 xxxx 311 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 662 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 144 xxxx 311 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.04 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.19 xxxx 0.20 
.. ----------- 1---------------1 1---------------1 I ---------------1 1--------------- I 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XXX XX 0.1 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.7 xxxx 0. 7 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 10.7 xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 35.8 xxxx 19. 4 
LOS by Move: • • • 8 • • • • E • c 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX: 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxx:x XXX XX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • • * • • • • • • • • • 
Approach Del: xxxxxx XXX XXX xxxxxx 24.5 
ApproachLOS: • • • c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2008 Existing Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative) 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection •2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
58 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.702 
13.6 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak: Hour 
Base Vol: 16 738 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 75 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 16 738 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 75 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 17 802 76 27 373 18 34 42 25 40 17 82 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 17 802 76 27 373 18 34 42 25 40 17 82 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 l.OD 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Final Volume: 17 802 76 27 373 18 34 42 25 40 17 82 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.83 0.87 0.87 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 0.95 0.05 0.33 0.42 0.25 0.29 0.12 0.59 
Final Sat.: 1702 1615 153 1583 1577 78 492 619 365 427 185 865 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.01 0.50 0.50 0.02 0.24 0.24 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.78 0.71 0.71 0.73 0. 70 0.70 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Volume/Cap: 0.03 0.70 0. 70 0.09 0.34 0.34 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.70 0.70 0.70 
Delay/Veh: 2.6 9.4 9.4 6.0 5.4 5.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 47.9 47.9 47.9 
User DelAdj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: 2.6 9. 4 9. 4 6.D 5. 4 5.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 47.9 47.9 47.9 
LOS by Move: A A A A A A D D D D D D 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 15 15 0 4 4 3 3 3 5 5 5 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2008 Existing Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection •3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: C( 19.5] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 o 1 0 0 1 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 816 1 3 403 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 816 1 3 403 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 
PHF Volume: 0 887 1 3 438 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 887 1 3 438 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 888 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1332 1332 888 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 730 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 172 156 346 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 730 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 171 155 346 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.00 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.03 0.00 0.03 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 
Control Del :xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 10.0 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx X XXX X 
LOS by Move: * * * A * * * * • * • * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 263 X XXX X 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 0.0 xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX 0. 2 X XXX X 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 10.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx 19.5 X XXX X 
Shared LOS: * * • A • * • * • c 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx XXX XXX 19.5 
ApproachLOS: • * • c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative) 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 2.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: A[ 8.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 001!00 00000 00100 01000 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 64 0 8 41 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 64 0 8 41 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
PHF Volume: 2 0 32 0 0 0 0 78 0 10 50 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 2 0 32 0 0 0 0 78 0 10 50 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5 6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 148 148 78 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 78 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 849 748 988 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1483 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 845 743 988 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1483 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.03 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: * * * * • * * * * A * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 976 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 8.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.4 xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * A * '* * * * * A * * 
ApproachDel: 8. 8 xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A * * * 
*****************************~'*****•*********************************•********** 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
***************************•••································•••*************** 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection *5 231st Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay {sec/veh): 3.4 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 15.9] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------ 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1--------------- I 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 14 356 4 6 145 4 50 2 32 11 11 37 
Growth Adj' 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. OD 1. 00 1.00 !. 00 l. DO 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 14 356 4 6 145 4 50 2 32 11 11 37 
User 1\dj' !. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. DO 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. OD 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: D.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
PHF Volume: 17 424 5 7 173 5 60 2 38 13 13 44 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 
Final Volume: 17 424 5 7 173 5 60 2 38 13 13 44 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3,5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 177 xxxx xxxxx 429 xxxx xxxxx 677 651 175 669 651 426 
Potent Cap.: 1399 xxxx xxxxx 1115 xxxx xxxxx 366 389 868 371 388 629 
Move Cap.: 1399 xxxx xxxxx 1115 xxxx xxxxx 327 381 868 348 381 629 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 0.18 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.07 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ' 0.0 xxxx XXX XX 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 7.6 xxxx xxxxx 8.2 xxxx X XXX X XXX XX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: A * A * * * • • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx X XXX X xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 431 xxxxx xxxx 494 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX 0.9 XX XXX XXX XX 0.5 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX 15.9 xxxxx XXX XX 13.5 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * * * * * * • c * • B • 
ApproachDe l: xxxxxx XXX XXX 15.9 13.5 
ApproachLOS: • * c B 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 

···············~································································ 
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------------------------------------------~-------------------------------------
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative} 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 2.7 Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 41.5] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 675 49 71 941 0 0 0 0 37 0 66 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial B.se: 0 675 49 71 941 0 0 0 0 37 0 66 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0. 97 
PHF Volume: 0 696 51 73 970 0 0 0 0 38 0 68 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 696 51 73 970 0 0 0 0 38 0 69 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 xxxx 6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 xxxx 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 746 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1838 xxxx 721 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 862 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 84 xxxx 429 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 862 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 78 xxxx 429 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.08 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.49 xxxx 0.16 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.3 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 2.0 xxxx 0.6 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 9.6 xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XX XXX 88.7 xxxx 15.0 
LOS by Move: * * * A * • * * * F B 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx X :XXX xx:xxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx XXX XX X XXX X xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • • • • * • • • * • • * 
ApproachDel: XXX XXX xxxxxx xxxxxx 41.5 
ApproachLOS: • * • E 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported i.s the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative) 
···········••******************************************************************* 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec}: 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R""4. 0 sec) 
86 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.848 
22.3 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: Norlh Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 645 59 71 881 35 26 31 25 157 37 58 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 39 645 59 71 881 35 26 31 25 157 37 58 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 41 679 62 75 927 37 27 33 26 165 39 61 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 41 679 62 75 927 37 27 33 26 165 39 61 
PCE Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
MLF Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Fina1Volume: 41 679 62 75 927 37 27 33 26 165 39 61 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.97 0.97 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.73 0.73 0.73 
Lanes: 1.00 0.92 0.08 1.00 0.96 0.04 0.32 0.38 0.30 0.62 0.15 0.23 
Final Sat.: 1753 1668 153 1769 1780 71 501 597 482 869 205 321 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.02 0.41 0.41 0.04 0.52 0.52 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.19 0.19 0.19 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.61 0.58 0.58 0.69 0.61 0.61 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 
Volume/Cap: 0.24 0.70 0.70 0.22 0.85 0.85 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Delay/Veh: 14.3 15.4 15.4 9.2 20.1 20.1 29.0 29.0 29.0 52.4 52.4 52.4 
Llser DelAdj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: 14.3 15. 4 15.4 9.2 20.1 20.1 29.0 29.0 29.0 52.4 52.4 52.4 
LOS by Move: B B B A c c c c c D D D 
HCM2kAvgQ: 1 15 15 1 24 24 2 2 2 10 10 10 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
·~****************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 

1267 



1268 

PM Mon Ju1 21, 2008 11:50:34 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project f0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hlillsboro 

2008 Existing Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 23.31 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Oncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 74 4 1 6 1057 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. co 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 744 1 6 1057 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. co 1. DO 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 767 1 6 1090 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 767 1 6 1090 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xXXXX XXXX XXXXX 4.1 XXXX KXXXX XXXXX XKXX XXXXX 6.4 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTirn:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 768 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1870 1870 768 
Potent Cap.: XXXX XXXX XXXXX 846 KXXX XXXXK XXKX XXXX XXXXX 80 73 405 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 846 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 80 73 405 
Volume/Cap: XXXX XXXX XXXX 0.01 XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXK XXXX 0.01 0.00 0.01 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx X XXX X 9.3 xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: • • * A * * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 201 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.0 xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XX XXX 0.1 XX XXX 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 9.3 xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX 23.3 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • * * A * * * * * * c • 
ApproachDel: XXX XXX XXXXKX xxxxxx 23.3 
ApproachLOS: • • • c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Base Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 1.8 Worst Case Level Of Service: A[ 8.91 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 64 6 23 89 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 64 6 23 89 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0. 93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
PHF Volume: 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 69 6 25 96 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 69 6 25 96 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 I--------------- I 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5 6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------1 1--------------- I 1---------------1 1--------------- I 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 217 217 72 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 75 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 767 677 985 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1524 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 757 666 985 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1524 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.02 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.4 xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * • * • * * • * A * • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 946 xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX X XXX: X: XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 8.9 XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 7. 4 xxxx XXX XX 

Shared LOS~ A * • • * * • * A • * 
ApproachDel: 8.9 x:xxxxx XXX XXX xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A • * * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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PM Mon Ju1 21, 2008 11:50:34 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2008 Existing Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Base Volume Alternative) 

Page 6-1 

********~*********************************************************************** 

Intersection #5 23lst Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 2.6 worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 18.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes : 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 15 207 49 39 447 20 9 7 31 26 6 27 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 15 207 49 39 447 20 9 7 31 26 6 27 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 
PHF Volume: 17 238 56 45 514 23 10 8 36 30 7 31 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 17 238 56 45 514 23 10 8 36 30 7 31 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 537 xxxx xxxxx 294 xxxx xxxxx 934 944 525 937 927 266 
Potent Cap.: 1031 xxxx xxxxx 1213 xxxx xxxxx 248 264 556 247 270 777 
Move Cap.: 1031 xxxx xxxxx 1213 xxxx xxxxx 224 251 556 217 256 777 
Volume/Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx 0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.03 0.04 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx XXX XX 0.1 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 8.6 xxxx XX XXX 7.9 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: A • • A • * * • • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 380 XXX XX xxxx 331 XX XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX 0.5 XXX XX XXX XX 0.8 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XX XXX 16.1 XX XXX XX XXX 18.7 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • • • • • • c • • c 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx XXX XXX 16.1 18.7 
ApproachLOS: • c c 
*************k****************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------~ 
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Project # 0092 - Orenco Woods Mixed-Use 
In-Process Development Trips (As of 7116108) 

%0couplod 
ln-Procsss Develoomsnts 
Nexus Apartments 50 
Crossroads at Orenco Station• 90 
Stonebrier 75 
vma es at Orenco 50 
Dolores Park 0 
Arbor Crossina Condos 70 

rbor ?ass Creek Condos 5 

AM 
Kalahal Rldae 0 
Roct; Creek Ridge 30 
Townhome Develo.oment- 0 
Touchstone fQuatama Park Townhomes 30 
Plnman Place 0 
Cherrv Park at Orenco 0 
Beavercreek Manor Assisted Uvin_g 0 
Alder Creek 95 
Evergreen Meadows 0 
Orenco Medical Office 0 
Hillsboro Elementarv School #26 0 
TOTAL 

NBLT NBTH NSRT SBLT SBTH 

3 11 
12 6 
1 1 

33 20 
14 5 

1 

1 2 
1 3 

1 

2 
10 1 
5 5 

2 80 0 2 54 

woo~1sr 7~ 
SBRT EBLT EBTH E8RT WBLT WBTH WBRT NBLT NBRT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH 

1 2 1 
1 1 3 2 
1 1 2 3 1 

2 1 4 
1 1 

3 10 5 

3 10 0 e 2 0 3 2 5 6 1 5 4 

I I I %Occupied I NBLT I NBTH I NBRT I SBLT I SBTH r::t:?:i EBTH r EBRT IWBLT I wriiii 
riiliiQ...,,.,.. 

I NBRT I EBTH I EBRT I WB<T IWBTH 

Nexus rtmsnls 
Cross roc 
Stonebr!er 
Villaaes at Orenco 

M>or Cross! Condos 
Arbor Pass Cree); Condos 

PM Kalahal Rld e 
- Roell Creek Rid e 

Alder Creek 
Eve reen Meadows 
Orenco Mecncal Office 
Hiflsboro Eementa S 
TOTAL:= ___ _ 

·~Accounts for Famous Dave's, On the Border, +1 other pad. 
-~Site located just south of Quatama Gardens townhomes. 

7117/2008 

!3 

1( 

,I I I I I I I 1~1 121~1~1J5 
• 

6 
3

\ 111 3 1 I I 1,1 I 1,12141 I 14 
1 

7 

· 1 I 51 I 1 1 --n 1bfl-11 I -15- I o I o I o I o I 2 I z I e I 4 I 1 I e I 1 

C:\Projf1Jes\0092..0renco Woods Mixed Use\excel\lnprocess_trips.xls 
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Project# 0092 - Orenco WOOds Mixed-Use 
In-Process Development Trips (As of 7116108} 

~ 

•. Accounts lor Famous Dave's, On the Border, +1 other pad 
... Site located just south of Quatama Gardens townhomes 
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AM Mon Jul 21, 2008 11:36:51 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 2-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time {sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 
82 

Critical Vol./Cap. {X): 
Average Delay {sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.835 
18.1 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 828 30 24 364 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 878 32 25 386 0 0 0 0 25 0 57 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 47 10 11 36 0 0 0 0 38 0 62 
Initial Fut: 0 925 42 36 422 0 0 0 0 63 0 119 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1051 48 41 479 0 0 0 0 72 0 136 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1051 48 41 479 0 0 0 0 72 0 136 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolurne: 0 1051 48 41 479 0 0 0 0 72 0 136 
~-------~----l------------~---ll---------------ll---------------ll---------------1 

Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.83 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 0.96 0.04 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1720 78 1583 1666 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.61 0.61 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.09 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

* * * * 
o.oo 0.73 
0.00 0.83 
0.0 13.1 

1. 00 1. 00 
0.0 13.1 
A B 

0 23 

0.73 
0.83 
13.1 
1. 00 
13.1 

B 
23 

**** 
0.03 
0.83 

113.0 
l. 00 

113.0 
F 

3 

0.76 
0.38 
3. 7 

1. 00 
3.7 

A 
5 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

l. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.0 0.0 

1.00 1.00 
0.0 0.0 
A A 

0 0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.10 
0.40 
39.1 
1. 00 
39.1 

0 
2 

0.00 
0.00 
o.o 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 

0 

**** 
0.10 
0.83 
69.1 
1.00 
69.1 

E 
6 

******************************************••···································· 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
···········································••*********************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Ose - Hillsboro 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 3-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
74 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh}: 
Level Of Service: 

0. 797 
16.7 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 16 738 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 75 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 17 782 74 27 364 18 33 41 24 39 17 80 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 2 44 3 1 66 7 7 0 4 9 0 6 
Initial Fut: 19 826 77 28 430 25 40 41 28 48 17 86 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 21 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 52 18 93 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 21 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 52 18 93 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 21 898 84 30 467 27 43 45 31 52 18 93 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation ~low Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.83 0.87 0.87 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.74 0.74 0.74 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 0.94 0.06 0.36 0.38 0.26 0.32 0.11 0.57 
Final Sat.: 1702 1617 151 1583 1562 91 502 520 357 450 158 797 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.01 0.56 0.56 0.02 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User De!Adj: 
1\djDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.76 0.70 
0.04 0.80 
3.2 13.0 

1.00 1.00 
3.2 13.0 

A B 
0 20 

0.70 
0.80 
13.0 
1. 00 
13.0 

B 
20 

**** 
0. 72 
0.13 

8.7 
1. 00 

8. 7 
A 

0 

0.69 
0. 43 

6.3 
1.00 

6.3 
A 

6 

0.69 
0.43 

6.3 
1. 00 

6.3 
A 

6 

0.15 0.15 
0.59 0.59 
40.5 40.5 
1.00 1.00 
40.5 40.5 

0 0 
4 4 

0.15 
0.59 
40.5 
1. 00 
40.5 

D 
4 

0.15 
0.80 
56.3 
1.00 
56.3 

E 
7 

**** 
0.15 
0.80 
56.3 
1.00 
56.3 

E 
7 

0.15 
0.80 
56.3 
1.00 
56.3 

E 
7 

**************************************•*•*************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
**************************************************************•***************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
*******************************************•••••································ 
Average Delay (sec/vehl : 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 23.4} 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1 ---------------I 1--------------- I 1--------------- I 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 8!6 1 3 403 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Growth Adj: I. 06 I. 06 I. 06 I. 06 I. 06 I. 06 I. 06 1. 06 l. 06 1.06 I. 06 I. 06 
Initial Bse: 0 865 1 3 427 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 49 0 0 79 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 914 1 3 506 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
User Adj: I. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 
PHF Volume: 0 993 I 3 550 0 0 0 0 5 0 10 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 993 1 3 550 0 0 0 0 5 0 10 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 995 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1551 1551 994 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 665 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 126 115 300 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 665 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 126 114 300 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.04 0.00 0.03 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 10.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * * * B * * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 210 XX XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx X XXX X XX XXX 0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 10.4 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX 23.4 XX XXX 

Shared LOS: * • • B * • * • * * c 
ApproachDel: XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 23.4 
ApproachLOS: * • * c 
********************************************************************W*********** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
***********************************•············································ 
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------------------------------------------------------------------~-------------
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 

orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 
2011 Background Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 2.5 Worst Case Level Of Service: A[ 9.0] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 ! 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 64 0 8 41 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Sse: 2 0 28 0 0 0 0 68 0 8 43 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 6 1 5 4 0 
Initial Fut: 4 0 33 0 0 0 0 74 1 13 47 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. oo 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
PHF Volume: 5 0 40 0 0 0 0 90 1 16 58 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 5 0 40 0 0 0 0 90 1 16 58 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5 6.2 XXX~~ XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX 4.2 XXXX XXXXX 

FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.3 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 181 181 91 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 91 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 813 716 973 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1467 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 806 708 973 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1467 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.04 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX 

Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx XXX: X xxxxx 7.5 xxxx XX XXX 
LOS by Move: • • • * • * * • * A * • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 950 X XXX X xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx o.o xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd Conoe1:xxxxx 9.0 X XXX X xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.5 xxxx XX XXX 

Shared LOS: A • • * • • * A * • 
ApproachDel: 9.0 xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A • • • 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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2011 Background Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative} 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection iS 231st Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay {sec/veh) : 4.4 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 24.11 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 o o 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: l4 356 4 6 145 4 so 2 32 11 11 37 
Growth Adj: l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 l. 06 
Initial Bse: 15 377 4 6 154 4 53 2 34 12 12 39 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 2 80 0 2 54 3 10 0 6 2 0 3 
Initial Fut: 17 457 4 8 208 7 63 2 40 l4 12 42 
User Adj: l. 00 1.00 l. 00 1.00 l. 00 l. 00 l. 00 1. 00 l. 00 l. 00 l. 00 l. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
PHF Volume: 20 544 5 10 247 9 75 3 48 16 l4 so 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 20 544 5 10 247 9 75 3 48 16 14 so 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------ 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1-------------- -I 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 256 xxxx xxxxx 550 xxxx xxxxx 891 861 252 884 863 547 
Potent Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx 1005 xxxx xxxxx 263 293 787 266 292 537 
Move Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx 1005 xxxx xxxxx 225 286 787 244 285 537 
Volume/Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 0.33 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.09 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 7.8 xxxx xxxxx 8.6 xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: A • • A • • • • • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx 311 xxxxx xxxx 385 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX 1.9 XX XXX xxxxx 0.8 XXX XX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX 24.1 xxxxx xxxxx 16.8 XX XXX 

Shared LOS: • • • • • • • c • • c • 
ApproachDe 1: xxxxxx xxxxxx 2 4. 1 16.8 
ApproachLOS: • • c c 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project i0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Background Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 2-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection 11 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R~4.0 sec) 
62 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.731 
14.1 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 o 1 o o 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 675 49 71 941 0 0 0 0 37 0 66 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 716 52 75 997 0 0 0 0 39 0 70 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In~Process: 0 24 33 57 36 0 0 0 0 19 0 25 
Initial Fut: 0 740 85 132 1033 0 0 0 0 58 0 95 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 762 88 136 1065 0 0 0 0 60 0 98 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 762 88 136 1065 0 0 0 0 60 0 98 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 0 762 88 136 1065 0 0 0 0 60 0 98 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.93 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 0.90 0.10 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1647 189 1769 1862 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.08 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 0.67 
0.00 0.69 
0.0 10.7 

1.00 1.00 
0.0 10.7 

A B 
0 15 

0. 67 
0.69 
10.7 
1. 00 
10.7 

B 
15 

0.11 
0.69 
48.4 
1. 00 
48.4 

D 
5 

**** 
0.78 
0. 73 
6.9 

1.00 
6.9 

A 
16 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.08 0.00 
0.40 
40.8 
1.00 
40.8 

D 

2 

0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 

0 

**** 
0.08 
0.73 
58.7 
l. 00 
58.7 

E 
4 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane . 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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2000 HCM Operations Method {Future Volume Alternative} 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection i2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec) : 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec} 

131 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X) : 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 
Level Of Service: 

0.953 
31.9 

c 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 ll 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 645 59 71 881 35 26 31 25 157 37 58 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 41 684 63 75 934 37 28 33 27 166 39 61 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 4 62 9 6 46 11 7 0 3 4 0 3 
Initial Fut: 45 746 72 81 980 48 35 33 30 170 39 64 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 48 785 75 86 1031 51 36 35 31 179 41 68 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 48 785 75 86 1031 51 36 35 31 179 41 68 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 48 785 75 86 1031 51 36 35 31 179 41 68 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.97 0.97 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.71 0.71 0.71 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 0.95 0.05 0.36 0.34 0.30 0.62 0.14 0.24 
Final Sat.: 1753 1662 159 1769 1762 87 545 518 465 841 194 318 
------------1---------------ll---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.47 0.47 0.05 0.59 0.59 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.21 0.21 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.61 0.58 
0.36 0.81 
20.7 19.6 
L 00 1. 00 
20.7 19.6 

C B 
1 21 

0.58 
0.81 
19.6 
1.00 
19.6 

B 
21 

0.69 0.61 
0.33 0.95 
12.9 32.7 
1.00 1.00 
12.9 32.7 

B C 
1 34 

0.61 
0.95 
32.7 
l. 00 
32.7 

c 
34 

0.22 0.22 
0.30 0.30 
29.5 29.5 
1.00 1.00 
29.5 29.5 

c c 
3 3 

0.22 
0.30 
29.5 
1.00 
29.5 

c 
3 

**** 
0.22 0.22 
0.95 0.95 
73.5 73.5 
l. 00 1.00 
73.5 73.5 

E E 
12 12 

0.22 
0.95 
73.5 
1.00 
73.5 

E 
12 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 

Average Delay {sec/veh): 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 29.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 I ---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 744 1 6 1057 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 
Initial Sse: 0 789 1 6 1120 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 75 0 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 864 1 6 1173 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 890 1 7 1210 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 890 1 7 1210 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 6.2 
FOllowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 891 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2114 2114 891 
Potent Cap-.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 760 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 57 51 344 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 760 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 56 51 344 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 0.00 0.01 
------------(---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.0 xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX 9.8 xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 
LOS by Move: • • A * * * * * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 151 XXX XX 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX o.o xxxx XX XXX KXXXX xxxx XX XXX xxxxx 0.1 XXXKX 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 9.8 xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 29.6 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • * * A * * * * * * D * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx XXXXXK 29.6 
ApproachLOS: * * * D 
*************************************************************************••••••• 
Note: Queue reported is the number of ~ars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 2.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: A[ 9.1) 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 ! 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 64 6 23 89 0 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Sse: 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 68 6 24 94 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 1 8 7 0 
Initial Fut: 5 0 26 0 0 0 0 72 7 32 101 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
PHF Volume: 6 0 28 0 0 0 0 77 8 35 109 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 6 0 28 0 0 0 0 77 8 35 109 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5 6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 260 260 81 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 85 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 725 641 973 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1511 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 712 626 973 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1511 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.03 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX x:xxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx X XXX X 7. 4 xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: * * * * * * * * A * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 917 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx 0. 1 xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 9.1 XX XXX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 7.4 xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * A * * * • * A * * 
ApproachDel: 9.1 xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A * * * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative} 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #5 231st Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh} : 3.5 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 29.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 15 207 49 39 447 20 9 7 31 26 6 27 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 16 219 52 41 474 21 10 7 33 28 6 29 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 7 51 1 4 101 11 6 0 5 0 0 2 
Initial Fut: 23 270 53 45 575 32 16 7 38 28 6 31 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 
PHF Volume: 26 311 61 52 661 37 18 9 44 32 7 35 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
l!'inalVolurne: 26 311 61 52 661 37 18 9 44 32 7 35 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 698 xxxx xxxxx 372 xxxx xxxxx 1199 1208 619 1203 1196 341 
Potent Cap.: 899 xxxx xxxxx 1192 xxxx xxxxx 164 185 455 163 188 706 
Move Cap.: 899 xxxx xxxxx 1192 xxxx xxxxx 142 171 455 134 174 706 
Volume/Cap: 0.03 xxxx xxxx 0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.13 0.05 0.10 0.24 0.04 0.05 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1------------~-1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way9SthQ: 0.1 xxxx XX XXX 0.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

Control Del: 9.1 xxxx XXX XX 8.2 xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: A * * A • * * • • * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 258 xxxxx xxxx 226 XXX XX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx XX XXX XXX XX 1.1 XX XXX XXX XX 1.4 XX XXX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx X XXX X XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX 24.0 xxxxx XXX XX 28.6 XX XXX 

Shared LOS: • * * • * * * c * 0 * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx XXX XXX 24.0 28.6 
ApproachLOS: • * c 0 
*************************************************k****************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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AM Fri Aug 29, 2008 16:03:17 Page 2-1 

----------------------------------------------------------------~---------------
Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 

Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 
2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time {sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R-"'4.. 0 sec) 

100 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.890 
21.4 

c 
**********************************~********************************************* 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Inc! ude 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 o o 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 828 30 24 364 0 0 0 0 24 0 54 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 878 32 25 386 0 0 0 0 25 0 57 
Added Vol: 0 68 8 0 31 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 
In-Process: 0 47 10 11 36 0 0 0 0 38 0 62 
Initial Fut: 0 993 50 36 453 0 0 0 0 75 0 119 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
PHF Volume: 0 1128 57 41 515 0 0 0 0 86 0 136 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1128 57 41 515 0 o 0 0 86 0 136 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolurne: 0 1128 57 41 515 0 0 0 0 86 0 136 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.83 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.83 
Lanes: 0.00 0.95 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1712 86 1583 1666 0 0 0 0 1753 0 1568 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.66 0.66 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.09 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 0.74 
0.00 0.89 
0.0 16.7 

1.00 1.00 
0.0 16.7 

A 8 
0 29 

0.74 
0.89 

**** 
0.03 0. 77 
0.89 0.40 

16.7 134.5 3.7 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
16.7 134.5 3.7 

8 
29 

F 
3 

A 
5 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1.00 

0.0 
A 

0 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.10 0.00 
0.50 0.00 
41.0 0.0 
l.OO 1.00 
41.0 0.0 

D A 
3 0 

**** 
0.10 
0.89 
82.6 
1. 00 
82.6 

F 
7 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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AM Fri Aug 29, 2008 16:03:17 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 3-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection ~2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4. 0 sec) 
78 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.818 
18.8 

B 
*******************************************************************************~ 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement : L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Perrnit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 16 738 70 25 343 17 31 39 23 37 16 75 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 17 782 74 27 364 18 33 41 24 39 17 80 
AddedVol: 11 13 0 0 28 18 76 32 7 0 32 0 
In-Process: 2 44 3 1 66 7 7 0 4 9 0 6 
Initial Fut: 30 839 77 28 458 43 116 73 35 48 49 86 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 33 912 84 30 497 47 126 80 38 52 53 93 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 33 912 84 30 497 47 126 80 38 52 53 93 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 33 912 84 30 497 47 126 80 38 52 53 93 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.83 0.88 0.75 0.52 0.94 0.94 0.59 0.87 0.87 
Lanes: 1.00 0.92 0.08 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.33 1.00 0.36 0.64 
Final Sat.: 1702 1619 149 1583 1666 1416 997 1207 582 1119 602 1052 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.56 0.56 0.02 0.30 0.03 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.09 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move; 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

0.76 
0.06 

3.5 
1. 00 
3.5 

A 
0 

**** 
0.69 
0.82 
14.4 
1. 00 
14.4 

B 
22 

0.69 
0.82 
14.4 
1. 00 
14. 4 

8 
22 

**** 
0.69 
0.14 
9.6 

1. 00 
9. 6 

A 
0 

0.67 
0.45 

7. 3 
1. 00 
7.3 

A 
7 

0.67 
0.05 

5.1 
1. 00 
5.1 

A 
0 

**** 
0.15 
0.82 
64.5 
1. 00 
64.5 

E 
6 

0.15 
0. 43 
35.5 
1. 00 
35.5 

0 
3 

0.15 
0.43 
35.5 
1. 00 
35.5 

D 
3 

0.15 
0.30 
34.7 
1. 00 
34.7 

c 
2 

0.15 
0.57 
38.4 
1.00 
38.4 

D 
5 

0.15 
0.57 
38.4 
1.00 
38.4 

D 
5 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 {c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 



AM Fri Aug 29, 2008 16:03:17 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 4-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 24.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------l--------------11--------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 816 1 3 403 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 0 865 1 3 ,p427 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
Added Vol: 031/~ 0 o x 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 49 0 

0 ~~~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 ~'136 1 3) 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 
PHF Volume: 0 1018 1 3 589 0 0 0 0 5 0 10 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 1018 1 3 589 0 0 0 0 5 0 10 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:x:xxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 6.2 
B~ollowUpTim: x:xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2. 3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3. 5 4. 0 3. 3 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1020 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1615 1615 1019 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 650 xxxx: xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 115 105 290 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxXx 650 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 115 104 290 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.04 0.00 0.04 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 10.6 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: * • * B • • • • • • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - R1' LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx X XXX X xxxx 198 XX XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XXX XX xxxxx 0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 10.6 xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx 24.7 X XXX X 

Shared LOS: • • • B • • • • • c 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx xxxxxx 24.7 
ApproachLOS: • • c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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Fri Aug 29, 2008 16:03:17 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project 40092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 5-l 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection i4 Quatarna Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 6.8 Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.2] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1 ! 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 64 0 8 41 0 
Growth Adj: ]. 06 ]. 06 ]. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 2 0 28 0 0 0 0 68 0 8 43 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 115 0 55 t(fJ4 0 0 0 0 61 
In-Process: 2 0 5 0 0 0 

111:i 
6 1 5 4 0 

Initial Fut: 4 0 33 115 0 55 74 1 13 47 61 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0. 82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
PHF Vol urne: 5 0 40 140 0 67 59 90 1 16 58 74 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 5 0 40 140 0 67 59 90 1 16 58 74 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.2 xxxx xxxxx 4.2 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 XXXK XXXXX 2.3 XXXX XXXXX 

------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1··--··---- -------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 369 373 91 356 336 95 132 xxxx xxxxx 91 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 591 561 973 603 588 967 1428 xxxx xxxxx 1467 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 528 532 973 556 557 967 1428 xxxx xxxxx 1467 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.25 0.00 0.07 0.04 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx XX XXX 0.0 xxxx XX XXX 

Control Del :xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 7.6 xxxx xxxxx 7.5 xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: * • • • • • A • • A • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx 889 xxxxx xxxx 645 XX XXX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX. XXX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.2 XX XXX XXX XX 1.4 XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 9.3 XX XXX XX XXX 13.2 XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx X XXX X 

Shared LOS: * A * * B • • • * * * • 
ApproachDel: 9.3 13.2 xxxxxx XX XX XX 

ApproachLOS: A B * * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 

Page 6-1 

******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #5 231st Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 5.7 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 27.6] 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 14 356 4 6 145 4 50 2 32 11 11 37 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 15 377 4 6 154 4 53 2 34 12 12 39 
Added Vol: 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 19 
In-Process: 2 80 0 2 54 3 10 0 6 2 0 3 
Initial Fut: 17 457 13 17 208 7 63 2 40 30 12 61 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
PHF Volume: 20 544 16 21 247 9 75 3 48 35 14 73 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 20 544 16 21 247 9 75 3 48 35 14 73 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnf1ict Vol: 256 xxxx xxxxx 560 xxxx xxxxx 929 893 252 910 890 552 
Potent Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx 996 xxxx xxxxx 248 281 787 255 282 533 
Move Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx 996 xxxx xxxxx 200 271 787 232 272 533 
Volume/Cap: 0.02 xxxx xxxx 0.02 xxxx xxxx 0.37 0.01 0.06 0.15 0.05 0.14 
------------1---------------ll---------------l 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.0 xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 7.8 xxxx xxxxx 8. 7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XXX XX 
LOS by Move: A * • A * * * * • • * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx 281 xxxxx xxxx 359 XXX XX 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxxx 2.2 xxxxx XXX XX 1.5 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx X XXX X XX XXX 27.6 XX XXX xxxxx 20.1 XX XXX 
Shared LOS: * * * * * * 0 * * c * 
ApproachDel: XXX XXX xxxxxx 27.6 20.1 
ApproachLOS: * * 0 c 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
*************************************************************************•······ 

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use ~ Hillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, AM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 7-1 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 12.01 
************************************************************************•******* 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
------------1--------------- I 1--------------- I 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:AM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 844 0 0 385 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 895 0 0 408 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 13 76 0 0 18 25 0 0 28 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 57 0 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 13 1028 0 0 500 25 0 0 28 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. DO 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0. 92 0.92 0.92 o. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0. 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
PHF Volume: 14 1117 0 0 544 27 0 0 30 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 14 1117 0 0 544 27 0 0 30 0 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 571 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 544 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 987 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 543 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 987 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 543 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.06 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.2 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 8.7 xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xx.xx XXX XX :xx:xx:x xxxx 12.0 XXX XX xx:xx XX XXX 
LOS by Move: A * * * * * * * 8 * * * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap. : xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx XXX XX 

Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx X XXX X xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * * • * • * * • * * * * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx 12.0 xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: * * B * 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
***************************************'**************************************** 

Traffix 7. 9. 0415 (c) 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DUNN TRAFFIC, PORTLAND 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - H!illsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 

Page 2-1 

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Cornelius Pass Rd./Wilkins St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec): 
Loss Time (sec): 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
70 

Critical Vol. /Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.776 
15.3 

B 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 675 49 71 941 0 0 0 0 37 0 66 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 0 716 52 75 997 0 0 0 0 39 0 70 
Added Vol: 0 l\'6j(9 15 0 70 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
In-Process: 0 24_.~'\ 33 57 36 0 0 0 0 19 0 25 
Initial Fut: 0 ~· 100 132 1103 0 0 0 0 71 0 95 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 813 103 136 1138 0 0 0 0 73 0 98 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 813 103 136 1138 0 0 0 0 73 0 98 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fina!Volume: 0 813 103 136 1138 0 0 0 0 73 0 98 
------------ 1-------------- -·I 1---------------1 1---------------1 1--------------·· I 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.93 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 0.89 0.11 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Final Sat.: 0 1628 206 1769 1862 0 0 0 0 1787 0 1599 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.08 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User De1Adj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.00 0.68 
0.00 0.73 
o.o 11.3 

1.00 1.00 
0.0 11.3 
A B 

0 11 

0.68 
0.73 
11.3 
1. 00 
11.3 

B 
17 

**** 
0.11 0.79 
0.73 0.78 
52. 9 7. 9 
1.00 1.00 
52. 9 7. 9 

0 A 
5 19 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 
1. 00 
0.0 

A 

0 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.0 0.0 

1.00 1.00 
0. 0 0. 0 
A A 

0 0 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 
0.0 

A 
0 

0.08 
0.52 
43.3 

0.00 
0.00 
0.0 

1. 00 1. 00 
43.3 0.0 

0 A 
3 0 

**** 
0.08 
0.78 
66.1 
1. 00 
66.1 

E 
5 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
****************************************************~·*************************** 
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Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC - Project #0092 
Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
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2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #2 Cornelius Pass Rd./Quatama Rd. 
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec) : 
Loss Time (sec}: 
Optimal Cycle: 

90 
12 (Y+R=4.0 sec) 
99 

Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 
Level Of Service: 

0.888 
25.0 

c 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Prot+Permit Prot+Permit Permitted Permitted 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------l---------------ll---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 39 645 59 71 881 35 26 31 25 157 37 58 
Growth Adj: 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 41 684 63 75 934 37 28 33 27 166 39 61 
Added Vol: 34 6 0 0 -13 52 86 42 46 0 42 0 
In-Process: 4 62 9 6 4 6 11 7 0 3 4 0 3 
Initial Fut: 79 752 72 81 967 100 121 75 76 170 81 64 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 84 791 75 86 1018 105 127 79 79 179 85 68 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 84 791 75 86 1018 105 127 79 79 179 85 68 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 84 791 75 86 1018 105 127 79 79 179 85 68 
------------ 1---------------1 I ---------------1 I--------------- I I ---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.98 0.83 0.55 0.92 0.92 0.54 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 0.91 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00 0.56 0.44 
Final Sat.: 1753 1663 158 1769 1862 1583 1042 866 874 1021 979 778 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Val/Sat: 0.05 0.48 0.48 0.05 0.55 0.07 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.09 
Crit Moves: 
Green/Cycle: 
Volume/Cap: 
Delay/Veh: 
User DelAdj: 
AdjDel/Veh: 
LOS by Move: 
HCM2kAvgQ: 

**** 
0.66 0.61 
0.46 0.78 
18.0 17.0 
1.00 1.00 
18.0 17.0 

B B 
2 20 

0.61 
0.78 
17.0 
1.00 
17.0 

B 
20 

**** 
0. 7l 0. 62 
0.30 0.89 
11.4 23.4 
1.00 1. 00 
11.4 23.4 

B C 
1 27 

0. 62 
0.11 
7.2 

1.00 
7. 2 

A 
1 

0.20 0.20 
0.62 0.46 
38.5 32.8 
1.00 1. 00 
38.5 32.8 

D C 
4 4 

0.20 
0. 46 
32.8 
1.00 
32.8 

c 
4 

**** 
0.20 0.20 
0.89 0.44 
69.7 32.6 
1. 00 1.00 
69.7 32.6 

E C 
8 4 

0.20 
0.44 
32.6 
1.00 
32.6 

c 
4 

******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************•************************************* 
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Orenco Woods Mixed Use - Hiillsboro 

2011 Total Traffic Conditions, PM Peak Hour 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Cornelius Pass Rd./Kian Ln. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay {sec/veh) : 0.1 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 32.0] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 
------------1---------------1 1--------------- I 1--------------- I I ---------------1 
Vol tune Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 744 1 6 1057 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Growth Adj: I. 06 I. 06 I. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Sse: 0 789 1 6 ll20 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Added Vol: 0 40 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 75 0 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 0 904 1 6 1206 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0. 97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
PHF Volume: 0 932 1 7 1244 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 0 932 1 7 1244 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.4 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 933 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2189 2189 932 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 734 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 51 46 326 
Move Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 734 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 50 46 326 
Volume/Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.02 0.00 0.01 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way9SthQ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.0 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

Control Del:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX 9.9 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move: • • • A • • • • • • • * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx 138 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx X XXX X 0.0 xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX 0.1 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 9.9 xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx XXX XX XX XXX 32.0 X XXX X 

Shared LOS: • • A * • * • • • D • 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx XXX XXX 32.0 
ApproachLOS: * * • D 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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2011 Total Traffic conditions, PM Peak Hour 
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-------------------------------------·------------------------------------------
Level Of Service Computation Report 

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Quatama Rd./76th Ave./Site Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 8.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: C( 18.71 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1 ! 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 3 0 19 0 0 0 0 64 6 23 89 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1.06 
Initial Bse: 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 68 6 24 94 0 
Added Vol: 0 0 0 175 0 64 ~~1 0 0 0 0 ~ 
In-Process: 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 1 8 7 0 

lil8 

Initial Fut: 5 0 26 175 0 64 ~ "'\ 72 7 32 101 -wJ/.;!8' 
User Adj: 1. 00 l. 00 1.00 1.00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
PHF Volume: 6 0 28 188 0 69 74 77 8 35 109 139 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FinalVolume: 6 0 28 188 0 69 74 77 8 35 109 139 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7,1 6.5 6.2 4.1 XXXX XKXXX 4.1 XXXX XXXXX 
FollowUpTim:· 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 512 547 81 492 482 178 248 xxxx XXXXX 85 XXKX XXXXX 
Potent Cap.: 469 442 973 491 487 870 1330 xxxx xxxxx 1511 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 407 408 973 448 449 870 1330 xxxx xxxxx 1511 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.42 0.00 0.08 0.06 XXXX KKXX 0.02 XXXX XXXX 
------------1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XX XXX 0.2 xxxx xxxxx 0.1 xxxx XXX XX 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 7.9 xxxx xxxxx 7. 4 xxxx XX XXX 

LOS by Move: • • • • * * A * * A • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx 791 XX XXX xxxx 515 xxxxx x:x:xx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.1 XXX XX xxxxx 2.8 xxxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XXX XX 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 9. 8 XXX XX xxxxx 18.7 XXX XX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: * A • • c * * • * • • • 
ApproachDel: 9.8 18.7 xxxxxx xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: A c • * 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
***************************~*****~********************************************** 
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******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #5 231st Ave./Dogwood St. 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh) : 5.0 Worst Case Level Of Service: E{ 39.1] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement : L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1! 0 0 0 0 1! 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 15 207 49 39 447 20 9 7 31 26 6 27 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 16 219 52 41 474 21 10 7 33 28 6 29 
Added Vol: 0 0 17 20 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 14 
In-Process: 7 51 1 4 101 11 6 0 5 0 0 2 
Initial Fut: 23 270 70 65 575 32 16 7 38 41 6 45 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. DO 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 
PHF Volume: 26 311 80 75 661 37 18 9 44 47 7 51 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 26 311 80 75 661 37 18 9 44 47 7 51 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 4.1 xxxx xxxxx 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
FollowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 2.2 xxxx xxxxx 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 698 xxxx xxxxx 391 xxxx xxxxx 1262 1273 679 1259 1252 351 
Potent Cap.: 899 xxxx xxxxx 1173 xxxx xxxxx 148 169 455 149 174 697 
Move Cap.: 899 xxxx xxxxx 1173 xxxx xxxxx 123 153 455 120 158 697 
Volume/Cap: 0.03 xxxx xxxx 0.06 xxxx xxxx 0.15 0.06 0.10 0.39 0.05 0.07 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.1 xxxx XX XXX 0.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del: 9.1 xxxx XX XXX 8.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: A * * A * * * ' ' ' * 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx 236 xxxxx xxxx 207 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX 1.2 XX XXX X XXX X 2.6 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX 26.6 XXX XX XX XXX 39.1 xxxxx 
Shared LOS: ' * ' * ' * ' D * • E * 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx XX XX XX 26.6 39.1 
ApproachLOS: * ' D E 
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative) 
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #6 Cornelius Pass Rd./Proposed Access 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh): 0. 4 Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 22.1] 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement : L T R L T R L T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign 
Rights: Include Include Include Include 
Lanes: 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module:PM Peak Hour 
Base Vol: 0 729 0 0 987 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 06 1.06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 1. 06 
Initial Bse: 0 773 0 0 1046 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Added Vol: 29 63 0 0 19 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
In-Process: 0 72 0 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Initial Fut: 29 908 0 0 1128 64 0 0 20 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 31 956 0 0 1188 67 0 0 21 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Final Volume: 31 956 0 0 1188 67 0 0 21 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp: 4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Fo1lowUpTim: 2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol: 1255 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1188 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent cap.: 551 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 232 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.: 551 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 232 xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap: 0.06 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 0.09 xxxx xxxx xxxx 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ: 0.2 xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx 0.3 xxxx xxxx XX XXX 

Control Del: 11.9 xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx XXX XX XXX XX xxxx 22.1 XX XXX xxxx XXX XX 

LOS by Move: B • • • • • * * c * • • 
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT 
Shared cap.: xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX xxxx xxxx XXX XX 

SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XXX XX xxxx xxxxx XXX XX xxxx XXX XX xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx XXX XX XXX XX KXXK xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XX XXX XX XXX xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS: • * • • • • • * • • • • 
ApproachDel: xxxxxx xxxxxx 22.1 xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS: • • c 
***************************************************************•······~········· 

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheet 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 

Project Name: 

Date: 

0092 

Orenco Woods 

8/29/2008 

Intersection: 

!Scenario: 

Com Pas&'Si1e Access 

2011 Total, PM Peak Hour 

Nortf't.South Approach= Major 

Eaat.Weot Approach • Minor 

Major Street lllru Lanes • 

Minor Street Thru Lanes • 

Speed > 40 mph? Yes 

rn<10,000? No 
arrant Factor • 70% 

IPM Peak Hour or Dally Count? PM Peak Hour 

Major Street: 4th-Highest Hour"' 80% of Peak Hour 

'Mijor Street: 8th-Highest Hour = 60% of Peak Hour 

Minor Street: 4th-Highest Hour • 80% of Peak Hour 

Minor Street 8th-Highest Hour • 60% of Peak Hour 

Warrant 11 - Eight Hour Volume (Condition A) 

JWarrant itt - Eight Hour Volume (Condition B) 

!Warrant #2 - Four-Hour Volume 

(Warrant #3 • Peak Hour Volume 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC 

... -- Traffic v. ---··· 
Hour Major Street Minor Street Majo< st Adj. Minor St Adj. 

Begin End NB SB EB WB Factor Factor 

4:45PM 5:45PM 937 1192 20 0 1.00 1.00 

2nd Highest Hour 900 1144 19 0 0.96 0.96 

3rd Highest Hour 881 1120 19 0 0.94 0.94 

4th Highest Hour 750 954 16 0 0.80 0,80 

5th Highest Hour 712 906 15 0 0.76 0,76 

6th Highest Hour 403 613 9 0 0.-43 0.43 

7th Highest Hour 385 465 6 0 0.39 0.39 

81h Highest Hour 337 429 7 0 0,38 0.36 

9th Highest Hour 337 429 7 0 0.36 0.36 

10th Highest Hour 328 417 7 0 0.35 0.35 

11th Highest Hour 187 236 4 0 0.20 0.20 

12th Highest Hour 103 131 2 0 0.11 0.11 

13th Highest Hour 94 119 2 0 0.10 0.10 

14th Highest Hour 37 48 1 0 0.04 0.04 

Warrant Analysis Results 

Approach Lanes SiQnal Warrant Threshold Input TI'Bffk: Volumes 
Is Signal 

Combined Major Higher Minor Combined Major Higher Minor Warrant 
Major Street Minor Stntet Street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Street Volume Sat\sfted? 

1 1 350 105 788 7 No 

1 1 525 53 786 7 No 

1 , 1703 60 1703 16 No 

,_ 1 2129 75 2129 20 No 

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woods Mixed Use\exc:et\signal warrants\2007 _slg_war_com pass_ site aa:ess.xls 
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Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheet 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 

Project Name; 

!ooto: 

0092 

Orenco Woods 

8/2912008 

'Scelllirlo: 

Quatama/Sit.e Access/76th Avenue 

2011 Total, PM Peak Hour 

'Nofth..South Approach = Minor 

le..t.weotApproach • Major 

Major Street Thru Lanes • 1 

Minor Street Tttru Lanes= 

ISpoed > 40 mph? No 
' !Populltion < 10,000? No 
lw•mnt Factor • 100% 

:PM Peak Hour or Dally Count? PM Peak Hour 

iMajor Street 4th-Highest Hour 111 80% of Peak Hour 

!Major Street: 8th-Highest Hour • 60% of Peak Hour 

:Minor Street: 4th-Highest Hour.,. 80% of Peak Hour 

iMinor Street: 8th-Highest Hour • 60% of Peak Hour 

jWarrant if1 • Eight Hour Volume (Condition A) 

~arrant Itt ·Eight Hour Volume (Condition B) 

Warrant #2 ·Four-Hour Volume 

Warrant #3 • Peak Hour Volume 

I"'· ,,.n Trame Engineering, LLC 

... -· . ·-···- --·-···--
Hour Major Street Minor Street Major St. Adj. Minor St Adj. 

Begin End EB WB NB SB Factor Fac!Dr 

4:45PM 5:45PM 147 262 31 239 1.00 1.00 

2nd Highest Hour 141 252 30 229 0.96 0,96 

'"' Highest Hour 138 246 29 225 0,94 0.94 

4th Highest Hour 118 210 25 191 0,60 0,80 

5th Highest Hour 112 199 24 182 0.78 0,76 

6th Highest Hour 63 113 13 103 0.43 0,43 

7th Highest Hour 57 102 12 93 0.39 0,39 

8th Highest Hour 53 94 11 .. 0.38 0,38 

9th Highest Hour 53 94 11 86 0.36 0,38 

1oth Highest Hour 51 92 11 84 0.35 0,35 

11th Hignest Hour 29 52 6 48 0.20 0.20 

12th Highest Hour 16 29 3 28 0.11 0.11 

13th Highest Hour 15 26 3 24 0.10 0.10 

14th Highest Hour 6 10 1 10 0.04 0,04 

Warrant Analysis Results 

Approach Lanes Signal Warrant Threshold Input Trame Volumes 

Combined Major Higher Minor Combined Major Higher Minor 
Is Slgnal 
Wamont 

Major Street Minor Street Street Volume Street Volume Stntet Volume Street Volume Satiafled? 
1 I 500 150 147 86 No 
1 1 750 75 147 88 No 
1 I 327 >350 327 191 No 
1 1 409 >500 409 239 No 

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Wocxts Mixed Use\excet\slgnal wanant:s\2007 _sig_war_quatama_site at""l'lss.xls 
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Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheet 

ln_11_ut Parameters 
0092 

Orenco Woods 

7/24/2008 

lf'n>je<t No,, 

IProject Name: 

!Dole, 
!Intersection: 

!Scenario: 

Oogwood/231 st Avenue 

2011 Total, PM Peak Hour 

North-South Approach = 
East-West Approach~ 

Major Street Thru Lanes • 

MlnDf' Street Thru Lanes • 

Speed > 40 mph? 

Population < 10,000? 

lwarrant Factor • 
PM Peak Hour or Daily Count? 

Major Street: 4tti-Highest Hour= 

Major Street: Bttl-Higheat Hour .. 

Minor Street: 4th-Highest Hour= 

:Mtnor Street: 8th-Highest Hour • 

Major 

Minor 

No 

No 

100% 

PM Peak Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

80% of Peak Hour 

60% of Peak Hour 

Warrant 11 - Eight Hour Volume (Condition A) 

Warrant 11 -Eight Hour Volume (Condition B) 

[Warrant., ~Four-Hour Volume 

Warrant i!3- Peak Hour Volume 
-

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC 

Traffi ... ,.. .... -- ~-- ----
Hour Major Street Minor Street MajorStAdJ. Minor St. AdJ. 

Begin End NB SB EB WB Factor Factor 

4:45PM 5:45PM 363 872 81 92 1.00 1,00 

2nd Highest Hour 348 645 59 88 0,96 0.96 

3m Highest Hour 341 832 57 86 0,94 o.g4 

4111 Highest Hour 290 538 49 74 0,60 0.80 

5th Highest Hour 276 511 46 70 0,76 0,76 

61h Highest Hour 156 289 28 40 0.43 0.43 

71h Highest Hour 142 282 24 36 0,39 0.39 

8111 Highest Hour 131 242 22 33 0.36 0,36 

91h Highest Hour 131 242 22 33 0,36 0,36 

1oth Highest Hour 127 235 21 32 0.35 0.35 

11th Highest Hour 73 134 12 18 0.20 0.20 

12th Highest Hour 40 74 7 10 0.11 0.11 

13th Highest Hour 36 67 6 9 0.10 0.10 

14th Highest Hour 15 __E__ 2 ·---- 0,04 0,04 
------ -------

Warrant Analysis Results 

Aooroacll Lones Siollill W11murt Threshold lnDut Trame Volumes 
Ia Signal 

Combined MajOr Higher Minor Combined Major Higher Minor Warrant 
MaJor Str&et Minor Street Street Volume Street Volume StnHit Volume Street VOlume Satialied? 

1 1 500 150 373 33 No 

1 1 750 75 373 33 No 

1 1 828 140 828 74 No 

1 1 1035 185 1035 92 No 

C:\Projfiles\0092-0renco Woc:xls Mixed Use\excel\signal warrant:s\2007 _sig_ war_ dogwood_231 stxls 
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Left~ Tum Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (M.D. Ha""ellnk Nomagraph) 

Otonco Woods 
712112008 

llnl8nactlon: Comelius Pass Road/Klan Lane 
Scenario: 2YQifl1 AM and PM Peak Hour 

eooiiiHiiiiilf I I IIi II N! I lilt, 
700 

600 
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400 

300 

200 

100 

0 
100 400 500 600 700 

I Ya Appcooching Volume (vph) I 

Dunn TraffiC Engineering, LLC 

UlllltnOfl.rod lntt,...I­
Ufl Turns In Y& 

S•S~ U"9lh "-r..d 
40 ....... 

% 

900 1000 1100 1200 
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Left-Tum Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (M.D. Hannelink Nomagraph) 

-No.: 0092 
Project Nome: Oronoo Wood& 
Date: 712112008 
lntrtrwction: Cornelius Pass Road/Kian Lane 
Scenarlo: 2011 .. PM Peak Hour 

~ 
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Dunn rramc Engineering, LLC 
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Right-Turn Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (NCHRP Report 279) 

PiOjactNo.: 0092 
Ptoject Name: Orenco Wood& 
Data: 8/2912008 
Intersection: Sl!a Access/Cornelius Pass Road 
'Scenario: 2011 T01al Traffic AM and PM Peak Hours 

64 

:r: 
0.. 

2. 
a: 
::> 
0 
:r: 

"' <t 
w 
0.. 

z 

"' z 
.a:• 
::> .... ..... 
:I: 
CJ 

a: 

TAPER 

2- LANE ~IGHWAYS 

FULL· WIDTH TURN LANE 

~ 

NOTE: For posted speeds at or under 45 mph, -1 
peak hour right turns groater than 40 vph, 
and total peak hour approach less thm ,300 1(11~, 
adjust right tum vo1umei. ... 
Adjust peak hour right turns ~ 
Peak hour right turns - 20 

100 200 300 400 500 600 700 

TOTAL PEAK HOUR APPROACH VOLUME (VPH) 

Southbound Righl·Tum 
PM Peak Hour 

Southbound Right-Turn 
AM Peak Hour 

Dunn Tratrlc Engineering, LLC C:\Projfiles\0092·0~nco Woods Mixed Use\e)(Cel\right tum lane warrants\nght tum lane waJTanta_two lane highway.xls 
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Right-Turn Lane Warrant for Two-Lane Highways (NCHRP Report 279) 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Datt: 
lntei'MCtion: 
Scenuto: 

0092 
0tenco Woods 
712412008 
Kian Lane/Cornelius Pass Road 
201 1 Total Traffic AM and PM Peak Hours 

64 

:X: 
c.. 

2 - LANE :-ilGHWAYS 

100 

~ I ............ ' FUL.L· WIDTH TURN LANE 
cr: 80 
::> 
0 
::<: 

"' c:( 
w 
c.. 
2 

"' 2 
·0:· 
::> ... 
1-' 40 
:l: 
C> 
a: 

NOTE! For posted speeds at or under 45 mph, 
peak hour right turns greatar than 40 vph, 
and total peak hour approach los~ than .300 ~b, 
adjust right turn voh.nMs'. -
Adjust peak hour right tums • 
Peak hour right turns- 20 

100 200 300 400 500 BOO 

TOTAL PEAK HOUR APPROACH VOLUME (VPH) 

700 

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:\Projfles\0092-0renco Woods Mbted Use\ext:el\tight tum !Me warranta\right tum lane warranta_two lane hlghway.xla 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

lnDut Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Le_"!l (C.L.): 
Storaae LenathiVehlcle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
7/2412008 

Cornelius Pass/Wilkins Street 
2011 Total Nil Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feel 

#1 112 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 
GIC for movement: 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average total queue {veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

PERMmED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PHF): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red inlal'llaf"' (1 • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average queuellaoe "Volume • Red lntarv~l/3600 

Ma>dmum (lueue: Random amvai/Cons.tar~l Be/VIce 

Rar!dom anlvals behave according 10 a Poisson di£1Jibution 

The1o i• e probablli!y equal to the COI1ftdente loi~J d&Sir&d (e.g. 95%) 

lhallhe quoue formed durir1g oach red interval will be less than 

or oquel to 1M maximum queue 

(Prob. of arrivals= N) = (Rei!' tnlefva!)~N • exp(-N) IN! (!he Poisson diatrhllion) 

{Prob. of anivals =-= N) = 1 -Sum of Pfl)b.abl~ties ror vehicles 0, 1 ..... Jl.l-1 

Max N: Hitlhe•t N such lhallhe sum of probabilities> (1 - COI'IfiOence lhel} 

Dunn Traffic EngineeMng, llC 

1043 
0.74 

1 

23.4 
6.8 
11 

275 
275 

ll3 
SBLT 

36 
0.03 

1 

87.3 
0.9 

3 
75 
75 

Turn Movement 
tl4 115 #6 117 

SBTH EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

453 75 
0.77 0.10 

1 1 

20.7 81.0 
2.6 1.7 

5 4 
125 100 
126 100 

Queue length" Maximum queue • SIOf'aOEI length pervehide 

Required storage per lane"' Queue 18flgth f Number cf lanes, rounded 

up to the ooxt highest whole vehlde 

Lll'lbloeked G1C (gu/C)" (WC- Yo)/{1-Yo) 

#8 
WBRT 

119 
0.10 

1 

81.0 
2.7 

6 
150 
150 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage LengthNehicle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
712412008 
Cornelius Pass/Wilkins Street 
2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTH/RT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PH F) (vph): 
GIC for movement 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feel): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Le~lh of red interval., (1 - GIC)• Cycle length 

Averag~:~ queue/lane= Volume • Red lnterval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrivaiiConttant service 

Random arrivals bQhave ai:COI'djng to a Poisson distribu~on 

There is a probabiity equal to lh8 conrid811C$ level desired (e g 95%) 

that the queue formed during each red irllerval wiH be less U'!3n 

Dr equal to lhe maximum queue 

(Prob of arrivals" N) =(Red lnlervai)AN • exp(-N) IN! (the Poisson distribution) 

{Prob of arrivals>= N) = 1 - S001 of probabii!ies lllr vehicles 0. 1 •.•• N-1 

Mu N: Hiltlest N such lhallhe sum of probabllitles > (1 - con!i<lence 11veQ 

Dunn Traffic Erlglneemg, LlC 

889 
0.68 

1 

28.8 
7.1 
12 

300 
300 

#3 
SBLT 

132 
0.11 

1 

80.1 
2.9 

6 
150 
150 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 liT 

SBTH EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

1103 71 
0.79 0.08 

1 1 

18.9 82.8 
5.8 1.6 
10 4 

250 100 
250 100 

Oueuu length,. Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

ReQUifed storage ~er tane s Queue length I Numb!lf of Janas, rwnd~:~d 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

Opposiog flow raUo Yo= opposing volume vo I opposing sat now rate sop 

Unblocked GIC (go/C)= {giG- Yo)/(1-Yo) 

#8 
WBRT 

95 
0.06 

1 

82.8 
22 

5 
125 
125 

C:\ProjfilesW092-0fenco Woods Mixed Use\excel\queuing\queue_Signat)ds 



Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
8/28/2008 

Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
201 1 Total AM Peak Hour 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storage Lo.,gtlt/Vehlcle: 

111 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

112 
NBLT i'IBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 
G/C for movement: 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIDI'IS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh}: 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Lenglh of red inleNal,. {1 • GIC) • Cyda length 

Average queuailane "Voluma • R11d lnl.orval/3600 

Maximum queue: Random aniYalfConatant service 

Randonlllfliyals behave accor~ng loa Poisson dislrib<~lion. 

30 
0.07 

1 

83.7 
0.7 

2 
50 
so 

There is a ptobabi~ty equal to the confidence level desired {e.g. 95%) 

thai the queuelormed during 8'IICh r&d interval will be less than 

or equal to 1hu maJ<Imum queue. 

(Prob. of amv8ls" N) =(Red lfltervai)AN • elql{·NJ 1 Nl (the Poisson distrib'JUon) 

(Prob. of aniYals >'=' N)" 1 ·Sum of probabialies lor vehides 0, 1 .•.. , N-1 

Max N: Hl9he'sl N aud1 that the swn of probab~ities > (1 • contidence ~~~ 

Ota"ln Trame Engfnearlng, LLC 

916 
0.69 

1 

27.9 
7.1 
12 

300 
300 

113 
SBLT 

28 
0.02 

1 

88.2 
0.7 

2 
50 
50 

Turn Movement 
114 fiS #6 #T 

SBTH EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

458 116 108 48 
0.67 0.15 0.15 0.15 

1 1 1 1 

29.7 76.5 76.5 76.5 
3.8 2.5 2.3 1.0 

7 5 5 3 
175 125 125 75 
175 125 125 75 

135 108 
1654 1793 

0.08 0.06 
0.07 0.10 
83.3 81.4 

2.7 1.1 
6 3 

150 75 
150 75 

Queue lenglh: Maximum queue • Ston~ge length per vehicle 

Required storage per lane= Queue hmglh I Number" of lanes, roo.nded 

up to the next highut whole vehicle 

Opposing /low ratio Yo • opposing volume vo f opposing sat llow rates~ 

Unblodled G1C (gu/C) e (IVC. Yo)J(1·YO) 

118 
WBTHIR' 

135 
0.15 

1 

76.5 
2.9 

6 
150 
150 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
812812008 

Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total AM Peak Hour 

Cycle Length: 
ConOdence Level (C.L.I: 
Storage LengthiVeblcle: 

#1 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feel 

#2 
NBLT NBTHJRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 
G/C for movement: 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red Interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feel): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective reel interval (sec): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red inlerllal ,. (1 • GIC) • C~e length 

Average quevel1ane ,. Volume • Red lnlllfVIIl/3600 

Maximum queue: Random artiva!IConstant service 

Raodom arrivals behave according to a Poisson distribution 

There is a probabllity equal to !he confidence level desited (e.g. 95%) 

that \he queue fomled duting eoch red Interval wilt be tess than 

or equ:;~l to lhe I'Nildmum queue 

(Prob oferrivels • N)" (Red tntervai}"N • exp{·N) IN! (the Poiason dillflbutloo) 

(Prob. of arrivals>,. N) • t -Sum of probabiNlies for vehicles 0. 1, ... , N-1 

MIIX N. Highest N such lhat the sum ol probabilities> (1 - conMence level) 

ourm Trame Engineering, LLC 

#3 
SBLT 

Tum Movement 
#4 liS liS #7 

SBRT EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

43 
0.67 

1 

29.7 
0.4 

1 
25 
25 

Queue length., Maximum queue • Storage length per vehicle 

Required stor&IJ8 per lane .. Oueu11 kmg!h I Number of lanes. rouno:sed 

up to the naxt highest whale vehicle 

Opposing flow ratio Yo"' opposing volume vo I opposing sat now rat& 30P 

UnbJodled GIC (gu/C) = (g/C- Yo)/(1-Yo) 

#8 
WBTH/RT 

C·\Pmjftes\0092-0nmco Woods Mixed Use\excel\queulng'lqueua_algna!Jcls 



Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Date: 
Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cycle Length: 
Confidence Level (C.L.): 
Storaae LenalhNehlcle: 

0092 
Orenco Woods 
8/2812008 
Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feel 

#1 #2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 79 
G/C for movement 0.05 
Number of lanes: 1 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (sec): 85.5 
Average total queue (veh): 1.9 
Maximum total queue (veh): 4 
Total queue length (feet): 100 
Required storagenane (feet): 100 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked GIC: 
Effective red interval (sec}: 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet); 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length o1 re<:l interval= {1 - GIC) • Cyele !engltl 

A~arage queiJI&Aane" Volume • Red Interval I 3600 

Maximum queue: Random arrtveUCoostant serviCe 

Random ilmvale betlave according to a Poisson di$tribution 

Thare is a proba~ity equallo the confidence lsvel desired (e.g 95%) 

!Mt the QO.Jeue formed during eadl red interval 'Ml be len thtln 

or eq1J81 to the mmmum queue 

{Prob. of anivall"' Nj =(Red lfltervai)~N • &I<P{-N)I N! {the POISIOn dilltrbution} 

{Prob. of arrivals'""' NJ :o 1 -Sum of probabilities rorvetlicles 0, 1, .. , N-1 

Milx N: HighlltN lluch !hal the wm of probabiHiies > (1 - coolidence leVel) 

DuM Tranic EngineeMg, LLC 

824 
0.61 

1 

35.1 
8.0 
13 

325 
325 

#3 
SBLT 

81 
0.09 

1 

81.9 
1.8 

4 
100 
100 

Tum Movement 
#4 #5 #6 #7 

SBTH EBLT EBTHIRT WBLT 

967 121 151 170 
0.62 0.20 020 020 

1 1 1 1 

34.2 72.0 72.0 72.0 
9.2 2.4 3.0 3.4 
14 5 6 7 

350 125 150 175 
350 125 150 175 

145 151 
1757 1740 

0.08 0.09 
0.13 0.12 
78.5 78.8 

2.6 3.7 
6 7 

150 175 
150 175 

Ql.tilue length"' MaJ<imum queue • Storage \.ength per velllde 

Requfnld aloraiJ(I per lane::: Queue l&nglh f Number ot laoes, rouodEtd 

up to the next highest whole vehicle 

Opp~ing floW ratio Yo • opposing volwna vo I oppo$ing sat ftow rate aop 

Unblocked GlC (gu/C)"' (giC- YoV{1-Yo) 

#8 
WBTH/R1 

145 
0.20 

1 

72.0 
2.9 

6 
150 
160 

C"\Projfitea\0092-0renco Woo~ Mixad Use\excel\quelling\queua_~nat)ds 
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Signalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Project No.: 
Project Name: 
Dallt: 

Input Parameters 
0092 
Orenco Woods 
812812008 

Intersection: 
Scenario: 

Cornelius Pass/Quatama Road 
2011 Total PM Peak Hour 

Cycle Length: 
Connctence Level (C.L.): 
Storaae LenathNehlcle: 

#1 

90 sec 
95% 

25 feet 

#2 
NBLT NBTHIRT 

INPUT PARAMETERS: 
Volume (pre-PHF) (vph): 
GJC for movement: 
Number of lanes: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Length of red interval (see): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storage/lane (feet): 

PERMITTED LEFT TURNS: 
Opposing volume (pre-PH F): 
Opposing sat. flow rate: 

CALCULATIONS: 
Opposing flow ratio (Yo): 
Unblocked G/C: 
Effective red interval (see): 
Average total queue (veh): 
Maximum total queue (veh): 
Total queue length (feet): 
Required storagenane (feet): 

METHODOLOGY AND FORMULAS USED: 

Length of red interval = {1 • GIC) • Cycle length 

Average quauallane =Volume • Re-d Interval I 3600 

MaJdmum queue: Random amvalr'Conttant teMce 

RandOm anivale behave according to a Pol$ton dialrfbuUon 

There ia Ill probabiijty equal to the coolideflcfl !flvflf d~ (e.!jl 95%) 

!hat thfl queue fonnfld during uch red interval Ml be len than 

or equal to the mflximum queue. 

(Prob. of fl!livals = N) ={Red lnl8fV81)~N • exp(-N) f N! (the Poisson distribution) 

{Prob. of arrivals""' N) = 1 • Sum ot probabiilies for vehicles o, 1, ··~ N-1 

Max N: Highest N such that tl'le sum of probablities > (1 • con1idence level) 

Dunn Trame Enginel!lling, t.LC 

#3 
SBLT 

Tum Movement 
114 115 #6 #7 

SBRT EBLT EBTH/RT WBLT 

100 
0.62 

1 

34.1 
0.9 

3 
75 
75 

Qu-leflgth = Ma)umum qu- • Storage length pllfvehide 

Required $tor&ge per lane= Queue length I Number of lanes., rounded 

up to the neld highesl wtlole vahicle 

Opposing flow ratio Yo= opposing volume vo /opposing sal flow rata sop 

Unblocked G1C (guiC): {giC • Yo)/{1-Yo) 

#8 
WBTH/R1 

C:\Projllles\0092-0reneo Wood5 Mfxad U59\exc811queuing\queue_sigr19l)ds 
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Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: August 28, 2008 

Scenario: 2011 Total AM Peak Hour 
Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 

Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

Legend 
V • Flow rate for movement 
C = Capacity of movement 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veh) 
S = Storage needed (ft) 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17 -37) presented in Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

ApproachfTum Movement 

Intersection Name NBLT NBTH NBRT SBLT SBTH SBRT EBLT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT 

v 14 30 
Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 987 543 

Proposed Site Access Q 0.0 0.2 
s 25 25 
v 15 

Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 198 
Klan Lane Q 0.2 

s 25 
v 45 207 59 16 

Quatama Rd/ c 889 645 1428 1467 
Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.2 1.4 0.1 0.0 

s 25 50 25 25 
v 20 21 126 122 

231st Ave/Dogwood St c 1309 996 281 359 
Q 0.0 0.1 2.2 1.5 
s 25 25 75 50 

- ---

Dunn Traffic Engineering, LLC C:\Projflles\0092·0renco Woods Mixed Use\excel\queuing\queue_unsignalized,xls 
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Unsignalized Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Input Parameters 
Project No.: 0092 

Project Name: Orenco Woods 
Date: August 28, 2008 

Scenario: 2011 Total PM Peak Hour 
Analysis Period: 0.25 (peak 15 minute analysis) 

Vehicle Length (ft): 25 

Legend 
v = Flow rate for movement 
C = Capac~~¥ of movement 
Q = 95th percentile queue (veil) 
s = Storage needed (ft) 

• 95th-percentile queue length calculations performed using Equation (17 -37) presented In Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

ApproachfTurn Movement 

Intersection Name NBLT NBTH NBRT SBLT SBTH SBRT EBLT EBTH EBRT WBLT WBTH WBRT 

v 31 21 
Cornelius Pass Rdl c 551 232 

Proposed Site Access Q 0.2 0.3 
s 25 25 
v 4 

Cornelius Pass Rd/ c 138 
Klan Lane Q 0.1 

s 25 
v 34 257 74 35 

Quatama Rd/ c 791 515 1330 1511 
Site Access/76th Avenue Q 0.1 2.8 0.2 0.1 

s 25 75 25 25 

v 26 75 71 105 

231st Ave/Dogwood St c 899 1173 236 207 
Q 0.1 0.2 1.2 2.6 
s 25 25 50 75 

Dunn Trame Engineering, LLC C:\Projflles\0092-0renco Woods M'tXed Use\excel\queuing\queue_unSignalizcdJds 





No. 

In the Court of the 

State of Oregon 
for the 

County of Washington 

Affidavit of Publication 
The Hillsboro Argus 

Filed ,20 __ 

Clerk 

--· 

From the Office of 

~r 
Attorney for 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 
NOTICE OF 

:EUliLIC HEARING 

C~.I'$~~~~~~M:.co . 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIV· 

EN: that a·pubiic hfiaring will 
.be held before the Hillsboro 
Planning Commission, at or 

, si\Qi't1y; after •'6:ao p.nr., oil 
· Wetlriesday, September J.o, 
2008,-in the auditorium of the 
Hillsboro Civic Center, 150 
East Main Street, Hillsboro: 
At this meeting, the Planning 
Commission will consider a 
request for,modificationito an 
approv~d !'Concept· Develop­
ment Pian (CDP) for the Oren­
co Woods Crossing residential 
community, to 'be located ori 
properties totaling approxi · 
mately.55.12 acres in size. The 
site is zoned SCR-V Station 
Colllrtlunity.:Resideii.tial- Vil­
lage anii>Jts :designated RM 
Medium' DensitY Residential, 
RL Low Density Residential, 
OS Open Space, and FP.Flood 
Plain on the Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use tnap:'The prop­
erty owners for the partion of 
the site under review are 
Orenco Woods Crossing; LLC 
and Hillsboro Elks.Lodge NO. 
1862. The applicant is Venture 
Properties, .Inc. and the appli­
cant's representative is WRG 
Design, Inc. · . . . 

The subject site is general· 
ly located riorth of NW Quata­
ma Road, east of NW 225th 
Avenue; west of NW Cor­
nelius Pass Road, and south of 
a portion of the. Westside 
Light Rail .line. The .site is 
specifically identified as Tax 
Lot 3400 on Washington Coun-
ty Assessor's' Tax Map lN2-35, 
a portion of Tax Lot 100 on 
Tax Map 1N2~35CA, and Tax 
Lot 8200 on Tax Map 1N2· 
35CB. The llll\Jority of the site 

Affidavit of Publication 

STATE OF OREGON, COUNTY OF WASHINGTON. ss. 

I, Gary B. Stutzman, being first duly sworn, depose and say that I 

am the Managing Editor of THE HILLSBORO ARGUS, a 

newspaper of general circulation as defined by ORS 193.010 
and I 93.020; printed and published at Hillsboro, in the aforesaid 

county and state; that the Notice of Public Hearing, 
a printed copy of which is hereto annexed, was published in 
the entire issue of said newspaper for one insertion(s) 
in the following issue(s): 
September 2, 2008 

~ 
Subscribed and swam to before me this 2nd day 

of September, 2008. 

/~g_ 

• 

OFFICIAL SEAL l 
EYDIE ELLIOTI-LDHSE 
NOTARY PUBLIC-CREGO~~ 
COMMISSION NO. 390406 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES MAY 6, 2009 

f'"t--

is currently vacant with the 
exception of a non-Profit tran• --------------------------' 



-"' ... 
N 

......... 

""'~•""'""'.t"_u .... U4 ....,. .... ""': .... .t' .. .., .. ~., ...._~..,- , 

'Sitional housing filCi!ity (the 
. 1\1;cDonald House) loc.ated on 

the northwest portion' of the 
site, which will be preserved. 

The .approved . Orenco 
WoodS brossing'CDP includes 
the creation of 147 detached 
single famUy residential lots, · 
105 attache!\ single family res­
ideritlallots;'riatural resource 
and open space tracts, public 

. and private; infrastructure, 
public and private streets and 
alleys, preservation of the ex­
isting cultural resource (the 
McDonald House)', and lin-

' ,provemehis~aloiilt;~w cor< 
• nelitis&!?~ss~:'!loii:i'l:il'artd1~~w;c, Quatama;Road.-'l'he'app !cant'· 
proposes to revise the design -
of the southeast corner Of the 
approved CDP to·contain a 
mixture of. •commercial and 

, residential'· uses; The ·pro-
. posed reVised· CDP would· in­
clude 120 detached single fam' 

. ily'units, ~65.attached single 
· family units, 64 C<iniiolninium 
units, .approxllnately. 35;777 
square feet of miighborhood· 
commercial structures. and 
approxllnately 17,650 square· 
feet of ·other employment 
structures. .e .. · : · · . · . 

The staff' report on this 
matter will be available on 
Wednesday, September 3, 2008 
at 4:00 p.m. The staff report, · 
the application and all docu­
ments and evidence relied 
u);ion by the applicant, and the 
applicable criteria are avail­
able for public inspection at 
no cost or cari be provided at 
reasonable· cost. Materials can 

· .be'rev.iewed from 8:00 a.m. to 
S;O<Jp.m: weekdays, excluding 
holidS:ys, in .the Planning De­
partment in the. Civ.ic Center 
Building, Fourth: Floor,· 150 
E11-st Main Street, Hillsboro, 

. Oregon. Information may also . 
be obtained by calling Ruth 
Klein in the Planning Depart- · 
ment at (503) 681'6465 or by 
email _ at rutv•· ~~i.hills­
boro.or.us.. .. 

All interested J,> •• oans are · 

__ - -·- Vt..l.LOJ. t::Inp1oymen1 
·structures. 

The staff .report on this 
matter will be available on 
Wedriesday, September 3, 2008 

· at 4:00p.m. The-staff, report,­
the application and all docu­
ments and evidence relied 
Upon by the applicant, and the 
applicable criteria are avail-

. able for public inspection at 
no cost or. can•-be provided at 
reasonable cost. Materials can· 

·. be.re:v1ewed from a:oo a-m. to 
.,. · 5;00 P-in: weekdays, excluding · 

holidays; iii the Planning De­
Partment in the Civic Center. 
Building; Foiir!h Floor, 150 
E<tst Main Street, Hillsboro, 
Oregon. Information in<tY also . 
be obtained by Calling Ruth 
Klein in the Planning Depart- · 
ment at (503) 681•6465 or by 
email . at ruthk@ci.hills­
boro.or.us.. . '_,. 

All interested persons are · 
invited to attend the public 
hearing on this application 
and .Will be given an,opportu.­
nlty to be heard concerning 
the proposat Oral testilnony · 
will.be taken in the following 
order: applicant; Other prop<>' 
nents; opponents; and appli.- . 
cant's .rebuttal. Oral test!mo- . 
ny shoUld· avoid repetition of 
issues, and should be 'based 
on the application or on the 
approval criteria listed above .. 
If you are unable to attend the 
hearing, you niay submit a· 

· written statement to the Plan­
ning Dtrectoron or before the 
hearing date. Telephone bon­
versat!ons cannot be accepted 
as testimony. . 

Pursuanno ORS 197.763, 
failure to raise anJssue by the 

. close of the record at or fol­
lowing the firiaJ!evidentiary 
hearing, in persQh or by letter, 
or failure to provide sUfficient 
specificity to afford the deci­
sion maker ari opportunity to 
respond to the issue precludes 
appeal to the Land Use Board 
of Appeals based on that is­
sue. 

(Sept. 2. 20M\ 





CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

FILE NO. COP 1-06 (MOD 1) 

PROJECT/APPLICANT NAME ORE NCO WOODS CROSSING 

AFFIDAVIT OF NOTICE OF MAILING 

I, Lisa Califf, being duly sworn, say that I gave notice of mailing for a proposed 

.::C:.:O:.:Nc:C=E.:...P..:.T.::D:.:E=.V:.:E:::L:::O:::.P:_M=E:::N:.:T....:Pc.:L:::A.::N:.:_ ___ affecting land described as Lot(s) 3400 & PT. OF 100 
- 1N2-35 & PT OF 
on Washington County Tax Map IN2-35CB ; or as attached hereto and 

described herinbelow; and that, pursuant to City Ordinance 2793-4-77, Section 1 (Ill); 

Ordinance 1945, Sections 80, 109, 116, 118 or 127 as applicable; or Ordinance No. 

2808-7-77, Articles II-VI, I did give notice of mailing to those persons or entities listed 

on the attached mail list, on or before the 20th day of .:._A:::U:;;zg:.::US:::t:.!., __ 2008, the 

deadline date determined by relevant statute or ordinance controlling notice provisions for 

this matter. The attachments to which this affidavit are: 

Notice of Public Hearing 

Maps 

Mail List 

Dated this .::.2:.:-:0t::.h:.__ __ day of .:._A:::U"'-9:::US::.:t,_, ___ 2008 

Signature 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 20th day of .:.A:::u,gc::u:::st"-, __ 2008 

Notary Public for the State of Oregon 
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August 20, 2008 
CITY OF IDLLSBORO 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): ORENCO WOODS CROSSING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearing will be held before the Hillsboro Planning 
Commission, at or shortly after 6:30p.m., on Wednesday, September I 0, 2008, in the auditorium 
of the Hillsboro Civic Center, 150 East Main Street, Hillsboro. At this meeting, the Planning 
Commission will consider a request for modification to an approved Concept Development Plan 
(CDP) for the Orenco Woods Crossing residential community, to be located on properties 
totaling approximately 55.12 acres in size. The site is zoned SCR-V Station Community 
Residential - Village and is designated RM Medium Density Residential, RL Low Density 
Residential, OS Open Space, and FP Flood Plain on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use map. The 
property owners for the portion of the site under review are Oren co Woods Crossing, LLC and 
Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862. The applicant is Venture Properties, Inc. and the applicant's 
representative is WRG Design, Inc. 

The subject site is generally located north ofNW Quatama Road, east ofNW 225th Avenue, west 
ofNW Cornelius Pass Road, and south of a portion of the Westside Light Rail line. The site is 
specifically identified as Tax Lot 3400 on Washington County Assessor's Tax Map 1N2-35, a 
portion of Tax Lot 100 on Tax Map 1N2-35CA, and Tax Lot 8200 on Tax Map 1N2-35CB. The 
majority of the site is currently vacant with the exception of a non-profit transitional housing 
facility (the McDonald House) located on the northwest portion of the site, which will be 
preserved. 

The approved Orenco Woods Crossing CDP includes the creation of 147 detached single family 
residential lots, 105 attached single family residential lots, natural resource and open space tracts, 
public and private infrastructure, public and private streets and alleys, preservation of the 
existing cultural resource (the McDonald House), and improvements along NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and NW Quatama Road. The applicant proposes to revise the design of the southeast 
comer of the approved CDP to contain a mixture of commercial and residential uses. The 
proposed revised CDP would include 120 detached single family units, 65 attached single family 
units, 64 condominium units, approximately 35,777 square feet of neighborhood commercial 
structures and approximately 17,650 square feet of other employment structures. A copy of the 
proposed site plan is attached for reference. 

The CDP approval criteria are specified in Zoning Ordinance Section 136 (VII) (B) (6) (b) (1-3), 
which reads as follows: 

b. The Planning Commission shall approve an application for Concept Development Plan 
approval only upon finding the following approval criteria are met: 

(I) That the proposed Concept Development Plan is consistent with the purposes 
identified in this section and the intent of the applicable SCP A district; 

(2) The phasing schedule is reasonable and does not exceed five (5) years between 
commencement of development on the first and last phases unless otherwise 
authorized by the Planning Commission; and 

(3) That the proposed Concept Development Plan complies with minimum residential 
density, minimum floor area ratio and minimum usable open space requirements 
of Sections 137 and 138. 

1347 
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Notice of Public Hearing- CDP l-Ob 1MOD]) Orenco Woods Crossing 

The purpose of the CDP approval process is specified in Zoning Ordinance Section 136 
(VII) (B) I, which reads as follows: 

B. Development Review- SCR-V District, and Phased Developments within a SCPA 
Commercial, Industrial or Institutional District 

2 

I. Purpose. It is the intent of this subsection to establish application and review 
procedures to permit flexibility in development review of all projects within the 
SCR-V District; and for the review of commercial, industrial or institutional 
projects of at least thirty (30) acres within any SCP A District so larger scale 
projects can be reviewed efficiently and developed in a phased manner. 
Specifically, these review procedures are intended to: 

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in location of 
structures and infrastructure improvements consistent with the intent of the 
applicable SCP A district; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more economical 
arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape features and natural 
resources, and utilize such features and resources in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located public and common facilities 
while maintaining flexibility in siting uses; 

e. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before 
expenditure of fmal design costs, while providing the City with assurances 
that the project will retain the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

£ Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than may occur with 
a conventional project; and 

g. In the SCR-V District, assure a range of residential housing types and mixed 
use or free standing neighborhood commercial development and other 
opportunities for employment in a manner that achieves the intent and purpose 
of the District 

The Intent of the SCR-V District is specified in Zoning Ordinance Section 136 (II) (H), 
which reads as follows: 

H. Station Community Residential-Village (SCR-V) 

The SCR-V District may be applied to property containing at least thirty (30) acres in 
single ownership or control located within approximately 3,900 feet of a light rail 
station site. The SCR-V District is intended to assure the development of a 
pedestrian-sensitive, yet auto-accommodating, community containing a range of 
residential housing types, mixed use residential, free-standing neighborhood 
commercial uses and employment opportunities. A residential village project may be 



Notice of Public Hearing- CDP l-Ob <MOD 1) Orenco Woods Crossing 3 

developed in one or more phases. A residential village incorporates a number of 
design, development and infrastructure features indicative of a self-reliant 
neighborhood; including, but not limited to: multi-purpose streets linking residential 
areas with neighborhood activity and commercial centers and the light rail station; 
horizontal and vertical integration through continuity of urban design befitting a 
growing major metropolitan area; quality and craftsmanship in the built environment; 
a lively mix of neighborhood shopping and community services; advantageous and 
sensitive use of natural resource features and open space; and innovative and 
imaginative site planning in order to develop a sense of place where the amenities, 
facilities, features, and overall urban design and architectural integration could not be 
achieved through application of any other individual or abutting combination of 
districts or zones. 

Zoning Ordinance Volume II standards listed above can be viewed in their entirety on the City's 
website at: 

http://www.ci.hillsboro.or.us/Planning Department/ZONE ORD VOL2/ZORD2Title.pdf 

The staff report on this matter will be available on Wednesday, September 3, 2008 at 4:00 p.m. 
The staff report, the application and all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, 
and the applicable criteria are available for public inspection at no cost or can be provided at 
reasonable cost. Materials can be reviewed from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. weekdays, excluding 
holidays, in the Planning Department in the Civic Center Building, Fourth Floor, 150 East Main 
Street, Hillsboro, Oregon. Information may also be obtained by calling Ruth Klein in the 
Planning Department at (503) 681-6465 or by email at ruthk@ci.hillsboro.or.us. 

All interested persons are invited to attend the public hearing on this application and will be 
given an opportunity to be heard concerning the proposal. Oral testimony will be taken in the 
following order: applicant; other proponents; opponents; and applicant's rebuttal. Oral testimony 
should avoid repetition of issues, and should be based on the application or on the approval 
criteria listed above. If you are unable to attend the hearing, you may submit a written statement 
to the Planning Director on or before the hearing date. Telephone conversations cannot be 
accepted as testimony. 

Pursuant to ORS 197.763, failure to raise an issue by the close of the record at or following the 
final evidentiary hearing, in person or by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to 
afford the decision maker an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal to the Land 
Use Board of Appeals based on that issue. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

~" 
City Recorder 

Enclosures 
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EB CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): ORENCO WOODS CROSSING AI 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP 

SCPA 

c 

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 Feet 

Comprehensive Plan Designations 
! 

-~--- ----

RL -Low Density Residential (3-7 units per acre) i c - Commercial MU 
~-··-·-···-------------···--·---·---------··---·-·-·-·--·-

I 
-···-

RM -Medium Density Residential (8-16 units per acre) IN - Industrial co J 
I I 

--------·-
RH -High Density Residential (17-23 units per acre) PF - Public Facility 

-------~---·- ·-·----------------.. ----------·--···· 
RMR - Mid-Rise Residential (24 - 30 units per acre) 

!----------·--···- ·---·- - -·----· ------·- ··---·-··-----·--·· 
OS -Open Space 

SCPA o Station Community Planning Area FP - Floodplain 

<t 
0.. 

-Mixed Use 

--

:_~()_U_rlty ____ -·-· . 

----·-··------------------------------

City of Hillsboro Planning Department: (503) 681-6153 http://www.ci.hillsboro.or.us/Pianning_Departmentl 
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m COP 1-06 (MOD 1 ): OREN CO WOODS CROSSING 

N 

A 
ZONING MAP 

M-P 

SCR-OTC 

0 300 600 900 1200 1500 1800 2100 2400 2700 3000 Feet 

City of Hillsboro Zonin~ Desi~nations 
R-4.5 Sinole Familv Residential R-7 Single Family Residential R-10 Sinole Familv Residential 

R-6 Single Family Residential R-8.5 Sinole Familv Residential A-1 Duplex Residential 

SCC-SC Station Community Commercial - Station Commercial A-2 Multi-Family Residential 
SCC-MM Station Community Commercial - Multi-Modal A-3 Multi-Family Residential 
SCC-CBD Station Community Commercial - Central Business District A-4 Multi-Family Residential 
SCC-HOD Station Community Commercial - Highway Oriented District C-1 General Commercial 
SCBP Station Community Business Park C-4 Neiahborhood Commercial 
SCRP Station Community Research Park PUD Planned Unit Development 
SCI Station Community Industrial M-2 Industrial 
SCR-HD Station Community Residential - High Density M-P Industrial Park 
SCR-MD Station Community Residential - Medium Density MU-N Mixed Use - Neiqhborhood 
$CR-LD Station Community Residential - Low Density MU-C Mixed Use - Commercial -

·. .t-V Station Community Residential - Village SID Special Industrial District 
SCFI Station Community Fair Complex Institutional SSID Shute Special Industrial District 

SCR-OTC Station Community Residential - Oren co Townsite Conservation Overlay ANX Recent Annexation 
SCR-DNC Station Community Residential - Downtown Neighborhood Conservation co Unincorporated County 

City of Hillsboro Planning Department: (503) 681-6153 1351 
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l Vl...f' \.. ,_,_._.,,c...,..,t / 

\N, ZC, CU, VAR, CRA, ZOA, SOA, HCP, Jlways) 1/ways) . 
NRP) JASON GATELY X NAOMI-VOGEL BEATTIE X 
AVID SCHWEITZER PORT OF PORTLAND WASHINGTON COUNTY 
:LEAN WATER SERVICES 7000 NE AIRPORT WAY, 3"° FLOOR DLUT- LAND DEVELOPMENT 
ljr . ·~- _________________________________________ P.QRTJ.ANR ,_Q_~_I;QQN_$7_2)_1~----- ----------- .MJ.'$ .f!J.~------------------- ------------------
•c,. ..AND SHUTTLE (always) 

LLEN DENNIS 
>DOT- REGION 1 X 
23 NW FLANDERS 
'ORTLAND OREGON 97209-4037 

llways) 

,NDYBACK X 
VASHINGTON COUNTY 
>LUT -PLANNING 
A/S #14 

Nhen near Orenco/Orenco Station) 

(always) 
JOHN SCHMERBER 
HILLSBORO POLICE DEPT. 

(when SNRO is involved) 

WETLANDS PROGRAM 
OR DIVISION OF STATE LANDS 
775 SUMMER STREET NE 
SALEM, OREGON 97310-1137 

(always) 
PATT OPDYKE)(' 
OSU EXTENSION OFFICE 
M/S#48 

(when on or near bus/max line) 

JILLIAN DETWEILER )( 
TRI MET 
710 NE HOLIDAY STREET 
PORTLAND OREGON 97232 

(when near Orenco!Orenco Station) (when near Orenco) 

ORENCO STATION MASTER HOA BONNIE AND JOEL KOOKEN mcHAEL cooPER X 
;783 NE FARNHAM ST. 
iiLLSBORO, OR 97124 

ATTN: PAT EVANS )( ORENCO NEIGHBORHOOD ORG. 
1590 NE 65TH AVENUE . 700 NW 228TH AVENUE . .....__ 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR. 97124 __.... .. , 

;,;;,~~ -~~~~ ·o;;~~~O~~~-;~ Sr~li~~J-- --- ---------------?When nea;orencoj ------------------------------- -(~h;~ -;~~~t;;;t~- th; -.. o~ c;~d~~) ----------------
:RNEST HELVOGT, P.E. ERICA DIRRIWACHTER ROB WHITFORD 
:. HELVOGT & ASSOCIATES, INC. 22890 NW CHESTNUT STREET VERIZON NETWORK ENGINEERING 
503 NE 53Ro AVE X HILLSBORO, OR 97124 X BEAVERTON, OREGON 

11LLSBORO, OR 97124" ' <503) 681 -7611 v 503-026-4958 f 503-526-2017 
ericadirriwachter@comcast.net e-mail rob.whitford@verizon.com 

(when in downtown conservation area) {when in downtown area) 
If Heart of Hillsboro receives copy) 

)ONNA LOVELAND 
~34 NE JACKSON ST. 

HEART OF HILLSBORO 
KIMBERLY CULBERTSON 
223 NE 5TH AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OR. 97124 

DOWNTOWN HILLSBORO ASSOC. 
PO BOX611 

~ BORO OR 97124 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

Downtown & Main St. aka Gateway HOA- If (Main St. aka Gateway HOA- (when culturaVhistorical resources are involved) 
1eart of Hillsboro receives copy) If Heart of Hillsboro receives copy) KAy DEMLOW 
fiM & JOYCE GABRIEL KEVIN PRIME HISTORICAL SOCIETY X 
545 NE LINCOLN ST 806 E. MAIN ST 337 NE 2ND AVENUE 
~ILLSBORO OR 97124 HILLSBORO OR 97123 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
-~;;~~-C~li~~II"Hi;t~ri~~~R~-;~~;:c;-~; ~~~-;~-;;,~~-ci)-----iN~~~; E~~;g-;~~~ -w~;i ~; C~~_. P~~j-------------- ~ -(N~.- ~; F~;;,i~Qi~~.- ~~~-~ -~; 2291,; ~~d c;;_-P~~"s). 
\/lARK GRANLUND y CPO 8 CPO 6 
NACO. HISTORICAL SOCIETY/"- RAY WOLD JUDY SKINNER 
17677 NW SPRINGVILLE ROAD PO BOX 890 PO BOX 5607 
~ORTLAND, OR 97229 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133-0890 ALOHA, OR 97006 
--------------------------·-------·-----------------------------·------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(East of Com. Pass, north of Baseline) (So. of Evergreen, W of Com. Pass, E of Dairy Crk 
'when near JB) CPO 7 CPO 9 

~AT WILLIS MARY MANSEAU KATIE MUELLER X 
JACKSON BOTTOM 5230 NW 137TH AVENUE 1442 NE 14TH AVE 

---------------------------------------------------~_<?-~-~0_N!?,_<?_~ __ ?7_~'!-_~------------------------f:ll!c_~?_~_<?_~_<?,_~~-~-?}_~1~~??.~-----------
:Jt within 500ft. of LRT crossing or RR crossing) 

DAVID LANNING 
:)DOT- RAIL DIVISION 

(If in or adjacent to) 

Hawthorne Farm Village Owner's 
Association 

(If in or adjacent to Hawthorne Farm lndusl. Park) 

Hawthorne Farm Landowners Assoc. 
c/o Kem & Associates 

555 13TH STREET, NE, SUITE 3 
SALEM, OR 97301-4179 

(Sunset Down's & Dawson Creek) 
P.O. Box 1261 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Attn: Andrew Kern 
31525 SW Laurelview Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

(tfResiiientiaizcti-iclr--------- ------------ .. -----ilf'Resideniiai zcii.fcfoj------- ------------ .. -------- P./,:,~y~-(;;~;;i (~; cii&-vP.-i?j :· -----------------
HILLSBORO SCHOOL DIST. JAN YOUNGQUIST NW Natural )< 
JEREMY LYON BEAVERTON SCHOOL DIST. #48 Brenda Hartzog 
3081 NE 49TH PLACE #200 16550 SW MERLO RD Residential New Construction Project Manager 
H BORO OR 97124-6008 BEAVERTON OR 97006 220 NW Second Avenue 

Portland, OR 97209 
rvv;,;,,; ~~ oido;;~;~j---------- ·- ·------------- ---- -~Wi.~~-;~- o!d'c;;:;,~-;;1------------------------------- ·o-ic'P.-zo.uc: soP.>'-------------------------
Tara Sprague Pamela Bulmann Metro 
Legal Assistant . B & B Homes, LLC Andy Cotugno 
22945 NW Birch Street 821 NW 227'" Avenue 600 NE Grand 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 Hillsboro, OR 97124 Portland, OR 97232 

1353 



O..U;».Y • ._.;::: .............. .., 

Lise Avery~ TEMPLATE 5160® 

N235BD15700 
)LSON, TRAVIS& 
,!BBY, SHARON 
~12 SW MEADE ST #3 
'ORTLAND, OR 97201 

IN235BD15000 
(RELL, PHILIP T & RENEE C 
\87 NE 73RD AVE 
'!ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD12700 
OREN CO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

1N235CD00!00 
QUANTAMA LLC 
1300 ESTI'!ER ST #208 
VANCOUVER, WA 98660 

1N235BD17100 
GREEN, HAROLD W JR & JANICE L 
JOINT REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
656 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N234AD09000 
AYALA, VERONICA 
22623 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BDI2600 
KRESAL, GERALD E & YVONNE L 
18197 NW PUMPKIN RIDGE RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

!N235CB02900 
P ARANDV ASH, GHOSSEIN AND VIDA 
6320 SW TILLAMOOK PL 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

!N235BC90371 
RASMUSSEN, ANKER & CAROLED 
750 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CB07!00 
GOMEZ, HARRY & 
DONATO, GLENDA LIZ 
7227 NE ROCK RIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

E$1l!u,l!ttes faciles a peler 
UtllfSt.z le qabarit AVERy® 5160® 

-------------- - I 

- for Easy Peel Feature A 

!N235BCOI600 
RAPATTONI, ROSELYNN 
703 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06400 
WALLACE, RODNEY & BOBBIE 
229 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95382 
NEY,liM 
758 NE 70TH AVE #538 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDII500 
TROY, CHRISTOPHER W & 
ANGELAR 
76!7NEANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CD06800 
DOIZE, WILLIAM & SHAWN 
I 08 WOODLAWN DR 
LAFAYETTE, LA 70506 

!N2350003400 
ORENCO WOODS CROSSING LLC 
BY VENTURE PROPERTIES INC 
4230 SW GALEWOOD ST 
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97035 

!N235BCOI400 
P AJK, IL SUNG & JUNO SOOK 
19282 SW SUN CREST LN 
ALOHA, OR 97007 

1N235BD09800 
LYLES, JAMES C 
742 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BD82381 
WILLETT, JAMES A & GEORDINA R 
732 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CB04000 
KEMPEMA, DICKIE ANN TRUST 
22484 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

... 
Sens de chargement 

!N235CD06600 
WREN, KATHRYN & 
SANFORD, PATRICK 
225 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235CC021 00 
YU,BRIAN& 
YOONKYUNG 
7192 NE ASHMONT ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04600 
KARAGATCHLIEV, GEORGE J 
830 NW 226TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CC06400 
MOTZ, DONALD L & 
MOTZ, SHIRLEY M & 
RICHARDS, NANCY 
11445NWSKYLINEBLVD 
PORTLAND, OR 97231 

!N235CDI5800 
MANN PARK ROWHOUSES OWNERS OF 
LOTS 19-21 
' 00000 

JN235CDJ3400 
BROWNSTONE HOMES LLC 
12670 SW 68TH ST, #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CCI2700 
SENG, BUNNARIN & 
SAM, SORIYANY 
230NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CA00!00 
BENEVOLENT PROT ORDER OF 
ELKS LODGE NO !862 
POBOX455 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CB05500 
HOOPERFAMILYTRUST 
BY JACK H & DORIS Y HOOPER TRS 
5675 SW ARROWWOOD LN 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

!N235BC05600 
A TOR, MINDY S 
7135 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d"instruction 

www.avery.com 
1-SOD-GO-AVERY 



N235CC02000 
)JAMOND, STEVE S 
!02 NE DANBURY AVE 
-!ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN235BC90701 
clRUCE, ROBERT & DIANA 
7159 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN235CCI2900 
TRAN,M!NH 
198 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI1600 
CRIPPEN, LISA J & KENNY D 
7273 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDI6500 
BORGER, JAMES H & RAMONA J 
716NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97 I24 

IN235BC9069I 
SANDBERG, PATRICIA D LIVING TRUS 
SANDBERG, NORMAN A LIVING TRUST 
7153 NE ROCKY BROOKST 
HiLLSBORO, OR 97I24 

I N235BC95501 
MARTZ, LOIS LOUJSEFAM TRUST 
BY LOIS LOUISE MARTZ TR 
7098 NE STONEWA TER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC906I I 
BRAMAN, DALE E & CAROL A 
7 I 00 NE STONEW ATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04900 
KUO, DAVID D & AMY M 
3 I02 WOODS CIR 
DAVIS, CA 956I6 

IN235CC00600 
EDDY, DANIEL J & JENNIFER J 
22390NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

Etiquettes faciles a peler 
Utilisez le Qabarit AVERY® 5160® 

A Feerl Paper -
IN235BDI2900 
MOHR,MARYK 

for Easy Peel Feature l 

7210 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI3600 
VILLALAZ, RJCARDO A & LEAH 
203 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB06100 
TRAMMELL, JAMES A & SHANNON L 
858 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CD02000 
BAGGARLEY, DOUGLAS D & RHONDA R 
2I940NW QUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06400 
BAARSPUL, JOYCE TRUST 
807 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC02600 
GIBSON, WILEY F & TERESA L 
732 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CD05600 
BURDA, DIANA L 
7571 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CDI7300 
KINCAID, CHRISTOPHER A & 
KINCAID, MEGHAN E 
4023 NW RJGGS DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

IN235BDI I 100 
SHAPIRO, KENDALL S 
705 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97 I24 

IN235CC07800 
LAM, PHUONG NGOC & 
TRAN, DUOC VAN 
295 NE AUTUMNWOOD TER 
HILLSBORO, OR 97 I 24 

A 
Sens de chargement 

~.--..----· __ ,..,. ... 

IN235BDI4000 
LEVY, JANE C & SCOTT 
7254 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC9575I 
WEST, PATRICIA JEAN 
7193 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CB04800 
HAYDEN,LAWRENCEJ 
22520 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97 I24 

1N235CBOI600 
OBERST, NORMA JEAN TRUST & 
OBERST, CARL TRUST 
22265 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDOIOOO 
ALOHA LAND & CATTLE CO 
17980 SW KEMMER RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

IN235CB07600 
SEWELL, THOR A & 
SEWELL, RAELEEN M 
7204 NW ROCKRJDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235DB00400 
SABO, WILLIAM D TRUST & 
SABO, FAYE E TRUST 
BY DANIEL SABO 
10552 NW HELVETIA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06500 
IRVINE, EARLE R JR 
227 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97 I24 

IN235CC13200 
CANCEL, RAMON C & 
RIVERA, KENYA E 
180NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BC9033 I 
BIGCRAFT, WILLIAM C & 
PATRJCJAL 
7003 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.averY.c 
1-so!iii6:i0. v 



asy Peel Labels 
se Avery® TEMPLATE 5160® 

J235BD10900 
oiERSON, KARLETA M & 
\:'KER, STEPHEN L 
:I NE 73RD AVE 
ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

~235BDI4700 

!ARTIN, HELENE 
~82 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

N235BD11900 
PAKOWSKJ, SUSAN L 
239 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
l!LLSBORO, OR 97124 

N235DB00501 
'ORTLAND GENERAL 
lLECTRIC COMPANY 
21 SW SALMON ST 
'ORTLAND, OR 97204 

iN235BDI5!00 
~OUBEK, JOHN 
581 NE 73RD AVE 
~ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90004 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
' 00000 

!N235BC01500 
PRICE, LYNN B & MARSHALL L 
7I7NE70THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC05400 
NELSON, GLORIA 
7126 NE STONEWA TER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD14900 
MOATS, HEA THI::R L 
7290 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD03400 
HILLSBORO SCHOOL DJST # IJ 
3083 NE 49TH PL #200 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Etiqj(ittes faciles a peler 
............ ,.,® .- .. ~ro® 

I 
I 

,iFe• 
A -'a per -

IN235BD09700 

::»ee lnSVUt;UQfl ;,n~L; 

for Easy Peel Feature A 

DONA VON, GREGORY 
740NE72NDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI0800 
ASKEW, ISRAEL A & ALLISON 
727 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN135BD18700 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #!00 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BDI7500 
MATRIX DEVELOPMENT CORP 
12755 SW 69TH AVE# I 00 
TIGARD, OR 97223 

IN234AD08800 
WONG, JIMMY W AE-PING & 
WONG, CANDY MEI-FUNG & 
WONG, SUSAN P 
2728 NW !66TH TER 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CDOI300 
WESTHOOD INC 
1500 NWBETHANY BLVD #145 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CB08000 
ROCKCREEK RIDGE OWNERS OF 
LOTS 10-13 
, 00000 

IN235BD92181 
SCHERZINGER, GILBERT A & ROSE C 
757NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC06300 
MCCAFFERTY, MICHAEL M REVOCABLE 
5217 LODJ ST 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92117 

IN235BD12300 
MENDES, STEVEN B & 
MENDES, PATRICIA E & 
MENDES, ERNEST J 
728 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

... 
f;t:~onc l'lt:~o rh:unp.mp.nf 

N ~AVIC:ftY1!95161l"" l 
IN235CB04300 
SOULE, RICHARD E & BARBARA D 
806 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC06000 
WARNER, KENNETH E & GLORIA I R 
257NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD 11000 
MATIC, ANTHONY M 
234 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CC00700 
EVANS, EDDRAND CHERYL R 
22420NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0600 
KYLE, JAMES 
7613 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI2500 
GARCIA, SIMON & TERESA 
264NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN234AD09800 
KIDD, ROBERT 
2256I NW BIRCH 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD09700 
COLEMAN, BRIAN GENE & 
KRISTILYN 
22563 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI3000 
NICODEMUS, LESLIE D 
7212 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CC05900 
VERGHESE, EDAYATRA & SUSY 
231 NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d 'instruction 

www.avery.com 
1-BOO.GO-AVERY 



N234AD08200 
.OSCH, JOSEPH & KARl J 
2689 NW BIRCH ST 
ULLSBORO, OR 97124 

N235CD 11300 
.EGARD, ANDREW C A & ANNIE M 
:149 NW SHEFFIELD AVE 
lEA VERTON, OR 97006 

N234AD09!00 
CINEMURA, HISA YOSHI 
!772 ESCALA CIR 
>AN DIEGO, CA 92108 

IN235BC04400 
clUPPI, MIKE 
;890 SW 191ST AVE 
'<LOHA, OR 97007 

IN235CC00800 
PALM, DAVID D & DEANNAM 
22500 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I23 

,N235BC02IOO 
KAUFFMAN, THOMAS M & DONNA L 
7025 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDOI500 
OREGON, STATE OF 
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
RJGHTOFWAY SECTION 
355 CAPITOL ST NE, RM 420 
SALEM, OR 97301 

I N235CB07300 
UAN-ZO-LI, ALEXANDER B & 
JULIET 
7 I 75 NE ROCKRIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDI4200 
NEWTON, JENNIFER A & JAMESE 
7248 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB05200 
~CHUCK, STEFAN 

~&59 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

Etiquettes faciles a peler 
Utilisez le qabarit AVERY® 5160® 

-
IN235BC905 I I 
POMETTO, PAUL P & EVELYN D 
7095 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CD06100 
RODRJGUEZ-CHA VEZ, RODOLFO & 
RAUDA-LOPEZ, SILVIA 
7572 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BD16400 
WALTERS, SARA C & SCOTT D 
724 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB00300 
HEINO, CETERA L & STEVEN T 
22600 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC956ll 
FUNK, DIANA L 
7102NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC9038I 
THANIK, KAMAL D 
756NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CCI2600 
NORRJS, JOSH & MOLLY 
252NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BD IIOOO 
HEADE, MICHAEL J & RENE S 
713 ~E 73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BC9527I 
O'BRIEN, SHANNON R 
7054 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB05900 
SMITH, DARREL E & KATRINA M~ 
7003 NW QUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

A 
Sens de chargement 

IN235BD09500 
HUNTLEY, GLENN W 
780 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BC06200 
JAMES, DAVID W JR REV TRUST 
BY DAVID W JAMES JR TR 
7 I7l NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB02300 
HEINO, STEVEN T & CETERA L 
22600 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB03200 
CHARBONNEAU, MELISSA A & 
JENNIFERL 
22550 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI7400 
BARADAR, MARJAM 
624 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CBOI500 
DAVIS, MILTON & PAT FAMILY TRS 
223I5 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDI7200 
WHITE, CHRISTOPHER SAM & 
LESLEYD 
648 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDI5300 
COFFMAN, CALEB & JESSICA G 
669 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CCI6400 
KALAHARI VENTURES LLC 
BY JANICE M OELTJEN 
2I980NWQUATAMA 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDII800 
HAAG, FRANK R 
7243 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

WWW.fi)(Epl'·CC 
1-800-G&lAVE 



N235CB02800 
lODFREY, DANA & MARILYN 
0460 NW RAINDANCE LN 
lANKS, OR 97106 

N235CD07100 
lOHERTY, JEANETTE M 
69 NE 75TI! AVE 
'!!LLSBORO, OR 97124 

:N234AD09200 
3UCKLEW, DOUGLAS J 
!2619NW BIRCH ST 
'!ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N23 5BC03100 
JED EON, MARY K & ANTOINE J 
786 NE 70TH AVE 
fi!LLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDIOJOO 
HANES, BRlAN 
7574 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDII200 
L PROPERTIES LLC 
13108 NW MASON HILL RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

IN234AD03800 
SENOWITZ, COREY J 
7055 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD 15700 
LEU, ANNIE 
8385 SW 24TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97219 

IN235BDI2000 
FIRMAN, MA TlHEW R & 
BRYAN, MELISSA G 
7235 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06900 
KENZER, TRIPTI & 
OLSON,RAMA 
PO BOX 175 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

~ti<J.uettes faciles a peler 
utill~ le gabarit AVERY® 5160® 

- for Easy Peel Feature l, f' 1/§l ~"'YiiiiiO.,W """:JIOU- l 
IN235CD09800 
STOLLER, NA 1HAN J 
7564 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC13800 
HU, HAlTING & YI-OUN 
237NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN135CD01100 
ANTHONY, JANET 
21960NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI6900 
BRA YERMAN, KENNETH A & 
BRA YERMAN, TIFF ANY L 
672 NE 73RD AVE. 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB05800 
EMMERT, TERRY 
11811 SE HWY 212 
CLACKAMAS, OR 97015 

IN235CD09900 
PETERSON, THOMAS P 
7566 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

IN235BC04800 
LAROCK, VICKI S 
7117NEROCKY BROOK 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB06700 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD I 0 I 00 
BURROUGHS, ANTHONY J & JENNIFER 
7570 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI5400 
GAINES, JENNIFER A 
661 NE 7JRD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

A 
Sens de chargement 

IN235BC05700 
LEIBEL, DAVID P & CINDY L 
89544 SHADY PINES RD 
WARRENTON, OR 97146 

IN235BDI3600 
ALLEN, JERI G 
7236 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDIIIOO 
SCHWAB, ANGELA K 
236 NE 76TI! AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB01200 
WAIBEL, ALBERT F 
22495 NW QUATAMA ROAD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CCO I 800 
TRUONG, TIFFANY & 
LAI,DUY 
232NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90751 
GERIG, LEON K & JOAN E 
7191 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI2500 
RADONICH, MEGAN L 
716NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDII300 
HATAKENAKA, JILL M 
7261 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB03300 
LOWER FAMILY TRUST 
BY LOWER, CHARLES LEO & 
LOWER, FLORENCE LUVENA TRS 
I7025 NE HERD RD 
NEWBERG, OR 97132 

IN234AD08100 
HERITAGE HOMES INVESTMENT C' 
' 00000 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery.com 
1·800-GQ-AVERY 



lise Avery"" TEMPLATE 5160~ 

IN235BC04600 
t>.LLEN, MICHAEL P 
7129 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BD13400 
LUTZ, ARTHUR A 
7224 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CD!OOOO 
JOHNSON, JOHANNA L 
7568 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90831 
SCHULBERG, CHERYL K 
7142 NE STONEWATERDR 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI5500 
CONNOLLY, DEIRDRE A 
21544 NW KlAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

.235BDIOOOO 
SPEROS, NICOLAS G 
418 MJLL RD 
MARTINEZ, CA 94553 

IN235BD13800 
AUBLE, WAYNE E & LINDA S 
7262 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC9569! 
LITTLEFIELD, FAY J 
7155 NEROCKYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD11600 
NOLD, JASON L 
7619 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90281 
-, ~ BARBARA L 

o6 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
t1ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Etiquettes faciles a peler 
Utilisez le gabarit AVERY® 5160® 

J.. r-eo=-.., raper -- Tor t:asy reel rea1:ure A 1 

IN235CB06800 
BUI, LUYEN TRONG & 
DOUNG, HONG THIBICH 
7433 NE ROCK RIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CBOOIOO 
ECLEVIA, MACARJO E & RACHEL B 
22520 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC02400 
SCHENK LIVING TRUST 
BY SCHENK, STEVEN T/WINNIFRED J TRS 
718NE70THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC05300 
NIEPOKY, BRIAN J 
7118 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI5600 
SMITH, CHRISTINE E 
21540 NW KlAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BC05200 
JOHNSON, JEAN L 
7110 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI7500 
QUATAMA GARDENS 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
• 00000 

IN235CCOI600 
KREKL YWICK, CRAIG N 
274 NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC07700 
AGSAULIO, STEVE D & 
CARINAD 
271 NE AUTUMNWOOD CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD04700 
NGUYEN, HO THUY & 
HUYNH,TUT 
21505 NW KlAN LN 
ALOHA, OR 97006 

A 
Sens de chargement 

' I SJ c::::-.a 
IN235CC06100 
WEST, JUSTIN K & 
KUDULIS, KERRI L 
273 NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI6700 
SAGE-QUAT AMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CB05700 
FLORES, ALVARO 
7013 NW QUATAMA ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BDI3500 
ODO, ALISON E & 
LOO, MARCUS M 
7230 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC02000 
ASMUSSEN, CYNTHIA S 
7039 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CDI5100 
SEARLE, RICK & CAROLE 
10045 SW !35TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97008 

IN234AD08400 
LIPSCOMB, MARK & JESSICA & 
LIND, SUEC 
22685 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD 15400 
HERNANDE~SAMUEL& 

HERNANDEZ, ROGELIO 
21520NWKAINLN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

I N235BC95331 
VALENTINO BONSER PROPERTIES Ill 
POBOX 19422 
PORTLAND, OR 97280 

IN235BDI0400 
MAYNARD, GLENN C & JILL 
751 NE 73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery.cor 
1-800-G~~R 



--... :t • --· ---·-

Use Avery® TEMPlATE 5160® 

IN235CB04500 
}AMBETIT, BARBARA L 
!2553 NW ELM ST 
~ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04700 
>HJFREN, LUCIAN 
7123 NE ROCKY BROOK 
n!LLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD05900 
DUVAL, ANTHONY H & AUDREY M 
7568 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD80000 
LEGEND AT STONEWATER CONDO 
OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
• 00000 

IN235BC02500 
NEAL, ROBERT & KIMBERLY 
726 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD09600 
GOODRICH-ALEXANDER, MARY CHRISTI 
22565 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD05000 
MANN, JAMES BERT & LOVINA L 
320 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI5500 
WJDERBURG, ARNE L & 
RICHARDS, BROOKE 
655 NW 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06200 
CHAPEL, DENISE 
237NE76THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD07000 
SHEDDEN, V ANlTHA 
171 NE 75TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

E'tiql}l!,ttes faciles a peler 
uhll\i'az le gabarit AVERY® 5160® 

IN235CCI3400 
GUERRERO, MARC & TRACY 
7288 NE ASHMONT ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI4800 
RAF A, RADU SIMI ON & ANA 
21525 NW KlAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BDI3100 
CORNYN, VIRGINIA R REV TRUST 
7220 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC06300 
WIEMER, PATRICIA E 
347 NW MALIA LN 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCOI900 
GIANI, ASHISH 
216NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB07000 
OTHMAN, OSSAMA A & 
GOMEZ, STEPHEN 
7253 NE ROCKRJDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD!3200 
BEAUDRY, DWIGHT J 
7218 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC03900 
WALKER, KYLE T & 
RAETHER, AMANDA M 
7084 NE STONEWA TER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD09400 
KELLY, MICHAEL M & KATHY R 
778 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00700 
CONKLIN, TED EUGENE 
670NW227TH 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

... 
Sens de chargement 

~KVS:I"-Y \!Y,.IOV...,. 1 
IN235CCI3000 
Ll, YING HONG 
192 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI0500 
CRAFT, JASON 
747NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCOI700 
LAWLOR, JAY 
258NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI2100 
ELIASSEN, GARY L 
7231 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0900 
WILSON, MATTHEW R 
232 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN2350006400 
TRI-COUNTY METROPOLITIAN 
TRANSPORTATION DIST OF OR 
710 NE HOLLADAY ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 

IN235BC95601 
WELCH, MERISSA B 
7105 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD03802 
HUANG, L1 & KAI LAN 
7079 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD09900 
KADAPLAKEL, SMJTAA 
746 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD!5000 
HERNANDEZ, MONIQUE E & 
HOLLAND, TANYA S 
PO BOX 959-913 
KIHEI, HI 96753 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery.com 
1-800-GO-AVERY 



Use~ Avery® TEMPLATE 5160® 

IN235BDI4400 
SANDRI, DOMINIC & MICHELLE 
7270 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI4300 
KLINGBEIL, CHAD L & SKYE N 
7266 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI2700 
LANE, KANDICE K 
7202 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0500 
FISH, DAVID W 
7615 NE CHESAFEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDII500 
SIV AKUMAR, BALAJI & 
VENKAT, ANJANA 
7269 NE STONEBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CC06200 
HOYT, SEMPRONIANA P & 
ZAMMARJE, JOSEL YN & GEORGE 
297 NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95701 
EBEL, LOIS LIVING TRS 
2510E. M AVE 
LA GRANDE, OR 97850 

I N235BD97182 
CIACCIA, DAVID P 
759 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BD09600 
DORSEY, JOYCEL YN A & 
VANANTWERP, MARY A 
736 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD16700 
WOODWORTH, JON M & 
GOODHOUSE, JILL C 
PO BOX 6057 
ALOHA, OR 97007 

Etiquettes tadles a peler 
Utilisez le gabarit AVERy® 5160® 

- for Easy Peel Feature ,i. t ·~ ~- ------

IN235BC03000 
PENNING, JOHN A III 
774 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI3300 
AGUERO, PORTIA & RAUL R 
7216NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BDU800 
THOMASSON, PATRJCE F 
7286 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04200 
FRONT CAR LLC 
BY DEHNING RESIDENCE 
15035 SW CAFSTONE CT 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N235CCI4200 
HONG, TUYET KHONG 
297NE 74TH 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CC13100 
VU,KIMHA 
186NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC06500 
MOTZ, DONALD L & SHIRLEY M & 
RJCHARDS, NANCY 
11445 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
PORTLAND, OR 9723I 

1N234AD08300 
KOEHRSEN, DALE H ET AL 
2 RIVERSIDE CT 
STILLWATER, NY 12170 

IN235BC02200 
PHELAN, DIANE 
7017 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD14500 
ROTH,LORIL 
7274 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

A 
Sens de chargement 

IN235CD06000 
COLE, RJCHARD S 
233 WEST ACACIA 
SALINAS, CA 93 90 I 

IN235BDI5600 
REDROV AN, SUSANA E 
663 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD08900 
HARROLD, WILLIAM W & CHAR 
22659 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CCI2800 
BELL, JOSEPH C & JENNIFER D 
216NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CDI0400 
LOSSING, LORRAJNE R 
7617 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI6300 
HALVERSEN, WARRENHJR& 
MARCENES 
738 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00500 
FUNK LIVING TRUST 
BY MERLIN J & PHYLLIS TRS 
22880 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CB00900 
YOUNG, DORJS E 
POBOX966 
BEAVERTON, OR 97075 

IN235BC06400 
COLLINS, WENDY J 
7185 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CCI3700 
RAMIREZ, GILBERT & 
ROBLES, PATRJCIA 
221 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery 
1-80ll3QQ-A1 
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Jse Avery® TEMPLATE 5160® 

N235BD13700 
:OOK, EDWARD R & 
ACQUELINE FAMILY TRUST 
·05 CARRIAGE RD 
JRANTS PASS, OR 97526 

N235CC14000 
~UPPERMAN, MATTIIEW PAUL & AMY JE 
:69 NE 74TH AVE 
HLLSBORO, OR 97124 

N235BD 12400 
v!ARTINEZ, CARMEN I 
'22 NE 72ND AVE 
{JLLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235AC06600 
I>JUJOR PASS LLC 
735 SW !58TH AVE 
3EA VERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CC13300 
'v!OODY, CHRISTOPHER D & SHANNON L 
7334 NE ASHMONT ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC13500 
DUNCAN, LISA A 
7250 NE ASHMONT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235BC05800 
BRUTON, VICTORIA L FAMILY TRUST 
1220 VISTA DR 
CENTRAL POINT, OR 97502 

IN235CD10700 
KRIEGER, LISA & KEVIN L 
7611 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04700 
DRIGGARS, STEPHEN R 
828 NW 226TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD07200 
HARALSON, IAN 
167NE 75TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

EtiCIJl~es taciles a peler 

-
IN235BD87382 
MARTIN, DENISE 

- - - -- -~ -· .. - -· - .. - -. - - - I 

for Easy Peel Feature! 

734 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC05800 
NGUYEN, DUNG HOANG & PHUONG LAN 
215NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD92171 
LIND, ALFRED F & NORMAL 
754 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04500 
SMITH, TAMARA J 
7051 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BDI3900 
ADAMS, SCOTT J & 
ADAMS, KIMBERLY K 
7258 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00200 
LINN, GARY S & PAULA V 
22570 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD97172 
LANE, SCOTT R & 
ACKLEY, WENDY A 
758 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CC12400 
ROSSI, MICHAEL S & AMBER D 
280NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD1 1400 
DOELGER, JOHN SHERWIN & 
CHERYLEANN 
115 MONTEREY DR 
MEDFORD, OR 97504 

1N235CB03!00 
SLOTEMAKER FAMILY LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP #4 
3005 NW 153RD AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

... 
Ut\W~ le gabarit AVERY® 5160® Sens de chargement 

1 N235CB04200 
BABUSIS, SIGITAS & DANUTE 
14888 NW WILLIS RD 
MCMINNVILLE, OR 97128 

1 N235CB081 00 
HILLSBORO, CITY OF 
150EMAIN ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

I N235CDO 11 00 
ORENCO MANOR LLC 
265 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC13900 
BAKER, DIRK & TAMMY 
255 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N235CD06700 
HAYS, PAMELA J & 
HAYS, KIRK! 
15262 NW CASEY DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N235BC95511 
JONES, MICHELLE LEE 
7097 NE ROCKY BROOK 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06900 
MCRITCHIE, JEFFREY D & 
TARAJ 
7281 NE ROCKRIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD09300 
KUTTER, DIANE K 
1206 EDSEL ST SE 
GRAND RAPIDS, MI 49508 

1N235BD10300 
EBERLEIN, DANA 
755 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC90501 
SUNDAY, I PATRICIA 
7096 NE STONEWA TER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery.com 
1-800.60-AVERY 
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1N235CC07600 
DUDA, MICHAEL R 
255 NE AUTUMNWOOD TERR 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD05200 
MANN PARK OWNERS OF ALL LOTS 
, 00000 

IN235CC14400 
ORENCO WOODS 
OWNERS OF LOTS 9-IO 
, 00000 

IN235CD05400 
STOLLER, STEPHEN & 
COYLE, CARRIE A 
7567 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CD1I701 
BARCROFT, PATRICIA 
76 I 0 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BD97282 
DONNELLY, CASEY A 
7257 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BDI4IOO 
BAKER, BR1AN & VICTORIA 
7250 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BCOI900 
W ANV1MONSRI, NA V APORN 
7074 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BC02900 
HARBOUR, JANE D 
768 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CD00400 
CLOSE, !EFFRY V & PATRICIA I 
250 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Etiquettes faciles a peler 
Utilisez Ie gabarit AVERv® 5160® 

1 N234AD08700 
DUNAGAN, ABlGAIL D 
22663 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CB06000 
EMMERT COURT HOMEOWNERS AS SOC 
1181I SW HWY 2I2 
CLACKAMAS, OR 970I5 

1N235CD06300 
PAUL, MICHELLE L 
231 NE 7611l AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB06500 
MALDONADO, ERNEST R & 
MALDONADA, NATALIE K 
302NE 7411l AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB06200 
WILSON, MICHAEL R & VERA P 
856 NW 22511l AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BD16800 
TUCKER, SHIRLEY 
684 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235CB03000 
CARTER, MARLYS 
POBOX 723 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CDI0800 
GREENE, JOSHUA 
222 NE 7611l AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

1N235CCOOIOO 
OEL TJEN, RAY E & JANICE M 
181 NE KALAHARI RIDGE AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04400 
MCEACHERN, ANGIE DAWN 
22555 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

"' Sens de chargement 

1 N235BD09200 
CHIU, HSIANG WEll 
770 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD10600 
ROSIER, DAVID M & PENNY A 
743 NE 73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CDI0200 
GREEN, KRISTINE M 
7572 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BDI6600 
PFLUGER, CHARLES H 
702 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

1N234AD03801 
DANIEL, TESS & 
DUNN, BRETT 
7097 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BC03800 
CONLEY, BARBARA E 
7076 NE STONEWA TER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CDI4700 
LA, STEVE NHON & LINDA KHA 
3133 IRVING ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122 

IN235BD82331 
P ANKRANTZ, DIXIE M 
7247 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI2300 
NGUYEN, ANH VAN 
296NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

IN235BC9528I 
KOSKAMP, DAVIDP 
7068 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery 
1-SohlGO-A 



'N235CD05800 
-IAN, SUNHWA 
1566 NE ANDOVER ST 
{!LLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD00300 
11ANN, JAMES B & LOVIN A L 
120NW CORNELIDS PASS RD 
i!LLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN235BC90271 
11!TCHELL, R MICHAEL & 
~AHAIE, LESLIE M & 
3EARIN, JOYCE S 
W34 NE JOSEPHINE DR 
'!ILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN235CB05300 
>WAN, DAVID 
POBOX 5 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

1N235BD87332 
ELDEN, JOHN W & PATRICIA J 
7251 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD05300 
HARTMAN, MARY C & 
CHANG, TERRENCE 
7565 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC04300 
MOGSTER, TRACI L 
7077 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CCI4100 
LAM, PHUONG N & HUE V 
283 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

:DP 1-06 (MOD 1) ORENCO WOODS 
:ROSSING, 500FT. NOTICE AREA, 
VITHOUT DUPLICATES 

hJq!Je,ttes faciles a peler 
u!ill!il& le gabarit AVERY® 5160® 

- for Easy Peel Feature l f ~ 
IN235BC06100 
STANDEFORD, CHERYL A 
7165 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CB06300 
BAARSPUL, JERRY & BEVERLY 
22525 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95371 
REED,JOHNF 
752NE70THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC09100 
PITMAN, LIVING TRUST 
BY PITMAN, WG/DOLORES C 
PO BOX 612 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD05500 
SIGLER, BRADLEY A & KARINA J 
7569 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD92281 
BRUTON, BARBARA M 
7255 NW STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD05700 
LEE, FRANK H & CHEN HONG 
19717 CAMINO ARROYO 
WALNUT, CA 91789 

MIMI DOUKAS 
WRGDES1GN 
5415 SW WESTGATE DRIVE, #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97221 

... 
Sens de chargement 

IN235CDI4900 
RIOS,KAREN 
21533NWKIANLN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

1N235CDJI400 
BJORGE, ERIK C & 
KARENL 
7615NEANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CB00800 
WALKLEY, MARK K 
11303 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
PORTLAND, OR 97231 

1N235BD10700 
MICHALOSKI, DAVID J & KIMBERLY A 
735 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI2800 
NANDI, AMIT & 
BHAUMIK, SAGARIKA 
7206 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90601 
DOOHER, THOMAS 
7103 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CC01500 
SALAMON, BLAKE S & LAURA A 
298NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

Consultez Ia feuille 
d'instruction 

www.avery.com 
1-800-GO-AVERY 
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DP 1-06 (MOD 1) OREN CO WOODS CROSSil'o..;, 500FT. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE~ 
IN235BD15700 
)LSON, TRAVIS& 
~IBBY, SHARON 
H2 SWMEADEST#3 
'ORTLAND, OR 97201 

1N235BD15000 
KRELL, PHILIP T & RENEE C 
587 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD12700 
:JRENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORliAND, OR 97223 

IN235CB04600 
KARAGATCHL!EV, GEORGE J 
830 NW 226TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CC06400 
MOTZ, DONALD L & 
MOTZ, SHIRLEY M & 
RICHARDS, NANCY 
11445 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
PORliAND, OR 97231 

1N235CD06800 
DOIZE, WILLIAM & SHAWN 
108 WOODLAWN DR 
LAP AYETTE, LA 70506 

1N2350003400 
OREN CO WOODS CROSSING LLC 
BY VENTIJRE PROPERTIES INC 
4230 SW GALEWOOD ST 
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97035 

1N235BC01400 
PAJK.IL SUNG&JUNG SOOK 
19282 SW SUN CREST LN 
ALOHA, OR 97007 

1N235CB01100 
W AJBEL, ALBERT F 
22495 NW QUATAMA ROAD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC90371 
RASMUSSEN, ANKER & CAROLED 
750NE70THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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1N235BC01600 
RAP A TTONI, ROSEL YNN 
703 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06400 
WALLACE, RODNEY & BOBBIE 
229NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD12100 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORliAND, OR 97223 

1N235CDOOJOO 
QUANTAMALLC 
1300 ESTHER ST #208 
VANCOUVER, WA 98660 

1N235CB07500 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD15800 
MANN PARK ROWHOUSES OWNERS OF 
LOTS 19·21 
' 00000 

IN235CD13400 
BROWNSTONE HOMES LLC 
12670 SW 68TH ST, #200 
PORliAND, OR 97223 

JN235CC12700 
SENG, BUNNARIN & 
SAM, SORIY ANY 
230NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD09800 
LYLES, JAMES C 
742NE72NDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N23 5CB05600 
EMMERT, TERRY 
11811 SE HWY 212 
CLACKAMAS, OR 97015 

JN235CD06600 
WREN, KATHRYN & 
SANFORD, PAlRICK 
225 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC02100 
YU,BRIAN& 
YOONKYUNG 
7192 NE ASHMONT ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95382 
NEY,JIM 
758 NE 70TH AVE #538 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDJ 1500 
TROY, CHRISTOPHER W & 
ANGELAR 
7617 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD17100 
GREEN, HAROLD W JR & JANICE L 
JOINT REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
656 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD09000 
AYALA, VERONICA 
22623 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI2600 
KRESAL, GERALD E & YVONNE L 
18197 NW PUMPKIN RIDGE RD 
NORTH PLAJNS, OR 97133 

1N235CB02900 
P ARANDV ASH, GHOSSEIN AND VIDA 
6320 SW TILLAMOOK PL 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

JN235CAOOIOO 
BENEVOLENT PROT ORDER OF 
ELKS LODGE NO 1862 
POBOX455 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

JN235BD8238J 
WILLETT, JAMES A & GEORDINA R 
732 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 



:DP 1-06 (MOD I) OREN CO WOODS CROSSING, 500FT. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE~ 
IN235CD17400 1N235CB05500 
KINCAID, CHRJSTOPHER A & HOOPER FAMILY TRUST 
KINCAID, MEGHAN E BY JACK H & DORIS Y HOOPER IRS 
4023 NW RIGGS DR 5675 SW ARROWWOOD LN 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1 N23 5CB07100 
GOMEZ, HARRY & 
DONATO, GLENDA LIZ 
7227 NE ROCK RIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC05600 
ATOR,MINDYS 
7 135 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BDI2900 
MOHR,MARYK 
7210 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90701 
BRUCE, ROBERT & DIANA 
7159 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
lliLLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC12900 
TRAN, MINH 
198 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BD17900 
STONEWATER HOA 
I2755 SW 69TH AVE #IOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BDII600 
CRIPPEN, LISA J & KENNY D 
7273 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
Hil.LSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB07600 
SEWELL, THOR A & 
SEWELL, RAELEEN M 
7204 NW ROCKRJDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06400 
BAARSPUL, JOYCE TRUST 
807 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI8100 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

JN235BDI8200 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE# I 00 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CBOJ300 
WAJBEL,ALBERTF 
22495 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCJ3600 
VILLALAZ, RICARDO A & LEAH 
203NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06100 
TRAMMELL, JAMES A & SHANNON L 
858 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90006 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

IN235CD02000 
BAGGARLEY, DOUGLAS D & RHONDA R 
21940NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD 12400 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CD 11800 
OREN CO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CDJJ700 
BARCROFT, PATRJCIA 
7610 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04000 
KEMPEMA, DICKIE ANN TRUST 
22484 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CC02000 
DIAMOND, STEVE S 
202NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD14000 
LEVY, JANE C & SCOTT 
7254 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95751 
WEST, PATRICIA JEAN 
7193 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04800 
HAYDEN, LAWRENCE J 
22520 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC01400 
MOTZ, DONALD L & 
MOTZ, SHIRLEY M & 
RICHARDS, NANCY 
11445 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
PORTLAND, OR 97231 

IN235CB01600 
OBERST, NORMA JEAN TRUST & 
OBERST, CARL TRUST 
22265 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BD16500 
BORGER, JAMES H & RAMONA J 
716 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BDOJOOO 
ALOHA LAND & CATTLE CO 
17980 SW KEMMER RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 
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IN235BC90691 IN235BC02600 
SANDBERG, PATRICIA D LIVING TRUS GIBSON WILEY F & TERESA L 
SANDBERG, NORMAN A LIVING TRUST 732 NE forn AVE 
7153 NE ROCKY BROOK ST HILLSBORO OR 97123 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 ' 

IN235BC95501 
MARTZ, LOIS LOUISE FAM TRUST 
BY LOIS LOUISE MARTZ TR 
7098 NE STONEWA TER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC9061 I 
BRAMAN, DALE E & CAROL A 
7100 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04900 
KUO, DAVID D & AMY M 
3102 WOODS CIR 
DAVIS, CA 956I6 

IN235CCI3200 
CANCEL, RAMON C & 
RIVERA, KENYA E 
180NE 74Til AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235DB00800 
ARBOR PASS LLC 
735 SW 158Til AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BD10900 
REIERSON, KARLETA M & 
RYKER STEPHEN L 
721 NE 73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N23 5BD 14 700 
MARTIN, HELENE 
7282NESTONEYBROOKST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N23 5CC06000 
WARNER KENNETil E & GLORIA I R 
257NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI1000 
MA TIC, ANTilONY M 
234 NE 76Til AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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IN235CD05600 
BURDA, DIANA L 
7571 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

JN235CD17300 
KINCAID, CHRISTOPHER A & 
KINCAID, MEGHANE 
4023 NW RIGGS DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

IN235BDI5200 
MATRIX DEVELOPMENT CORP 
I2755 SW 69Til AVE #!00 
TIGARD, OR 97223 

I N23 5CC00600 
EDDY, DANIEL J & JENNIFER J 
22390NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC07800 
LAM, PHUONG NGOC & 
TRAN, DUOC VAN 
295 NE AUTUMNWOOD TER 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD09700 
DONA VON, GREGORY 
740 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC08800 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TilAVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BDII900 
SPAKOWSKI, SUSAN L 
7239 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235DB00501 
PORTLAND GENERAL 
ELECTRIC COMPANY 
121 SW SALMON ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

IN235CB07600 
SEWELL, THOR A & 
SEWELL, RAELEEN M 
7204 NW ROCKRIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235DB00400 
SABO, WILLIAM D TRUST & 
SABO, FAYEE TRUST 
BY DANIEL SABO 
10552 NW HELVETIA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06500 
IRVINE, EARLE R JR 
227NE 76TilAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDIIIOO 
SHAPIRO, KENDALL S 
705 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235DB00501 
PORTLAND GENERAL 
ELECTRIC COMPANY 
121 SW SALMON ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

IN235BC90331 
BIGCRAFT, WILLIAM C & 
PATRICIAL 
7003 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04300 
SOULE, RICHARD E & BAR13ARA D 
806 NW 225Til AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BD I 0800 
ASKEW, ISRAEL A & ALLISON 
727NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD18700 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BDI7500 
MATRIX DEVELOPMENT CORP 
12755 SW 69Til AVE #100 
TIGARD, OR 97223 



'DP 1-06 (MOD I) ORENCO WOODS CROSSJ.r,.;, 500FT. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE~ 
IN235CB06900 IN235DB00500 
MCRITCHIE. JEFFREY D & PORTLAND GENERAL 
TARA J ELECTRIC COMPANY 
'281 NE ROCKRIDGE PL 121 SW SALMON ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 PORTLAND, OR 97204 

IN235BDI5100 
ZOIJBEK, JOHN 
681 NE 73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0600 
KYLE, JAMES 
7613 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI2500 
GARCIA, SIMON & TERESA 
264NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB08000 
ROCK CREEK RIDGE OWNERS OF 
LOTS 10·13 
' 00000 

I N235BC05400 
NELSON, GLORIA 
7126 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI4900 
MOATS, HEATHER L 
7290NESTONEYBROOKST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N234AD03400 
HILLSBORO SCHOOL DIST # IJ 
3083 NE 49TH PL #200 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CC05900 
VERGHESE, EDA Y ATRA & SUSY 
231 NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC90511 
i'OMETTO, PAUL P & EVELYN D 
7095 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD08800 
WONG, JIMMY W AE·PING & 
WONG, CANDY MEI-FUNG & 
WONG, SUSAN P 
2728 NW !66TH TER 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN135BC9000f 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
' 00000 

IN235BD00600 
HILLSBORO, CITY OF 
150E MAIN ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN234AD09800 
KIDD, ROBERT 
22561 NW BIRCH 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD92181 
SCHERZINGER, GILBERT A & ROSE C 
757 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC06300 
MCCAFFERTY, MICHAEL M REVOCABLE 
5217 LODI ST 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92117 

IN235BDI2300 
MENDES, STEVEN B & 
MENDES, PATRICIA E & 
MENDES, ERNEST J 
728 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD08200 
ROSCH, JOSEPH & KARl J 
22689 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD09500 
HUNTLEY, GLENN W 
780 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 . 

I N235CC00700 
EVANS, EDD RAND CHERYL R 
22420NW QUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI 7000 
MATRIX DEVELOPMENT CORP 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
TIGARD, OR 97223 

I N235CDO 1300 
WESTHOOD INC 
1500 NW BETHANY BLVD #145 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BCOI500 
PRICE, LYNN B & MARSHALL L 
717NE70THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDOI200 
WESTHOOD INC 
1500NW BETHANYBLVD#l45 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

I N234AD09700 
COLEMAN, BRIAN GENE & 
KRISTILYN 
22563 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI3000 
NICODEMUS, LESLIE D 
7212 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00600 
YOUNG, DORIS E 
POBOX 966 
BEAVERTON, OR 97075 

IN235BDI7300 
MATRIX DEVELOPMENT CORP 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
TIGARD, OR 97223 

IN235CDI 1300 
LEGARD, ANDREW C A & ANNIE M 
2149NW SHEFFIELD AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 
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IN235CD06100 IN235BC06200 
RODRIGUEZ-CHAVEZ, RODOLFO & JAMES, DAVID W JR REV TRUST 
RAUDA-LOPEZ. SILVIA BY DAVID W JAMES JR TR 
7572 NE ANDOVER ST 7171 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB07400 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185 NW QUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD12600 
OREN CO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST#200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CB03200 
CHARBONNEAU, MELISSA A & 
JENNIFERL 
22550 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC95611 
FUNK, DIANA L 
7102 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC02100 
KAUFFMAN, TIIOMAS M & DONNA L 
7025 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CB01500 
DAVIS, MILTON & PAT FAMILY TRS 
22315NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CC12600 
NORRIS, JOSH & MOLLY 
252 NE 74TII AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CB07300 
UAN-ZO-LI, ALEXANDER B & 
JULIET 
7175 NE ROCKRIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD14200 
NEWTON, JENNIFER A & JAMES E 
7248 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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1N235BDI6400 
WALTERS, SARA C & SCOTT D 
724 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04400 
HUPP~MIKE 
5890 SW 19IST AVE 
ALOHA, OR 97007 

IN235BC90000 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
' 00000 

1N235BDI7400 
BARADAR, MARIAM 
624 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90381 
THANIK, KAMAL D 
756 NE 70TII AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC08400 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TII AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BD17200 
WHITE, CHRISTOPHER SAM & 
LESLEYD 
648 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDIIOOO 
HEADE, MICHAEL J & RENE S 
713 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB01000 
YOUNG, DORISE 
POBOX966 
BEAVERTON, OR 97075 

IN234AD09100 
KINEMURA, HISA YOSHI 
2772 ESCALA CIR 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108 

IN235CB02300 
HEINO, STEVEN T & CETERA L 
22600 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00300 
HEINO, CETERA L & STEVEN T 
22600 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC00800 
PALM, DAVID D& DEANNAM 
22500 NW QUAT AMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CB07100 
GOMEZ, HARRY & 
DONATO, GLENDA LIZ 
7227 NE ROCK RIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC90010 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEW A TER, 
TIIE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
' 00000 

IN235BDOI500 
OREGON, STATE OF 
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
RIGHT OF WAY SECTION 
355 CAPITOL ST NE, RM 420 
SALEM, OR 97301 

IN235BDI8500 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW69THAVE#IOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

1N235BDI5300 
COFFMAN, CALEB & JESSICA G 
669 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC95271 
O'BRIEN, SHANNON R 
7054 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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IN235CCJ6400 
K.ALAHARJ VEN1URES LLC 
BY JANICE M OEL TJEN 
21980NWQUATAMA 
HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

IN235BDJI800 
HAAG, FRANK R 
7243 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

I N235BC05700 
LEIBEL, DA VJD P & CINDY L 
89544 SHADY PINES RD 
WARRENTON, OR 97146 

IN235BDI3600 
ALLEN, JERJ G 
7236 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD 11100 
SCHWAB, ANGELA K 
236 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CBOI200 
WAIBEL, ALBERT F 
22495 NW QUATAMA ROAD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CB05800 
EMMERT, TERRY 
11811 SE HWY 212 
CLACKAMAS, OR 97015 

IN235CD09900 
PETERSON,THOMASP 
7566 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04800 
LAROCK, VICKI S 
7117NEROCKYBROOK 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06700 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB05200 
SCHLICK, STEFAN 
859 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235CB02800 
GODFREY, DANA & MARILYN 
40460 NW RAINDANCE LN 
BANKS, OR 97106 

1N235CD07100 
DOHERTY, JEANETTE M 
169 NE 75TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD09200 
BUCKLEW,DOUGLASJ 
22619 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BC03100 
GEDEON, MARY K & ANTOINE J 
786 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB04900 
HAYDEN, LAWRENCE J 
22520 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCOI800 
TRUONG, TIFFANY & 
LAI,DUY 
232 NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90751 
GERJG, LEON K & JOAN E 
7191 NEROCKYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI2500 
RADONICH, MEGAN L 
716NE72NDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N235BD 11300 
HAT AKENAKA JILL M 
7261 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB05900 
SMITH, DARREL E & KATRINA M 
7003 NW QU.ATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD09800 
STOLLER, NATHAN J 
7564 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI3800 
HU, HAlTING & YJ-OUN 
237NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD02200 
ANTHONY, JANET 
21960 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI6900 
BRA YERMAN, KENNETH A & 
BRAVERMAN, TIFFANYL 
672 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0300 
HANES, BRJAN 
7574 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDII200 
L PROPERTIES LLC 
13108 NW MASON HILL RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

JN234AD03800 
SENOWITZ, COREY J 
7055 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI5700 
LEU, ANNIE 
8385 SW 24TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97219 

IN235BDI2000 
FIRMAN, MATTHEW R & 
BRYAN, MELISSA G 
7235 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO; OR 97124 
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IN235CB05400 

IN235CDIOIOO HOOPER FAMILY 1RUST 
BURROUGHS, ANTHONY J & JENNIFER BY JACK H & DORJS Y HOOPER TRS 
7570 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO OR 97124 5675 SW ARROWWOOD LN 

' PORTLAND, OR 97225 

IN235CD06900 
KENZER, TRJPTI & 
OLSON,RAMA 
POBOX 175 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

IN235BC90008 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
' 00000 

IN235CD16200 
SAGE-QUAT AMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BD18300 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE#IOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CBOOIOO 
ECLEVIA, MACARJO E & RACHEL B 
22520 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC02400 
SCHENK LIVING 1RUST 
BY SCHENK. STEVEN T/WINNIFRED J TRS 
718 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC05300 
NIEPOKY, BRJAN J 
7118 NE STONEWATERST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD15600 
SMITH, CHRJSTINE E 
21540 NW KJAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BC05200 
JOHNSON, JEAN L 
7110NESTONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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IN235BD15400 
GAINES, JENNIFER A 
661 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N135BC04600 
ALLEN, MICHAEL P 
7129 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06800 
BUI, LUYEN TRONG & 
DOUNG, HONG THIBICH 
7433 NE ROCK RJDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BD 13400 
LUTZ, ARTHUR A 
7224NESTONEYBROOKST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI6700 
SAGE-QUAT AMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CB05700 
FLORES, ALVARO 
7013 NW QUATAMA ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD13500 
ODO, ALISON E & 
LOO, MARCUS M 
7230 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC02000 
ASMUSSEN, CYNTHIA S 
7039 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI5IOO 
SEARLE, RJCK & CAROLE 
10045 SW !35TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97008 

IN235CB03300 
LOWER F AMlL Y TRUST 
BY LOWER, CHARLES LEO & 
LOWER, FLORENCE LUVENA 1RS 
17025 NE HERD RD 
NEWBERG, OR 97132 

IN234AD08 100 
HERJTAGE HOMES INVESTMENT CORP 
' 00000 

IN235BDI8800 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CC06!00 
WEST, JUSTIN K & 
KUDULIS, KERRJ L 
273NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI7600 
QUATAMA GARDENS 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
' 00000 

IN235CDIOOOO 
JOHNSON, JOHANNA L 
7568 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90831 
SCHIJLBERG, CHERYL K 
7142 NE STONEWATERDR 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI5500 
CONNOLLY, DEIRDRE A 
21544 NW KJAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BDIOOOO 
SPEROS, NICOLAS G 
418MILL RD 
MARTINEZ, CA 94553 

IN235BD13800 
AUBLE, WAYNEE&LINDAS 
7262NESTONEYBROOKST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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JN235CD17500 
QUATAMA GARDENS 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
• 00000 

I N234AD08400 
LIPSCOMB, MARK & JESSICA & 
LIND, SUEC 
22685 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD15400 
HERNANDEZ, SAMUEL & 
HERNANDEZ, ROGELIO 
21520NWKAINLN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

JN235BC95331 
VALENTINO BONSER PROPERTIES lii 
PO BOX 19422 
PORTLAND, OR 97280 

IN235BDI0400 
MAYNARD, GLENN C & JILL 
751 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CC13400 
GUERRERO, MARC & TRACY 
7288 NE ASHMONT ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD14800 
RAF A, RADU SIMI ON & ANA 
2I525 NW KlAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

I N235ACO 1500 
ARBOR PASS LLC 
735 SW !58TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BDI3100 
CORNYN, VIRGINIA R REV TRUST 
7220 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI6300 
CALAHARI VENTURES LLC 

· BY JANICE M OELTJEN 
21980 NW QUATAMA 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB07700 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95691 
LITTLEFIELD, FAY J 
7155 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD11600 
NOLD, JASON L 
7619 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC90281 
BURR BARBARA L 
7066 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CB04500 
GAMBETT!, BARBARA L 
22553 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

JN235CC13000 
LI, YING HONG 
192NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BC90007 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

JN235BDI0500 
CRAFT, JASON 
747NE73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC01700 
LAWLOR, JAY 
258NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC06300 
WIEMER, PATRICIA E 
347 NW MALIA LN 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD07600 
WONG, JIMMY W AE-PING & 
WONG, CANDY MEI-FUNG 
2728 NW !66TH TER 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CCOJ600 
KREKL YWICK, CRAIG N 
274NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC07700 
AGSAULIO, STEVE D & 
CARINAD 
271 NE AUTUMNWOOD CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235CD04700 
NGUYEN, HO THUY & 
HUYNH, TUT 
21505 NW KlAN LN 
ALOHA, OR 97006 

IN235BD90009 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

JN235BC04700 
SHIFREN, LUCIAN 
7123 NE ROCKY BROOK 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BD18600 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW69THAVE#JOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

JN235CD05900 
DUVAL, ANTHONY H & AUDREY M 
7568 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD80000 
LEGEND AT STONEWATER CONDO 
OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

JN235BC08600 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW69THAVE#JOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

1373 



:DP 1-06 (MOD 1) ORENCO WOODS CROSSL,.;, 500 Fr. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE.~ 

IN235BDI2100 IN235BD18900 
ELIASSEN, GARY L STONEWA TER HOA 
7231 NE STONEYBROOK ST 12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CCOI900 
GIANI, ASHISH 
216NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD18000 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CD05000 
MANN, JAMES BERT & LOVINA L 
320 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BC09000 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

I N235BC03900 
WALKER, KYLE T & 
RAETHER, AMANDA M 
7084NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BD09400 
KELLY, MICHAEL M & KATHY R 
778 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD09900 
KADAPLAKEL, SMITAA 
746 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI2200 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CDI2500 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 
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IN235CDI0900 
WILSON,MATTHEWR 
232 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB07000 
OTHMAN, OSSAMA A & 
GOMEZ, STEPHEN 
7253 NE ROCKRJDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI3200 
BEAUDRY, DWIGHT J 
7218 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD17700 
QUATAMA GARDENS 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
, 00000 

IN234AD03802 
HUANG, Ll & KAl LAN 
7079 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235AC06600 
ARBOR PASS LLC 
735 SW !58TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

I N235CD07000 
SHEDDEN, V ANITHA 
171 NE 75TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD15000 
HERNANDEZ, MONIQUE E & 
HOLLAND, TANYAS 
PO BOX 959-913 
KIHEI, HI 96753 

1N235BC03000 
PENNING, JOHN A III 
774 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC02500 
NEAL, ROBERT & KIMBERLY 
726 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD09600 
GOODRJCH-ALEXANDER, MARY CHRJSTI 
22565 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN2350006400 
TRJ-COUNTY METROPOLITIAN 
TRANSPORTATION DIST OF OR 
?lONE HOLLADAY ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 

IN235BC95601 
WELCH, MERJSSA B 
7105 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI5500 
WIDERBURG, ARNE L & 
RJCHARDS, BROOKE 
655 NW 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06200 
CHAPEL, DENISE 
237NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB06600 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00700 
CONKLIN, TED EUGENE 
670NW227TH 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD14400 
SANDRJ, DOMINIC & MICHELLE 
7270 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD06000 
COLE, RJCHARD S 
233 WEST ACACIA 
SALINAS, CA 93901 
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IN235CCI6500 IN235BDI4300 
KALAHARI VENTURES LLC 
pv JANICE M OELTIEN KLINGBEIL, CHAD L & SKYE N 

'0 NW QUAT AMA 7266 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
•. ~LSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDI8400 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BDI2700 
LANE, KANDICE K 
7202 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN234AD08900 
HARROLD, WILLIAM W & CHAR 
22659 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CDI6400 
SAGE·QUATAMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BDII500 
SIV AKUMAR, BALAJJ & 
VENKAT, ANJANA 
7269 NE STONEBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0400 
LOSSING, LORRAINE R 
7617 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI2000 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235CDI7800 
QUATAMA GARDENS 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
, 00000 

•. "0 35CB00500 · 
K LIVING TRUST 

b> MERLIN J & PHYLLIS TRS 
22880 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235BD 17800 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

JN235BDJ4800 
THOMASSON, PATRICE F 
7286 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD 10500 
FISH, DAVID W 
7615 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04200 
FRONT CAR LLC 
BY DEHNING RESIDENCE 
15035 SW CAPSTONE CT 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

IN235CCI4200 
HONG, TUYET KHONG 
297NE 74TH 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI6100 
SAGE-QUATAMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CCI3100 
VU,KIMHA 
186NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95701 
EBEL, LOIS LIVING TRS 
2510E.MAVE 
LA GRANDE, OR 97850 

I N235BD97182 
CIACCIA, DAVID P 
759NE73RDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD!3300 
AGUERO, PORTIA & RAUL R 
7216 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR97124 

IN235BD!5600 
REDROV AN, SUSANA E 
663 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI2300 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BC90002 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEWATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

IN235CC12800 
BELL, JOSEPH C & JENNIFER D 
216NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD80001 
LEGEND AT STONEWATER CONDO 
OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

1N235CC06200 
HOYT, SEMPRONIANA P & 
ZAMMARIE, JOSEL YN & GEORGE 
297 NE DANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD16300 
HALVERSEN, WARREN H 1R & 
MARCENES 
738 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC06500 
MOTZ, DONALD L & SHIRLEY M & 
RICHAR.DS, NANCY 
11445 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
PORTLAND, OR 97231 

1N234AD08300 
KOEHRSEN, DALE H ET AL 
2 RIVERSIDE CT 
STILLWATER, NY 12170 

1375 



:op t-06 (MOD I) ORENCO WOODS CROSSlhu, 500 FT. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE:. 
1N235BD09600 

1N235CB00900 DORSEY JOYCELYN A& 
YOUNG, DORISE VAN ANTwERP MARY A 
PO BOX 966 736 NE ?2ND AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97075 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC06400 
COLLINS, WENDY J 
7185 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC!3700 
RAMIREZ, GILBERT & 
ROBLES, PATRICIA 
221 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD16900 
SAGE-QUATAMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CC14000 
KUPPERMAN, MATTHEW PAUL & AMY JE 
269NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD12400 
MARTINEZ, CARMEN I 
722 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235AC06600 
ARBOR PASS LLC 
735 SW !58TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235DB00500 
PORTLAND GENERAL 
ELECTRIC COMPANY 
121 SW SALMON ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

IN235CD06700 
HAYS, PAMELA J & 
HAYS,KJRKI 
15262 NW CASEY DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

IN235BC08300 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW69THAVE#IOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 
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IN235BDI6700 
WOODWORTH, JON M & 
GOODHOUSE, JILL C 
POBOX6057 
ALOHA, OR 97007 

IN235BDI3700 
COOK, EDWARDR& 
JACQUELINE FAMILY TRUST 
605 CARRIAGE RD 
GRANTS PASS, OR 97526 

IN235BD87382 
MARTIN, DENISE 
734 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC05800 
NGUYEN, DUNG HOANG & PHUONG LAN 
215NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD92171 
LIND, ALFRED F & NORMAL 
754 NE ?2ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC04500 
SMITH, TAMARA J 
7051 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CCI3300 
MOODY, CHRJSTOPHER D & SHANNON L 
7334 NE ASHMONT ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC!3500 
DUNCAN, LISA A 
7250 NE ASHMONT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235BC90005 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEW ATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

IN235BC02200 
PHELAN, DIANE 
7017 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD14500 
ROTH,LORIL 
7274 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

IN235CD17000 
SAGE-QUAT AMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CB04200 
BABUS!S, SIGITAS & DANUTE 
14888 NW WlLLIS RD 
MCMINNVILLE, OR 97128 

IN235CB08100 
HILLSBORO, CITY OF 
ISOEMAIN ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235CDO!!OO 
OREN CO MANOR LLC 
265 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CC!3900 
BAKER, DIRK & TAMMY 
255NE74THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD!3900 
ADAMS, SCOTT J & 
ADAMS, KIMBERLY K 
7258 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB00200 
LINN, GARY S & PAULA V 
22570 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95511 
JONES, MICHELLE LEE 
7097 NE ROCKY BROOK 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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IN235CCI6600 
KALAlUVUVENTURESLLC 
BY JANICE M OELTJEN 

980NWQUATAMA 
.LLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD97I72 
LANE, SCOTT R & 
ACKLEY, WENDY A 
758NE72NDAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0700 
KRIEGER. LISA & KEVIN L 
76 I I NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 

1N235CCI2400 
ROSSI, MICHAELS & AMBER D 
280NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235CB04700 
DRJGGARS, STEPHEN R 
828 NW 226TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N235BD 10300 
EBERLEIN, DANA 
755 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB03100 
SLOTEMAKER FAMILY LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP #4 
3005 NW 153RD AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN234AD08700 
DUNAGAN, ABlGAJL D 
22663 NW BIRCH ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD05200 
MANN PARK OWNERS OF ALL LOTS 
' 00000 

'135CCI4400 
£NCO WOODS 

OWNERS OF LOTS 9-10 
' 00000 

IN235BDI4600 
MATRIX DEVELOPMENT CORP 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
TIGARD, OR 97223 

1N235CB06900 
MCRJTCHIE, JEFFREY D & 
TARAJ 
7281 NE ROCKRIDGE PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235BC90009 
CONDOM~UMSATSTONEWATER. 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

IN235CB07900 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB07200 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD07200 
HARALSON, IAN 
J67NE75THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BC90501 
SUNDAY, I PATRJCIA 
7096 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90001 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEW A TER. 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
' 00000 

IN235CB06000 
EMMERTCOURTHOMEOWNERSASSOC 
11811 SWHWY212 
CLACKAMAS, OR 97015 

1 N235CD06300 
PAUL, MICHELLE L 
231 NE76THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC05800 
BRUTON, VICTORJA L FAMILY TRUST 
1220 VISTA DR 
CENTRAL POINT, OR 97502 

1N235DB00800 
ARBOR PASS LLC 
735 SW !58TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

1N235BC08500 
STONEWATERHOA 
12755 SW69THAVE#IOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BD09300 
KUTTER. DIANE K 
1206 EDSEL ST SE 
GRAND RAPIDS, MI 49508 

1N235BD11400 
DOELGER. JOHN SHERWIN & 
CHERYLEANN 
115 MONTEREY DR 
MEDFORD, OR 97504 

IN235CD00101 
QUANTAMA LLC 
1300 ESTHER ST #208 
VANCOUVER. WA 98660 

1N235CC07600 
DUD A, MICHAEL R 
255 NE AUTUMNWOOD TERR 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BD09200 
CHIU, HSIANG WEI I 
770 NE 72ND AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BDI0600 
ROSIER. DAVID M & PENNY A 
743 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI0200 
GREEN, KRISTINE M 
7572 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97I24 
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DP 1-06 (MOD 1) ORENCO WOODS CROSSL,..;, 500FT. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE::. 

1N235CDI7!00 !N235CD05400 
'AGE-QUATAMA GARDENS LLC STOLLER, STEPHEN & 
> COYLE, CARRIE A 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 7567 NE ANDOVER ST 
3EA VERTON. OR 97006 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N235CB06500 
MALDONADO, ERNEST R & 
MALDONADA, NATAL!EK 
302 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

IN235CDI6300 
SAGE-QUAT AMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

!N235BD97282 
DONNELLY, CASEY A 
7257 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

IN235BD14l00 
BAKER, BRIAN & VICTORIA 
7250 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB03000 
CARTER, MARLYS 
POBOX723 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235BC01900 
WANVIMONSRI, NAVAPORN 
7074 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDJ3300 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST #200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

1 N23 5BC02900 
HARBOUR, JANE D 
768 NE 70TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N23 5CD00400 
CLOSE, JEFFRY V & PATRICIA 1 
250 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 
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!N235BD!6600 
PFLUGER, CHARLES H 
702 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN135CB06100 
WILSON, MICHAEL R & VERA P 
856 NW 225TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

!N235BD16800 
TUCKER, SHIRLEY 
684 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CD!6500 
SAGE-QUATAMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235CD14700 
LA, STEVE NHON & LINDA KHA 
3133 IRVING ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122 

IN235CB07800 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185 NW QUATAMA RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

!N235BD8233! 
P ANKRANTZ, DIXIE M 
7247 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!24 

IN235CCOO!OO 
OELTJEN, RAY E & JANICE M 
181 NE KALAHARI RIDGE AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CB04400 
MCEACHERN, ANGIE DAWN 
22555 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235AC0!400 
ARBORPASSLLC 
735 SW !58TH AVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

!N235CD1!701 
BARCROFT, PATRICIA 
7610 NE CHESAPEAKE ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N234AD0380! 
DANIEL, TESS & 
DUNN, BRETT 
7097 NW DOGWOOD ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC03800 
CONLEY, BARBARA E 
7076 NE STONEWATER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

IN235BC08700 
STONEWATER HOA 
12755 SW 69TH AVE #100 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

IN235BDOIIOO 
ALOHA LAND & CATTLE CO 
17980 SW KEMMER RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N235CDI0800 
GREENE, JOSHUA 
222 NE 76TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BD900!0 
CONDOMINIUMS AT STONEW ATER, 
THE, OWNERS OF ALL UNITS 
, 00000 

!N235CC12300 
NGUYEN, ANH VAN 
296NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CB07700 
JLS CUSTOM HOMES INC 
22185NWQUATAMARD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 



:DP 1-06 (MOD 1) OREN CO WOODS CROSS!'""• 500FT. NOTICE AREA, WITH DUPLICATE~ 

I N235BC95281 
KOSKAMP, DA VJD P 
7068 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC06100 
STANDEFORD, CHERYL A 
7165 NEROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CB06300 
BAARSPUL, JERRY & BEVERLY 
22525 NW ELM ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC95371 
REED,JOHNF 
752NE70THAVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC09100 
PITMAN, LIVING TRUST 
BY PITMAN, WG/DOLORES C 
POBOX 612 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CD05500 
SIGLER, BRADLEY A & KARINA J 
7569 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CDJ6800 
SAGE-QUATAMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

IN235BC04300 
MOGSTER, TRACJ L 
7077 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CB08200 
HILLSBORO, CITY OF 
123 WEST MAIN ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97!23 

JN235CD!l900 
ORENCO PLACE OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
12670 SW 68TH ST#200 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

JN235CD05800 
HAN,SUNHWA 
7566 NE ANDOVF.R ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235CDJ4900 
RIOS,KAREN 
21533 NW KlAN LN 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

JN235CDJ1400 
BJORGE, ERIK C & 
KARENL 
7615 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

JN235CB00800 
WALKLEY, MARK K 
I 1303 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
PORTLAND, OR 97231 

JN235BD10700 
MICHALOSKJ, DAVID J & KIMBERLY A 
735 NE 73RD AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BDJ2800 
NANDI, AMIT & 
BHAUMIK, SAGARIKA 
7206 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BD92281 
BRUTON, BARBARA M 
7255 NW STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CD05700 
LEE, FRANK H & CHEN HONG 
19717 CAMINO ARROYO 
WALNUT, CA 91789 

JN235CCOI500 
SALAMON, BLAKES & LAURA A 
298NEDANBURY AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235CC!4100 
LAM, PHUONG N & HUE V 
283 NE 74TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235CDI7200 
KINCAID, CHRISTOPHER A & 
KINCAID, MEGHAN E 
4023 NW RJGGS DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

IN235CD00300 
MANN, JAMES B & LOVINA L 
320 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235BC90271 
MITCHELL, R MICHAEL & 
LAHAJE, LESLIE M & 
GEARIN, JOYCE S 
2034 NE JOSEPHINE DR 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

I N235CB05300 
SWAN, DAVID 
POBOX5 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 

1N235BD87332 
ELDEN, JOHN W & PA TIUCIA J 
7251 NE STONEYBROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N235CD05300 
HARTMAN, MARY C & 
CHANG, TERRENCE 
7565 NE ANDOVER ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

IN235BC90601 
DOOHER, THOMAS 
7103 NE ROCKY BROOK ST 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

!N235BC08900 
STONEWA TER HOA 
12755 SW69THAVE#JOO 
PORTLAND, OR 97223 

!N235CDI6600 
SAGE-QUATAMA GARDENS LLC 
16280 NW BETHANY CT #200 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

1379 





..:1TY OF HILLSBORO ------------~~ 

Fa •LLI co•~;,~E~!!~!~~;.'" 
.JATE:~ COMMENTDEADLINE: M(j)W TH F DATE: _'61-lj,_q-'--f-')oiL.I.I.t _____ _ 

TO: V BUILDING ·/ PARKS & REG 

\7 FIRE V WATER:. CITY 

~PLANNING (PR) V WA. CO. M/S #13 

/PLANNING (CC) ODOT (PORTLAND SHUTTLE) 

---:;:?pLANNING (DO- TRANSPORTATION PLAN) \7 CWS M/S #1 0 (SUB, PUD, MLP. DR. DDP, COP, FA) 

~ENGINEERING OTHER: ___________ _ 

FROM: 

RE: 

'::No.: 

LOGATION: 

TLID: 

AREA: 

~ 
D 
D 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

REVIEW OF: 

.,/ CONCEPT DEV. PLAN {wwo) 
__ DETAILED DEV. PLAN 

__ CONDITIONAL USE 

__ TENTATIVE MINOR LAND PARTITION 

__ FINAL MINOR LAND PARTITION 

__ TENTATIVE MAJOR LAND PARTITION 

__ FINAL MAJOR LAND PARTITION 

___ DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 

___ VARIANCE 

___ PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISON PLAT 

___ FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT 

___ PRELIMINARY PUD PLAT 

___ FINAL PUD PLAT 

___ CULTURAL RESOURCE ALTERATION 

Please do not mark on plans and return them with comments 
I 

Please do mark your comments on plans or on this from and return them 
Plans are available in the Planning Department for your review 

COMMENTS~:------------------------------------

D Check here if you think this project warrants a staff development review meeting. 

RETURN TO THE PLANNING DEPT: RLtfV\ t< \eLVl 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
August 5, 2008 

TO: Interested Agencies 

FROM: Ruth Klein, Planning Department 

RE: COP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

Enclosed is an application for a proposed concept development plan on which we invite 
you or your agency to express any concerns or comments. Please take the time to 
review this application and provide us with any comments you might have. 

This proposal is scheduled to come before the City of Hillsboro Planning Commission on 
September 10, 2008. We would appreciate receiving any comments you may wish to 
make PRIOR TO August 19,2008. 

If you have any questions regarding these matters, please call the Planning Department 
at 503-681-6153. 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1387 



1N 2 35 
dlgln2W36 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY OREGON 
S£CTION36 T1N fi2W W.M. 

SCALE 1• • 400' 

'Ott ADOff/ONAL IIAPII VISIT OVA WI&SITI AT 
www.co.wellllngton.or.ul 

•• M 

~ A$~~$<!M;fid 

~Ttt;~o·l~on 
PLOT DATE: June 01, 2007 

FORASSEV8M~TPURPOSES ONLY· N TRELYON 
FOR Tl ER USE 
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lortnolllOCI ....... tl--. 
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::JUSE UTIL/TIES APPUCATION CIRCULATION 
'SUB, PUD, CDP, DDP, DR) 

(When on state road} 
TIM WILSON 
ODOT- REGION 1 
1 23 NW FLANDERS 
PORTLAND OREGON 97209-4037 

(check district on map) 
HILLSBORO SCHOOL DIST. 
JEREMY LYON X 
30B3 NE 49'" PLACE #200 
HILLSBORO OR 97124-600B 

(tf Norlh of baseline. West of Corn. Pass. East. 
of Glencoe) 
JASON GATELy X 
PORT OF PORTLAND 
BOX 3529 
PORTLAND OR 9720B 

(only specific environmental issues) 
CHRISTOPHER BLAKEMAN 
D E QINW REGION -SITE ASSESS. SPEC. 
2020 SW FOURTH #400 
P"'<,TLAND OR 97201 

(atways) X 
JIM McGUIRE 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
4950 NW 2351h Avenue 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

(always) 
JILLIAN DETWEILER X 
TRI-MET 
710 NE HOLLADAY ST. 
PORTLAND OR 97232 

(always) 
VERIZON NORTHWEST INC X 
BEAVERTON ENGINEERING 
20575 NW Von Neumann Drive 
Suite 150, MC: OR030533 
BEAVERTON OREGON 97006-4711 

(always) 
COMCAST CABLE X 
ATIN: CONSTRUCTION DEPT. 
9605 SW NIMBUS AVE. 
BEAVERTON OR 9700B 

(always) 
NAOMI VOGEL-BEATIIE 
WASHINGTON COUNTY DEPT. OF 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION 
MIS #13 

(check cert. of services availability) 
STEWART DAVIS 
TUALATIN VALLEY WATER DIST. 
PO BOX 745 
BEAVERTON OR 97075 

(when natural resources near site) 
WETLANDS PROGRAM 
OREGON DIVISION OF STATE LANDS 
775 SUMMER ST. NE 
SALEM OR 97310-1137 

(always) 
NW NATURAL GAS X 
NEW CONSTRUCTION CENTER 
220 NW SECOND A VENUE 3RD FL 
PORTLAND OR 97209 

(check district on map) 
JAN YOUNGQUIST 
BEAVERTON SCHOOL DIST. #4B 
16550 SW MERLO RD 
BEAVERTON OR 97006 

(Always) 
CLEAN WATER SERVICES 
DAVID SCHWEITZER 
MIS# lO 

Lasf Updated 4/28/08 

?C. ~t~ q;{o 
dJttllinv gj; 0, 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
August 5, 2008 

Kelly Ritz 
Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC 
4230 SW Galewood Street 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

RE: Determination of Application Status- Concept Development Plan Modification 
Case File No. CDP 1-06 (MOD 1): Orenco Woods Crossing 

Dear Ms. Ritz: 

The Planning Department received your request for modification to an approved Concept 
Development Plan for properties identified as Tax Lot 3400 on Washington County Assessor's 
Tax Map 1N2-35, Tax Lot 8200 on Tax Map 1N2-35CB, and Tax Lot 100 on Tax Map 1N2-
35CA. The status of this application is as checked below: 

X Complete. Further review and processing of your application began as of 
this date: August 1, 2008 

Incomplete. Further review and processing of your application requires the 
information described below. 

The submitted Concept Development Plan Modification application has been scheduled to be 
heard by the Planning Commission on September 10, 2008. A copy of the staff report, which 
will be forwarded to the Commission, will be sent to you prior to the meeting. 

If you have any questions on this matter, please call me at (503) 681-6465. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

/2dlcc/(~~ 
Ruth Klein @J) 
Urban Planner III 

cc: Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862 · 
Mimi Doukas, WRG Design, Inc . 

.File 
Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123~4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EOUA.L OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO Planning Department 

m 
150 East Main Street, Hillsboro, OR 97123 

4'" Floor • 503/681-6153 
FAX 503/681-6245 

www.ci.hillsboro.or.us 

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

NOTICE TO APPLICANT: On original application form, please print legibly using black/dark blue ink or type. Applicants are 
advised to review the list of submittal requirements and recommendations indicated on each land use application form and in 
the applicable Ordinance prior to submitting an application. When applicable, applicants are also advised to submit three (3) 
draft application pcickages in advance of deadline dates for public hearings: a list of meeting dates and deadlines is available 
on request. INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE SCHEDULED FOR PUBLIC HEARING UNTIL THE PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT RECEIVES ALL REQUIRED SUBMITTAL MATERIALS. 

File I:Df 1-0 /e {MrzD~Ianner."""· .>..:~::.:ctfh.!..-'-'...w.:K"-'-Ie"'-.f.."-'-IV.=... ______ ,Hearing Date:~ 0 /o 'l ~
RACKING INFORMATION {For Office use only) J 

ApplicantGrewo vJodcLC, cf«Pl'C)I Lid~ I Property Owner-b(j.lPJf,(LllM..ILI<'t~e/L_ _____ _ 

APPLICATION TYPE:(plea se check oneJ 

D Original Concept Development Plan: original application for a new concept development plan. 

Ia Concept Development Plan Modification: modification of an existing concept development plan. 

SITE LOCATION & DESCRIPTION 

Tax Map #(s) 1N23500, 1N235CB & 1N235CA Tax Lot #(s) 3400, 8200 & 1 00(.5 acre portion) 

F t St t Add 
22180 NW Birch Street (Formerly 22200 NW Birch Street) 

ron age ree or ress'---------------------------------

N C S t 
Northeast comer of NW 225th Avenue and NW Birch Street 

earest ross tree-----------------------------------
Plan Designation RL, RM, FP, OS Zoning SCR-V S~e Size._5_5_·0_5 _______ acres or sq. ft. 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 

Project Type/Narrative Summary: (Provide a brief summary and specify project type: Single Family Residential (SFR), Multi­

family Residential (MFR), Commercial, Industrial, Mixed Use) The applicant requests approval of a modification to 

the approved CDP 1-06. The modification will add an additional type of residential structures and add 

neighborhood commercial and other employment uses to the southeast corner of the site. 

Proposed Project Name Ore nco Woods Crossing 

4 #of Phases Proposed ___ _ Total# of Lots 
251 
---

16.36 Useable Open Space & Improvements _____ % 

If Residential. please indicate the no. of units: Total 
249 120 65 64 SFR Detached SFR Attached ___ MFR_ 

Maximum Lot Size_8_·8_5_0 _____ sq. ft. Minimum Lot Size_1_·0_8_0 _____ sq.ft. 

Average Lot Size 3·
252 

sq. ft./# of lots below average size __ _ (not to exceed 30%- applicable only to residential) 

NOTE: If a residential project Is proposed, a Residential Density Calculation Worksheet (attached) must be submitted. 

If Mixed Use please specify types of uses and approximate percentages of overall site are in each use: 

C . 10 " I d . I 5.5 " R .d . 84.5 " ommerctal 10 n ustna 10 es1 entJal 10 

If Commercial or Industrial: # of Non-residential buildings: _
6 
___ _ 

53,427sf 
Total square footage:------

CONTINUED ON PAGE 2 
last Revised: February 1. 2008 
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CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

(CONTINUED) 

DETAILED SITE INFORMATION 

Are any of the following present on the site? If so, please specify number of acres and/or percentage of site affected. 

Floodplain 13.6 acres/25% WeHands 4.11 acres/7% Significant Natural Resources 15.89/29% 

0.51ac/1% Cultural Resources. ____ _ Airport Noise Contours._N_IA __ _ 6.59ac/12% Slopes greater than 25%. _____ _ 

Are alternative design standards requested? 0 Yes Ill No (If Yes, cite applicable code standards.) 

Water Provider: ll!l City of Hillsboro 0 Tualatin Valley Water Distrtct 0 Other.--------------­

Does the site have access to City Street(s) Ill Yes 0 No (Please explain) NW Cornelius Pass Road to the east; 

NW Quatama Rd to the south; and pedestrtan and emergency vehicle access off NW 225th Ave to the west. 

Does the site have access to County Road(s) 0 Yes ll!l No (Please explain)---------------

· · th · ? Illy 0 N (If v b - fl 1 . , 1 t ) McDonald House Are there exosting structures on e sole es o , es, ne y exp am .uture status o s ructures. -------

will be retained. Golf buildings to be removed. 

OWNERSHIP AND APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Ow r( N ( ) 
Orenco Woods Crossing, LLC - Kelly Ritz 

Property ne s) arne s -------------------------------

M 
.1. Add siS fZ' 4230 SW Galewood Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

aoong res tate IP·--------------------------------
Phone # 503-387-6702 Fax# 503-387-7617 Email Address kritz@dmrealty.com 

Does the owner of this site also own any adjacent property? 0 Yes !ll No (If Yes, please list tax map and tax lots) 

(If more than one property owner, please att additional sheet with names and signatures.) 

A t
. 

1 
N Oren co Woods Crossing, LLC - Kelly Ritz 

ppocan arne·-----------------------------------

M 
.
1
. Add siS e!Z' 4230 SW Galewood Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

aoong res tat IP·--------------------------------
Phone # 503-387-6702 Fax #-75_0S:3-;::3:::87"'-=7-61_7~=---'Email Address kritz@dmrealty.com 

Applicant's Signature'--~--'=='dob''-+1\-¥'---+-----------'Date: 'I --'2..-Lj-- t> Q' 
Applicant's interest in property ___ --l----->.11--------------------------

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3 

Last Revised: February 1, 2008 2 



CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

(CONTINUED) 

DETAILED SITE INFORMATION 

Are any of the following present on the site? If so, please specify number of acres and/or percentage of site affected. 

Floodplain Wetlands Significant Natural Resources. ____ _ 

Cultural Resources. ____ _ Airport Noise Contours. ____ _ Slopes greater than 25%, _____ _ 

Are alternative design standards requested? 0 Yes 0 No (If Yes, cite applicable code standards.) 

Water Provider: D City of Hillsboro D Tualatin Valley Water District D Other:----------------

Does the srre have access to City Street(s) D Yes 0 No (Please explain)----------------

Does the site have access to County Road(s) DYes D No (Please explain)----------------

Are there existing structures on the site? 0 Yes D No (If Yes, briefly explain future status of structures.) ______ _ 

OWNERSHIP AND APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Property Owner(s) Name(s) Hillsboro Elks Lodge No. 1862, Inc. 

Mailing Address/State/Zip 21865 NW Quatama Road, Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Phone # 503-648-1862 Fax# Email Address ·-----------------------
Does the owner of this site also own any adjacent property? 0 Yes !1! No (If Yes, please list tax map and tax lots) 

Applicant Name ____________________________________ _ 

Mailing Address!StateiZip· _________________________________ _ 

Phone #-__________ ,Fax#'----------Email Address. _____________ __ 

Applicant's Signature ______________________ ,Date: ____________ _ 

Applicant's interest in property _______________________________ _ 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3 

Last Revised: February 1, 2008 2 
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CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

(CONTINUED) 

ADDITIONAL PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

WRG Design, Inc.- John Howorth, P.E. Civil Engineer _______________________________ _ 

.. d S rz· 5415 SWWestgate Drive, #100, Portland, OR 97221 
Ma1hngA dress! tate 'P----------------------------
Phone# 503-419-2500 Fax# 503-419-2600 E 

.
1 
Add john.howorth@wrgdesign.com ma1 ress ___________ _ 

Architect'----------------------------------

Mailing Address!StatefZip ____________________________ _ 

Phone # ________ Fax #· ________ .Email Address ___________ _ 

Add
.. 

1 
P 

1 
WRG Design, Inc.- Mimi Doukas, AICP, RLA 

1t1ona ersonne'------------------------------
.. siS rz· 5415 SW Westgate Drive, #100, Portland, OR 97221 

Mallmg Addres tate 'P'------------------------------
503-419-2500 Fax# 503-419-2600 E .1 Add mimi.doukas@wrgdesign.com Phone# ma1 ress. ___________ _ 

Additional Personnel·------------------------------

Mailing Address!StatefZip ____________________________ _ 

Phone #c__ _______ Fax #· ________ ,Email Address. ___________ _ 

COMPLETENESS CHECK 

: '0~11i 
(For Office Use Only) 

Received by RIA{-h .J<leJ V\ . 
Accepted as complete by_,_,R...,kl.a.H..L.llf\_,_K"-""'1.:1.-tld.-.. V\_,_ __ _ 
Additional reviews pending? 0 Yes 0 No 

Receipt# 4-a ~ ~ 
If yes, File #·---------;-:=:-:--:-::-71"-------

Fee(s) Paid__,_/ 5=-~.[<--) 0"'-'_0 _____ _ 

last Re~sed: Febnary 1. 2008 3 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
Planning Department 

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, OR 97123 
Suite 250 • 503/681-6153 

FAX 503/681-6245 
www.ci.hillsboro.or.us 

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
CALCULATION WORKSHEET 

To monitor compliance with State regulations and the Metro Functional Plan, the City must track the net densities 
of new residential developments in the City. This worksheet must be completed by the applicant and submitted 
with the preliminary application for any residential Subdivision, Planned Unit Development, Concept Development 
Plan, Major Partition, Minor Partition, or Development Review approval. 

Project Name: Ore nco Woods Crossing 

Developer 1 Applicant: Ore nco Woods Crossing, LLC - Kelly Ritz 

Project Site Address: 22180 NW Birch Street 

Tax Map #(s) 1 N23500 & 1 N235CB Tax Lot #(s)1_3_4_o_o_&_B_2_o_o __________ _ 

Plan Designation RL, RM, FP, OS Zoning SC R-V 

Minimum density is calculated on net residential acreage, which is gross acreage minus "undevelopable land": 

1. Dedications for public rights-of-way and easements, and for internal streets required for fire access; 
2. Storm water treatment and detention facilities; 
3. Required usable open space (varies according to application); 
4. Optional open space within inventoried Significant Natural Resource areas or in proximity to inventoried 

Cultural Resource structures. 
5. Delineated wetlands and vegetated corridors as required by Clean Water Services; 
6. Any land with 25%+ slopes, or within the 1 00-year floodplain, unless used for building or parking 

purposes. 

Residential Densitv Calculations: Fill in the blanks below to calculate the net residential density. 

Total Gross Area of Subject Site (1 acre= 43,560 sq. ft.): "f(:}( ~ "b e.L "~· ,;::?4 square feet 

Less "undevelopable land": 

(as applicable) 

Public street right-of-way dedication 

Public easements 

ck ~e.. V"\.O..V''f"o£-VtZ.. .fov 
~s;~ CA.lcv-1o.::h lsv\cc. 

Private streettracts 

Required fire access drive areas 

Storm water treatment 
and detention areas 

Wetlands and required CWS 
vegetated corridors 

Slopes greater than 25% 

1 00-year floodplain 

Required usable open space 

Total Net Area (total gross area minus undevelopable land): 

Net Acreage of Subject Site (total net area divided by 43,560): 

Total Number of Residential Units Proposed: 

Net Residential Density (proposed units divided by net acreage): 

last Revised: Febn.ary 1. 2008 

____ square feet 

____ acres 

____ units 

____ units per net acre 

4 

1401 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___ _ 

A RESOLUTION PROPOSING AN ALTERNATE APPROACH TO COMMUNITY 
MANAGEMENT OF HILLSBORO PUBLIC PARKS. 

WHEREAS, Tax lot 1001 Washington County MAP IN234DA was selected by 
Rajive Batra (Hillsboro Planner) as open space during public workshop sessions aimed at 
Conservation District regulations and planning for the historic Village of Oren co; and 

WHEREAS, the lot is not currently occupied or developed; and 

WHEREAS, This lot was proposed by the Orenco Neighborhood Association, herein 
referred to ONO, to Metro's 1996 bond measure and subsequently rated at "tier 1" (highest 
grade); and 

WHEREAS, Washington County has expressed interest in transferring management 
of this public land to Hillsboro as the logical jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, Tax lot 1001 is not the typical consolidated park land with its attendant 
maintenance efficiencies that the Hillsboro Parks Department prefers. It is none-the-less 
exactly what a pedestrian-oriented, scaled-to-fit, bond measure ideal, and highly rated 
beautiful piece of ground that the public deserves to have use of; and 

WHEREAS, The local community has enjoyed the assistance of the USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Services and NW Oregon Resource Conservation and 
Development Council in drafting a management plan with proposals and drawings. These 
documents are available for review; and 

WHEREAS, The City of Hillsboro is not likely to have the resources needed to 
purchase and maintain all of the park land that it might like, they could instead accept the 
gift of this parcel and work with the local neighborhood to move forward with this pilot 
agreement alternative for much needed parkland. 

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS, that 
the Transportation Committee asks that the City Council suggest that the Parks 
Commission consider a new option for managing a local community resource park where a 
neighborhood manages, and assists in the design of a community park. The park would 
provide access to all Hillsboro residents with a high quality experience that was open to 
yearly review by the City Parks Department. 

Introduced and passed this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Approved by the Mayor this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

This resolution is effective immediately following adoption by the City Council and adoption 
by the Mayor. 

Mayor 
Attest: 

~~~------------------City Recorder 



DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

REQUEST 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 
Parks & Recreation 

MEMORANDUM 

November 26, 2008 

City Council 

Kevin Smith, Development Manager 

Consideration of Authorizing the Mayor and City Recorder to Execute a 
Purchase and Sales Agreement with the Owners of Approximately 3.50 
Acres of Property for Parks and Recreation Purposes. 

The City Council is asked to consider a Park Commission recommendation to authorize 
the Mayor and City Recorder to execute a purchase and sales agreement with the 
owners of approximately 3.50 acres of property in order to provide additional land for 
the Dairy Creek Park and riparian corridor sites. 

BACKGROUND 

City staff and the Park Commission have been in discussions with the owners of a 
property adjacent to the north property boundary of Dairy Creek Park (see attached 
aerial photo) the potential for acquiring the property for additional parks and recreation 
purposes. The goals of this acquisition are as follows: 

1. Protect the riparian corridor along Dairy Creek Park 
2. Provide for direct access from W. Baseline Road (Hwy 8) to Dairy Creek 

Park 
3. Allow for a future gateway entrance monument at W. Baseline Road into 

the City of Hillsboro 
4. Provide for additional "buildable" land within the park while providing for 

additional recreational amenities and simultaneously adding buffer 
between the park and future commercial development at the intersection 
ofW. Baseline Road and SW 171

h Avenue. 

In addition, City staff has also been discussing this acquisition with Metro and as a 
result they are very much interested in partnering financially with the acquisition cost 
given its location within their greenspaces target areas and its high visibility. 

4400 NW 2291
h Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 • 503.681.6120 ·FAX 503.681.6124 



The approximate location of the future property boundary is shown on the attached 
sheet. The final configuration would be determined by a survey and a subsequent lot 
line adjustment. A purchase and sales agreement for this acquisition has been drafted 
and has been reviewed by the City Attorney. This agreement articulates the conditions 
that must be satisfied in order for the acquisition to be completed, including acceptance 
of the final property boundary by both parties. As is standard, a termination clause is 
included in the agreement in the event that any of the conditions within the agreement 
can not be finalized. 

If the Council were to approve the purchase and sales agreement, the terms of the 
transaction would be that the City would acquire the property for $750,000.00. Funds 
for this acquisition would be from the following sources: 

Parks SOC funds: 
City Local Share: 
Metro 
TOTAL: 

$300,000.00 
$300,000.00* 
$150,000.00 
$750,000.00 

* Funds given directly to cities as part of Metro's 2006 
Greenspaces Bond Measure 

RECOMMENDATION 

At their regular meeting on September 23, 2008, the Park Commission voted 
unanimously to forward a recommendation to the City Council to authorize the Mayor 
and City Recorder to execute a purchase and sales agreement. Given this 
recommendation, staff asks that Council grant authorization to execute the required 
documents. 
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m CITY OF HILLSBORO 
Parks & Recreation 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: November 26, 2008 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Bruce Copenhagen; Parks Project Manager 

RE: BICENTENNIAL PARK RENOVATION CONSULTANT CONTRACT 

Request 

City Council is asked to consider a Parks & Recreation Commission recommendation to 
award a personal services contract to WRG Design, Inc. for landscape architectural 
services for the renovation of Bicentennial Park. 

Background 

The Parks & Recreation Department received a $259,145 Community Development 
Block Grant for the renovation and upgrade of Bicentennial Park. The total project 
budget is $379,145 combining a CDBG Block Grant of $259,145, a $95,000 allocation 
from General Fund and a $25,000 donation. The grant funds are required to be spent 
next summer and construction is scheduled for April through August 2009. 

The Department received four proposals responding to an informal RFP for landscape 
architectural services for the renovation project. The services include design 
development of the Bicentennial Park master plan, preparation of construction drawings 
and preparation of bid documents. The fee estimates received in each consultant 
proposal are as follows: 

MIG, Inc. 
J.D. Walsh & Associates, P.S. 
Vigil Agrimis, Inc. 
WRG Design, Inc. 

$124, 713 
$52,234 
$48, 286 
$35,720 

The WRG Design, Inc. proposal presented the lowest fee estimate of $35,720. At its 
regular session meeting of November 25, 2008, the Parks & Recreation Commission 
unanimously approved a motion to forward a recommendation to City Council to award 
a professional services contract to WRG Design, Inc. for a total fee of $35,720. 

4400 NW 229th Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 • 503.681.6120 ·FAX 503.681.6124 
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.· . 

Recommendation 

Considering the Parks & Recreation Commission's recommendation, staff respectfully 
requests that Council authorizes the award of a professional services contract to WRG 
Design, Inc. for the Bicentennial Park Renovation Project with a total fee of $35,720, 
and further authorize the execution of the contract documents. 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 25,2008 

TO: 
FROM: 

City Council 
Planning Department 

5b-G 

RE: Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance and 
Subdivision Ordinance regarding Density, Open Space, and Design One Year Review 
Amendments: Casefiles No. HCP 6-08; ZOA 3-08; and SOA 2-08 

BACKGROUND 

At their regular meeting on November 12, 2008 the Planning Commission approved Resolution 
No. 1684-P, recommending to the City Council approval of proposed amendments to the 
Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance, regarding the 
one year updates to the previously approved density, design, and open space (DDOS) 
amendments. The DDOS amendments were originally endorsed by the Planning Commission on 
June 27, 2007, and adopted by the City Council on July 17, 2007. The extensive package of 
amendments was intended to put current policies and practices on these three issues into the 
Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance. During their review before 
adoption last year, the Planning Commission had directed staff to prepare for a one year update 
of the amendments. 

Shortly after the adoption of the DDOS amendments by the City Council, Current Planning staff 
began applying the amendments during discussions and pre-application meetings with citizens 
and developers, and a significant number of possible changes were identified. Planning staff 
divided the changes into five categories, as shown in the Attachments 1-5 to Resolution No. 
1684-P which are attached for your review: 

Category 1: Straightforward minor language changes - only slightly more erroneous than 
scrivener's errors, for which correction is a readily apparent minor revision. 
(Attachment 1) 

Category 2: Minor changes adding language found elsewhere in the Zoning Ordinance or 
Subdivision Ordinance - are also fairly straightforward changes, generally 
widening use of DDOS policies and practices by "cutting and pasting" existing 
language into other sections. (Attachment 2) 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Category 3: Changes regumng preparation of new language - are again relatively 
straightforward changes, which in these circumstances require insertion of new 
language as discreet revisions to specific sections. (Attachment 3) 

Category 4: Change requiring a Planning Commission policy decision - (only one example to 
date) involves an adopted DDOS amendment allowing administrative approval of 
a Detailed Development Plan and the possible broadening of that language to give 
an applicant the option of pursuing the previous process of simultaneous Concept 
Development Plan I Detailed Development Plan review by the Planning 
Commission. (Attachment 4) 

Category 5: Change recommended for deferral to the Code Reorganization - are more 
significant revisions to the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance, 
identified by the Planning staff during the "DDOS road test" process. These 
changes are not directly related to the DDOS amendments, and Planning staff 
recommends that they be deferred to the Code Reorganization process to begin 
later this year. (Included in the 11 "x 17" table showing all category amendments, 
their existing language, and proposed new language or correction which is 
Attachment 5) 

The Planning Commission considered a list of possible changes to the DDOS amendments at 
their work session on July 23, 2008. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT LANGUAGE AS INITIATED 

The draft language for the one year DDOS amendments as initiated by the Planning Commission 
is summarized on the attached 11x17 table, which is Attachment #5 to Resolution 1684-P. 

The proposed one year amendments to DDOS were initiated, notified and processed pursuant to 
Comprehensive Plan Section 1 (IV) Minor Plan Amendments, Zoning Ordinance Section 116 
Public Hearing on an Amendment, and Subdivision Ordinance Article VIII (1) Amendments. 
Following initiation, additional amendments were added to update language in these ordinances 
regarding when and how to use action documents such as orders, ordinances, and resolutions for 
Planning and Zoning Hearings Board, Planning Commission and City Council actions. The 
proposed amendments are considered a category one amendment. 

The recently approved City Charter amendments mandate that, in general, resolutions should be 
used for administrative actions, orders for quasi-judicial actions, and ordinances for legislative 
actions or to amend an existing Ordinance. 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY RECEIVED 

No public testimony was received on the proposed amendments. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Should the City Council choose to approve the proposed amendments a draft ordinance, with 
findings attached as Exhibit "A", is attached for the Council's review. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

[)41fL 
Daniel L. Dias 
Urban Planner I 

Attachments: Draft Ordinances and Exhibit A 
Resolution 1684-P and associated attachments 



ORDINANCE NO. __ 

HCP 6-08: DENSITY, DESIGN AND OPEN SPACE ONE YEAR AMENDMENTS 
(DDOS) 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ORDINANCE NO. 2793 AS 
AMENDED, IN MULTIPLE SECTIONS, REGARDING ONE YEAR UPDATES TO 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED DENSITY, DESIGN, AND OPEN SPACE (DDOS) 
AMENDMENTS. 

WHEREAS, in July 2007 the City Council adopted an extensive package of amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance intended to address 
specific deficiencies regarding density, design, and open space (DDOS), and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Planning Department staff to return 
12 months after adoption with a review of the DDOS amendments and suggestions for changes 
as necessary in order to assess their effectiveness, and 

WHEREAS, having previously reviewed the suggested changes at a Work Session on 
July 23, 2008, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 1677-P initiating the 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance on 
September 10, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on these amendments on 
November 12, 2008 and received questions regarding and testimony in support of the proposed 
amendments. 

WHEREAS, having considered the testimony received, the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolution No. 1684-P on November 12, 2008, recommending City Council approval of 
the amendments, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the Planning Commission's recommendation 
on December 2, 2008, and voted to adopt the findings attached as Exhibit "A" to this ordinance 
as its own in regard to the amendments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, as amended, Section 1 Planning 
and Citizen Involvement, Minor Plan Amendment Plan Map, Section 1 (IV) (A) is further 
amended to read as follows: 

(A) On its own volition, the City Council or Planning Commission may initiate a 
minor plan amendment to the text of the Comprehensive Plan by order whenever 
a need for such a revision is documented. A minor plan amendment, proposing a 
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change to the text of the Comprehensive Plan, shall be processed pursuant to 
legislative notice and procedures. 

Section 2. Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, as amended, Section 2 
Urbanization, Section 2 (IV) (I) is further amended to read as follows: 

(I) Use of services available in the Hillsboro Planning Area will be maximized 
through the encouragement of new development at maximum densities prescribed 
by the applicable Comprehensive Plan/land use ordinance, and through the 
infilling of partially developed areas. The social and aesthetic impact of poorly 
designed development increases with density. Consequently, development 
proposals above the minimum prescribed density of the applicable zone must 
demonstrate outstanding compliance with any applicable objective development 
standards and design guidelines adopted by the City Council or the Planning 
Commission. 

Section 3. Except as herein amended, Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, as 
amended, shall remain in full force and effect. 

Passed by the Council this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Approved by the Mayor this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: __________ _ 
City Recorder 



ORDINANCE NO. __ _ 

ZOA 3-08: DENSITY, DESIGN AND OPEN SPACE ONE YEAR AMENDMENTS 
TO ZONING ORDINANCE VOLUME 1 

(DDOS) 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 1945 AS 
AMENDED, IN MULTIPLE SECTIONS OF VOLUME 1, REGARDING ONE YEAR 
UPDATES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED DENSITY, DESIGN, AND OPEN SPACE 
(DDOS) AMENDMENTS. 

WHEREAS, in July 2007 the City Council adopted an extensive package of amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance intended to address 
specific deficiencies regarding density, design, and open space (DDOS), and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Planning Department staff to return 
12 months after adoption with a review of the DDOS amendments and suggestions for changes 
as necessary in order to assess their effectiveness, and 

WHEREAS, having previously reviewed the suggested changes at a Work Session on 
July 23, 2008, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 1677-P initiating the 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance on 
September 10, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing oh these amendments on 
November 12, 2008 and received questions regarding and testimony in support of the proposed 
amendments. 

WHEREAS, having considered the testimony received, the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolution No. 1684-P on November 12, 2008, recommending City Council approval of 
the amendments, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the Planning Commission's recommendation 
on December 2, 2008, and voted to adopt the findings attached as Exhibit "A" to this ordinance 
as its own in regard to the amendments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 3 Definitions, is amended to 
insert a new definition for Lot, Flag, to read as follows: 

(53) Lot, Flag. A lot so shaped that the building area (the "flag") is not adjacent to the 
street or alley on which the lot fronts, and which includes an access strip (the 
"pole") connecting the building area to the street or alley. 

[new language inserted and subsequent subsections to be renumbered as necessary] 
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Section 2. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 3 subsections (55) and 
(72)(1) Definitions, are amended to read as follows: 

(55) Lot line, front. Unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this Ordinance, in the 
case of interior or comer lots, the front lot line( s) is or are the property line( s) 
separating the lot from a street or alley. 

2 

In the case of flag lots, the front lot line is the edge of the improved area of the 
common driveway, or the extension ofthe access property line closest to the 
building area, to which the garage or parking area shall be oriented. If the flag lot 
is the farthest flag lot from the street or alley, with no possibility of future 
extension of the access to adjacent property, at the option of the applicant the 
front lot line may be the property line closest to the street or alley, and the garage 
or parking area may be oriented toward that line. 

(72) Net Residential Acre. A net residential acre is equal to one acre of developable 
residential land. Net residential acreage is calculated by adjusting the gross 
acreage of a parcel or lot by deducting the amount of "undeveloped" land. Net 
residential acreage equals the gross square footage of a site minus the 
undeveloped land divided by 43,560. Undeveloped land is defined as, and limited 
to, that which is: 

1. Required for dedications of public and private rights-of-way and access 
easements, and for internal streets required for fire access; [remainder of 
subsection unchanged] 

Section 3. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 20G Setback Requirements, 
subsection (1) is further amended to read as follows: 

(1) The front yard shall be a minimum of20 feet, except as provided in Subsections 5 
and 7 of this Section. 

Section 4. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 20P Setback Requirements, 
subsection (1) is further amended to read as follows: 

(1) The front yard of the house shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and the front yard of 
the garage shall be a minimum 20 feet, except as provided in Subsections 5 and 6 
of this Section. 

Section 4. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 25 Setback Requirements, 
subsection (1) is further amended to read as follows: 

(1) The front yard of the house shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and the front yard of 
the garage shall be 20 feet, except as provided in Subsections (5), (7) and (8) of 
this Section. 
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Section 5. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 79 Application for 
Conditional Use, subsection (2) is further amended to add new language to read as follows: 

Section 79. Application for Conditional Use. A request for conditional use or 
modification of an existing conditional use may be initiated by a property owner or his 
authorized agent by filing an application with the City Recorder. The applicant shall 
submit plans to the Hearings Board as provided below and in Section 119 and shall pay 
the fee as set in Section 129. 

Conditional Use applications for projects one or more gross acres in size or forecast to 
generate one hundred (1 00) or more average daily auto trips (ADT), shall include a traffic 
impact report. The Report shall analyze the impact of the project on City, County and 
State road and street systems within at least one (1) mile of the project, to such distance at 
which traffic impacts have dissipated to less than ten percent (1 0%) over current 
conditions. The Report shall be prepared and certified by a registered traffic engineer, 
and shall comply with the following standards: 

a) Methodology generally in accord with the standards and procedures set 
forth in Washington County Resolution and Order 86-95 and related code 
prOVISIOns; 

b) Differentiation between traffic safety improvements necessary due to 
impacts of the project, and roadway capacity improvements necessary due 
to traffic volume generated by the project; 

c) Utilization of Level of Service (LOS) standards for both intersection and 
roadway segments as specified in Table 137.4, determined by the 
methodology in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual 
published by the Transportation Research Board. 

The Report shall include the following: 

a) an estimate of the rough proportionality of the identified safety 
improvements to the estimated impact of the project or phase of a project, 
and at the option of the applicant, a cost-effectiveness analysis for all 
traffic safety problems and potential solutions identified by the study. 

b) Consideration of the Volume to Capacity ratio and the delay, for each 
intersection approach's critical lane group; and 

c) Analysis of the 95th percentile queuing requirements at affected tum lanes. 

Section 6. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 114 Authorization for 
Conditional Amendment and Standards for Zone Change Consideration, subsection (2) is further 
amended to read as follows: 
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(2) Before the City Council or Hearings Board grants a zone change, they shall 
require that the applicant demonstrate compliance with the following criteria: 

a. That the request must conform with the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan 
and this Ordinance; 

b. That, where more than one designation is available' to implement the 
Comprehensive Plan designation (e.g. R-7 vs. R-10), the applicant must 
justify the particular zoning being sought and show that it is best suited for 
the specific site, based upon specific policies of the Hillsboro 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 7. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 127 Planned Unit 
Development, subsection (IV) G is further amended to read as follows: 

G. Decision. The granting or denial of a preliminary application by the Planning 
Commission shall be in the form of a written order which shall include findings of 
fact, reasons for the approval or denial, and, in the case of approval, conditions 
found to be necessary to fulfill the purpose and provisions of this Ordinance. An 
order approving a preliminary plan shall be forwarded to the City Council who 
may approve an ordinance effecting the approval without further hearing. The 
Council may initiate their own public hearing to further consider the matter after 
reviewing the decision of the Planning Commission. Appeals may be made in 
accordance with Section 118, and shall specifically state the findings of the 
Planning Commission which are alleged to be in error, and the nature of the 
alleged error. 

Section 8. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 133 Development Review, 
subsection (III) 1 is further amended to read as follows. 

1. Construction and development in the A-1, A-2, A-3, A-4, C-1, C-4, MU-N, MU-C, 
M-P and M-2 zones, excluding the construction or development of single family 
dwellings within any of these zones; 

Section 9. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 133 Development Review, 
subsection (VI) B 15 is further amended to read as follows: 

15. Internal sidewalks should be anchored by special design features such as towers, 
arcades, porticos, pedestrian light fixtures, and planter walls which define 
circulation and outdoor spaces. Examples of outdoor spaces are plazas, patios, 
courtyards, and window shopping areas. Design of these features and outdoor 
spaces together should (i) tie site features together, (ii) relate to a common use 
area, and (iii) complement the surrounding streetscape 

Section 10. Except as herein amended, Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, Volume I, as 
amended, shall remain in full force and effect. 
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Passed by the Council this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Approved by the Mayor this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST:~---------­
City Recorder 

5 



ORDINANCE NO. __ _ 

ZOA 3-08: DENSITY, DESIGN AND OPEN SPACE ONE YEAR AMENDMENTS 
TO ZONING ORDINANCE VOLUME 2 

(DDOS) 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 1945 AS 
AMENDED, IN MULTIPLE SECTIONS OF VOLUME 2, REGARDING ONE YEAR 
UPDATES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED DENSITY, DESIGN, AND OPEN SPACE 
(DDOS) AMENDMENTS. 

WHEREAS, in July 2007 the City Council adopted an extensive package of amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance intended to address 
specific deficiencies regarding density, design, and open space (DDOS), and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Planning Department staff to return 
12 months after adoption, with a review of the DDOS amendments and suggestions for changes 
as necessary in order to assess their effectiveness, and 

WHEREAS, having previously reviewed the suggested changes at a Work Session on 
July 23, 2008, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 1677-P initiating the 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance on 
September 10, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on these amendments on 
November 12, 2008 and received questions regarding and testimony in support of the proposed 
amendments. 

WHEREAS, having considered the testimony received, the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolution No. 1684-P on November 12, 2008, recommending City Council approval of 
the amendments, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the Planning Commission's recommendation 
on December 2, 2008, and voted to adopt the findings attached as Exhibit "A" to this ordinance 
as its own in regard to the amendments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 136 (III) Definitions, 
subsection II (1) is further amended to read as follows: 

II. Net Acre. One acre of developable land. Net acreage is calculated by adjusting 
the gross acreage of a parcel or lot by deducting the amount of "undeveloped" 
land. Net acreage equals the gross square footage of a site minus undeveloped 
land divided by 43,560. Undeveloped land is defined as, and limited to, that 
which is: 
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1. Required for dedications of public and private rights-of-way and access 
easements, and for internal streets required for fire access; [remainder of 
subsection unchanged] 

Section 2. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 136 VII A !Development 
Review Provisions Applicable to all Development within Station Community Planning Areas, is 
further amended to read as follows: 

1. Section 133, Development Review, or any amendment thereof, and the provisions 
of this subsection shall apply to all uses permitted in a Station Community 
Planning Area except construction of detached single family, dwellings built on 
single lots in any district other than the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts. All 
development within the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts is subject to 
Development Review. Provisions of Ordinance No. 2808, Subdivisions, applies 
to all project proposals involving the subdivision or partitioning of existing 
properties. 

Section 3. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 137 II Development 
Regulations for Station Community Planning Areas tables le through li are to be amended to 
read as follows in the lines cited, with lines not cited to remain unchanged: 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137 II, Table le: 

9. 

9b. 

Table 1.e: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential - High Density (SCR-HD) 
This District is not applicable to properties more than 2600 feet from an LRT Station. 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED WITHIN REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED FROM 

1,300' OF LRT STATION 1,301' TO 2,599' OF LRT STATION 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS 5 feet, or additional as necessary to accommodate building code, 

AND ALLEYS public utility easement or public open space requirements. 

MINIMUMSETBACK,ELSEvniERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 
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Zoning Ordinance Section 13 7 II, Table 1 f: 

Table 1.f: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential - Medium Density (SCR-MD) 

REQUIREMENTS I REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I 
DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA ALLOWED WITHIN FROM 1,301' TO 2,599' OF ALLOWED 2,600' OR 

1,300' LRTSTATION MORE FROM A LRT 

OF LRT STATION STATION 

8. MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS 5 feet, or additional as necessary to accommodate building code, 

AND ALLEYS public utility easement or public open space requirements. 

(SEE ALSO SECTION 139) 
8b. MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units 

Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 
for structures with rear loaded garages, either 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 

measured to the garage door. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137 II, Table 1g: 

Table 1.g: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -Low Density (SCR-LD) 

REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I 
DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITHIN 1,300' OF LRT FROM 1,301' TO 2,599' OF ALLOWED 2,600' OR 

STATION LRTSTATION MORE FROM A LRT 

STATION 

8. MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS 10 feet, or additional as necessary to accommodate building code, 

AND ALLEYS public utility easement or public open space requirements. 

8b. MINIMUM SETBACK, ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137 II, Table 1h: 

Table 1.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -Village (SCR-V) 

REQUIREMENTS I REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA ALLOWED WITHIN FROM 1,301' TO 2,600' OR MORE FROM A 

1,300' 2,599' OF LRT STATION LRTSTATION 

OF LRT STATION 

8. MINIMUM SETBACK FROM No minimum setbacks except as necessary to accommodate building code, public utility 

STREETS AND ALLEYS easement or public open space requirements. 

8b. MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 



Council Ordinance - ZOA 3-08 DDOS Zoning Ordinance Volume 2 One Year Amendments 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137, Table li: 

9a. 

9b. 

10. 

20. 

Table l.i: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential­
Orenco Townsite Conservation (SCR-OTC) 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS/ ALLOWED WITHIN THE DISTRICT 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS Residential: See Section 140 III D 
AND ALLEYS See also Section 140 IV 1 3 for garage setbacks. 

Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; sum of2 side yards minimum 15 feet 
Rear: 1 0 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 

MAXIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS Residential: See Section 140 III D 
AND ALLEYS Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE Equivalent to minimum lot width. 

All lots to have frontage on public or private street or alley. 

4 

Section 4. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 137 XI B Table 2 Heading 
is further amended to read as follows: 

Table 2: Maximum Non-Residential Parking Ratios in Station Community Districts1 

[Minimum ratios equal to fifty percent (50%) of specified maximum ratios] 

Section 5. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 137 XIII B 3 is further 
amended with the insertion of previously omitted footnotes to read as follows: 

3. Projects, subdivisions and all oftheir elements in any SCPA district shall be planned, 
sited and constructed so as to avoid to the maximum practicable extent, the alteration of 
existing natural resource areas and the destruction or damage of mature, healthy trees on 
the site. No single Douglas Fir tree greater than twenty-four inch (24") diameter\ or any 
type of deciduous tree greater than twenty inches (20") in diameter, or a single Grand Fir, 
Ponderosa Pine, Western Red Cedar, or hardwood tree with a diameter greater than 
twelve inches (12"), or a stand of three (3) trees or more trees exceeding twelve inch 
(12") diameter (or smaller ifthe srecies is at full maturity with less than 12") shall be cut, 
mutilated, destroyed, or damaged , nor shall a natural resource area be altered as the 
result of a project or subdivision unless the impact is identified and specifically approved 
based on the criteria cited in paragraph 4, below, along with any appropriate mitigation 
measures, as part of the Development Review process. Such a study shall identify all 
areas where the potential of wind throw may occur as a result of the proposed 
development and shall include a determination of the risk and measures recommended by 
a certified arborist to prevent windthrow as a result of cutting clusters oftrees.2 

1 Tree diameters are to be measured at a point four feet (4') above grade 
2 "damaged" includes "ringing" or bark removal, "topping" or other generally rejected pruning techniques, and injury to 

the roots of a tree, either due to cutting of roots or compaction of soil over the root area; where such activity is carried 
out to the extent that the tree is, in the opinion of a Certified Arborist. likely to die within five years as a result of the 
inflicted damage. 
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Section 6. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 140 III K 3(C) Minimum 
Landscaping, Natural Resource and Mature Tree Preservation Requirements, is further 
amended with the insertion of a new language to read as follows: 

3. For purposes of this section, "mature street trees" are defined as trees in the public right­
of-way at or greater than the following diameters four feet above grade: 

a) Fir, Pine, Cedar, or other evergreen conifer: 24 inches; 
b) Elm, Maple, Walnut, Birch, or other deciduous: 20 inches; 
c) Apple, Pear, Peach, Prune, Plum, or other fruit: 12 inches; or 
d) Ornamental or other species not included above: 12 inches. 

Section 7. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 136 VII B 3 (a) Initiation of 
Concept Development Review, is further amended to read as follows: 

a. Initiation of Concept Development Review. An application for Concept Development 
Plan review may be initiated only upon application by the record owner of the property, a 
contract or earnest money purchaser, or an agent authorized by the property owner in 
writing. Where there is more than one owner, the application shall be filed and signed by 
all owners having a record interest in the property within which the project is proposed. 
Submittal of an application for Concept Development Plan review shall be accompanied 
by payment of a fee equal to that fee established in Section 129 for a Planned Unit 
Development application. Submittal of an application for Concept Development Plan 
review shall also be accompanied by documentation that a neighborhood meeting has 
been held, in accordance with and as specified in Section 129A. If the development 
involves the subdivision or partitioning of land, the applicant may request review of its 
subdivision or partitioning application concurrent with Concept Development Plan 
review or defer such review until the time of Detailed Development Plan review. 

Section 8. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 136 VII B 4(d) Concept 
Development Plan Submittal: Development Information, is further to read as follows: 

d. Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for all proposed attached 
single family and multi-family dwellings and all non-residential and mixed use buildings; 
typical multi-family and attached single family residential floor plans; and proposed 
exterior building materials and color boards typifying each of the listed housing products 
and typical non-residential and mixed use buildings to be constructed within the 
development. 

At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be reviewed either 
administratively or by the Planning Commission. 

1. If the applicant chooses administrative Detailed Development Plan review, 
the Concept Development Plan application must include sufficiently 
detailed building locations, dimensions, elevations, and building and 
landscaping materials palettes to clearly establish the standards by which 
the Detailed Development Plan will be reviewed administratively under 
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Sections 7, 8 and 9. The Planning Commission may impose conditions on 
approval of the Concept Development Plan regarding changes in the 
detailed site plans or elevations as necessary to insure compliance with 
Sections 137 and 138. 

2. If the applicant chooses Detailed Development Plan review by the 
Planning Commission, either concurrent with or subsequent to Planning 
Commission review of the Concept Development Plan, the Planning 
Commission shall give public notice of and shall hold a public hearing on 
the Detailed Development Plan submittal. 

Section 9. Zoning Ordinance No. 1945 as amended, Section 136 VII B 7 Concept 
Development Plan Modification, is further amended with the insertion of a new subsection 7, to 
read as follows, and with the renumbering of existing subsections 7-12 as 8-13: 

7. Concept Development Plan Modification 

Applications for substantial modifications to an approved Concept Development Plan 
shall require a public hearing before and shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission 
pursuant to the procedures and standards specified in Sections 137.VII B 3, 4, 5, and 6 of 
this Ordinance. The Planning Commission may approve a proposed modified Concept 
Plan of an approved concept development plan only upon finding that the proposed 
Concept Development Plan as modified equally or better complies with the concept 
development plan approval criteria listed in Section 137 VII B 6 (b). The Commission 
may impose approval conditions on the Concept Development Plan as modified as 
necessary to assure compliance with those criteria. The Commission may deny the 
proposed modification upon finding that the Concept Plan as modified does not equally 
or better comply with the criteria in Section 137.VII.B.6 (b). The applicant must pay a 
fee as established by the City Council to defray costs to the City of a public hearing held 
for this purpose. 

Section 10. Except as herein amended, Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, Volume 2, as 
amended, shall remain in full force and effect. 

Passed by the Council this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Approved by the Mayor this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: ------------------------
City Recorder 



ORDINANCE NO. __ _ 

SOA 2-08: DENSITY, DESIGN AND OPEN SPACE ONE YEAR AMENDMENTS 
(DDOS) 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE NO. 
2808 AS AMENDED, IN MULTIPLE SECTIONS, REGARDING ONE YEAR UPDATES TO 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED DENSITY, DESIGN, AND OPEN SPACE (DDOS) 
AMENDMENTS. 

WHEREAS, in July 2007 the City Council adopted an extensive package of amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance intended to address 
specific deficiencies regarding density, design, and open space (DDOS), and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Planning Department staff to return 
12 months after adoption with a review of the DDOS amendments and suggestions for changes 
as necessary in order to assess their effectiveness, and 

WHEREAS, having previously reviewed the suggested changes at a Work Session on 
July 23, 2008, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 1677-P initiating the 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance on 
September 10, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on these amendments on 
November 12, 2008 and received questions regarding and testimony in support of the proposed 
amendments. 

WHEREAS, having considered the testimony received, the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolution No. 1684-P on November 12, 2008, recommending City Council approval of 
the amendments, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the Planning Commission's recommendation 
on December 2, 2008, and voted to adopt the findings attached as Exhibit "A" to this ordinance 
as its own in regard to the amendments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF HILLSBORO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 as amended, Article III Appeal, Section 1 
subsection (C) 2 is further amended to read as follows: 

2. The Planning Commission's Record of Decision shall consist of the materials 
listed in Subsection 1, the minutes and exhibits of the public hearing, and the 
adopted order and supporting findings. 
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Section 2. Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 as amended, Article II Tentative Subdivision 
Application, Section 1 (E) is further amended with the insertion of a new subsection (9) to read 
as follows: 

9. A Traffic Impact Report, prepared and certified by a registered traffic engineer, 
analyzing the impact of the project on City, County and State road and street systems 
within at least one (1) mile of the project, to such distance at which traffic impacts have 
dissipated to less than ten percent (10%) over current conditions. The Report shall 
comply with the following standards: 

a) Methodology generally in accord with the standards and procedures set forth in 
Washington County Resolution and Order 86-95 and related code provisions; 

b) Differentiation between traffic safety improvements necessary due to impacts of 
the project, and roadway capacity improvements necessary due to traffic volume 
generated by the project; 

c) Utilization of Level of Service (LOS) standards for both intersection and roadway 
segments as specified in Table 137.4, determined by the methodology in the most 
recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation 
Research Board. 

The Report shall include the following: 

a) an estimate of the rough proportionality of the identified safety improvements to 
the estimated impact of the project or phase of a project, and at the option of the 
applicant, a cost-effectiveness analysis for all traffic safety problems and potential 
solutions identified by the study. 

b) Consideration ofthe Volume to Capacity ratio and the delay, for each intersection 
approach's critical lane group; and 

c) Analysis ofthe 95th percentile queuing requirements at affected turn lanes. 

Section 3. Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 as amended, Article II Tentative Subdivision 
Application, Section 11, subsections (A) are further amended to read as follows: 

(A) Approval of the tentative plat shall be in effect for two years from the date of 
approval by the Planning Commission or the Planning Director. The Planning 
Director may extend the tentative plat approval for one year, upon receipt of a 
written request from the applicant. Failure of the applicant to prepare and submit 
a final plat application pursuant to Article III of this Ordinance within the two 
year period (with the additional one year extension if applicable) shall cause the 
tentative plat approval to become null and void. 
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If any phase of a subdivision submitted to the Planning Director for final approval 
is approved and recorded within the prescribed time periods, the tentative plat 
approval shall be extended for one additional year on the remaining portion of the 
subdivision. This extension may be renewable for a period of one year upon 
receipt of a written request and approval by the Planning Director. 

Section 4. Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 as amended, Article III Final Plat 
Procedures, Section 5, is further amended to read as follows: 

Section 5. Recordation of Final Plat. The applicant shall cause the final plat to be 
recorded at Washington County within the effective tentative plat approval period stated 
in Article II Section ll(A) of this Ordinance (either two years or as applicable three years 
with an approved extension). 

Section 5. Except as herein amended, Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808, as amended, 
shall remain in full force and effect. 

Passed by the Council this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Approved by the Mayor this 2nd day of December, 2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: __________ _ 
City Recorder 



Exhibit A 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Minor Amendments to Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, 

Volumes 1 and 2, and Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 

Case File Numbers HCP 6-08; ZOA 3-08; and SOA 2-08 
Density, Open Space and Design ("DDOS") One Year Amendments 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In March 2006, the Hillsboro City Council, Planning Commission, and Parks Commission 
conducted a joint work session concerning needed improvements in the City's Comprehensive 
Plan (HCP), Zoning Ordinance (ZO) and Subdivision Ordinance (SDO) and directed Planning 
Department staff to proceed with amendments to correct specific deficiencies in those 
regulations regarding density, open space, and design. 

The Planning Commission initiated staff-recommended amendments by Resolution No. 1590-P 
on December 13, 2006. Pursuant to the procedures established in the HCP at Section 1(IV), 
Minor Plan Amendments, ZO Section 116, and SDO Article VII, the Planning Commission held 
a work session on January 29, 2007, and conducted public hearings on February 15, March 14, 
April 12, May 23 and June 13, 2007, and conducted a final joint work session with the City 
Council on May 1, 2007. Public testimony received throughout the process helped to shape the 
final amendments forwarded to the City Council for adoption. 

During their review before adoption in 2007, the Planning Commission directed staff to prepare 
for a one year update of the amendments. Shortly after the adoption of the DDOS amendments 
by the City Council, Current Planning staff began applying the amendments during discussions 
and pre-application meetings with citizens and developers, and a significant number of possible 
changes were identified. These changes were compiled and presented to the Planning 
Commission at a work session on July 23, 2008. The Planning Commission initiated the 
proposed amendments on September 10, 2008 and approved Resolution No. 1684-P on 
November 12, 2008, recommending to the City Council approval of the proposed one year 
amendments to the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan Ordinance No. 2793, Zoning Ordinance No. 
1945, and Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808 related to DDOS. 

II. OVERVIEW OF AMENDMENTS 

The final amendments are included in Planning Commission Resolution 1684-P which is 
incorporated into these findings by reference. The amendments were originally included in a 
series of "Attachments" and were revised during the course of the public hearings. The 
amendments were identified as Attachments 1 through 5, are attached to the staff report 
addressed to City Council dated November 25, 2008, and can be summarized as follows: 
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Attachment 1 
Straightforward minor language changes - only slightly more erroneous than scrivener's 
errors, for which correction is a readily apparent minor revision. 

Attachment 2 
Minor changes adding language found elsewhere in the Zoning Ordinance or Subdivision 
Ordinance- are also fairly straightforward changes, generally widening use ofDDOS 
policies and practices by "cutting and pasting" existing language into other sections. 

Attachment 3 
Changes requiring preparation of new language - are again relatively straightforward 
changes, which in these circumstances require insertion of new language as discreet 
revisions to specific sections. 

Attachment 4 
Changes requiring a Planning Commission policy decision - (only one example to date) 
involves an adopted DDOS amendment allowing administrative approval of a Detailed 
Development Plan and the possible broadening of that language to give an applicant the 
option of pursuing the previous process of simultaneous Concept Development Plan I 
Detailed Development Plan review by the Planning Commission. 

Attachment 5 
Consists of a table summarizing the proposed changes, sections and ordinances effected, 

and reason for the amendment. 

Ill. COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY OF HILLSBORO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

A. Identification of the Amendments as "Minor Amendments" 

The City followed the process established at Section 1 (III) of the HCP for review of proposed 
minor amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. A "Minor Plan Amendment" is defined as "any 
change to the Comprehensive Plan which is not a major plan amendment." A "Major Plan 
Amendment," in turn, is defined as follows at Section 1(II)(G): 

"Major Plan Amendment" includes any significant change to the Comprehensive Plan 
text or map initiated by the City Council of Planning Commission. A "significant 
change" is one that amends or refines both the Plan text and map, has operative effect 
over a large geographic area and is likely to have significant environmental, energy, 
economic and social consequences. 

Finding: The proposed amendments do not amend both the Plan text and map. All three 
elements of the definition of "major plan amendment" must be met in order for an amendment to 
meet the definition. In addition, the amendments will not have significant environmental, 
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energy, economic and social consequences as they are modifications designed to eliminate 
internal inconsistencies and to improve design and open space associated with development in 
the City. 

Conclusion: The City followed the appropriate process for a minor plan amendment as required 
by the HCP. Further, as required by state law, the City provided the required notice to the state 
Department of Land Conservation and Development more than 45 days prior to the first public 
hearing on the proposed amendments as required by ORS 197.610. 

Therefore, the applicable requirements for classifying and processing the proposed amendments 
are met. 

B. Minor Amendment Criteria 

Minor Amendments to the HCP may be made if a need for revision is documented. HCP Section 
l(IV)(A). The proposed amendments meet this criterion based on the Planning Commission 
staff reports dated October 15th, November 6th, and November 12th, identifying specific internal 
inconsistencies and deficiencies in the current regulations and proposing solutions with new 
language. 

In addition, the HCP requires that amendments can be submitted by the City, government 
agencies and property owners. These amendments were initiated by the Planning Commission 
for Hillsboro by Resolution 1677-P on September 10, 2008. 

c. Goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan 

Section 1. Planning and Citizen Involvement. 

The Plan establishes processes that are designed to facilitate public involvement in revisions to 
the Plan and implementing regulations. Specifically, at Section l(IV), a process is established 
for consideration of minor amendments such as this one. Newspaper notice was provided as 
required by Section IV(A)(l). 

Findings: The Planning Commission initiated these amendments and conducted one public work 
sessions and one public hearing over the course of its review of these updates. No public 
testimony was received prior to or during the public hearings. Notice of the public hearing was 
published in the September 26th, October 3rd and 7th, 2008 editions of the Hillsboro Argus. 

Conclusion: The process requirements of the Comprehensive Plan have been met. 

Section 2. Urbanization. 

The Urbanization element of the Comprehensive Plan seeks to provide for orderly and efficient 
transition from rural to urban uses through the identification and establishment of areas designed 
to accommodate the full range of urban uses within the Hillsboro Planning Area. 
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Findings: The proposed amendments are consistent with the goal and policies of the 
Urbanization element of the Comprehensive Plan because the Plan envisions that as development 
occurs there is a need to accommodate all types of uses and the planned population densities 
through the planning period. Among the specific policies in the Urbanization section of the Plan 
are policies that require that regulations be designed to support needed expansions of public 
facilities, and that require coordination with other affected governmental entities. The proposed 
amendments facilitate certainty for the development community and insure maximization of 
infill and development by providing consistent standards and clarifying requirements for density, 
setbacks and lot dimensions. 

Conclusion: Applicable policies of the Urbanization section of the Plan are met. 

Section 3. Housing. 

The goal of the Housing chapter of the Plan is to provide for the housing needs of the citizens of 
Hillsboro and the surrounding community by encouraging the construction, maintenance, 
development and availability of a variety of housing types, in sufficient numbers and at price 
ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of the 
community's residents. 

Findings: Among the specific policies in the Housing section of the Plan are policies that are 
directly relevant to these amendments in that they: identify the need to maintain buildable land 
supply; assure that housing provides safe, healthy and convenient living conditions; encourage 
affordable housing through smaller lot sizes; and provide incentives through zoning and land use 
controls to achieve those goals. The proposed amendments assure maximization of the city's 
buildable land supply by clarifying the calculation of density and consistently identifying how 
those calculations are made. Smaller lot sizes are encouraged through the planned unit 
development process and the use of density bonuses which are also clarified and improved in 
these amendments. As stated above, providing consistency throughout the city's land use 
regulations assures the housing construction community can provide for the housing needs of 
Hillsboro's citizens. 

Conclusion: The applicable policies of the Housing section of the Plan are met. 

Section 4. Agricultural Lands. 

The goal of the Agricultural Lands section of the Plan is to utilize farms as open space and 
provide a method for maintaining agricultural lands outside the urban growth boundary for farm 
use. 

Findings: This section is not applicable to the proposed amendments as Statewide Goal 3 does 
not apply within urban growth boundaries. However, by clarifying the calculation of density, 
providing for quality open space within the city's new developments and providing certainty in 
the city's regulations, pressures are reduced on expanding the regional urban growth boundary to 

City of Hillsboro 
Findings and Conclusions: DDOS Amendments 
HCP 6-08; ZOA 3-08; and SOA 2-08 
November, 2008 

4 



~- ----------

include agricultural lands, thereby furthering the objective of maintaining those lands m 
production until they are needed for urban uses. 

Section 5. Forest Lands. 

The goal of the Forest Lands section of the Plan is to conserve forested lands and significant 
trees inthe planning area. 

Findings: This section of the Plan is not impacted by these amendments. However, the 
clarification of calculation of density and the ability to transfer density in planned unit 
developments as well as clarification of setbacks should facilitate preservation of significant 
trees in the planning area. 

Section 6. Natural Resources, Open Space, Scenic and Historical Sites. 

The goal of this Section of the Plan is to preserve the variety of natural and historical resources 
in the City. 

Findings: This Section of the Plan implements Statewide Planning Goal 5. The proposed 
amendments do not impact this Section of the Plan. 

Section 7. Air, Water and Land Resource Quality_ 

The goal of this Section of the Plan is to maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and 
land resources of the city and prevent waste discharges from developments from degrading or 
threatening those resources. 

Findings: These amendments do not affect this Section of the Plan. All developments must 
comply with adopted City standards for air, water and land resource quality. The proposed 
amendments provide the opportunity to improve air quality and efficient use of land resources 
within the city based on clarity of calculation of density, establishment of minimum and 
maximum densities, and requirements for open space. 

Section 8. Natural Disasters and Hazards. 

The goal of this section of the Plan is to protect life and property within the planning area from 
natural disasters and hazards. 

Findings: The proposed amendments do not affect this Section of the Plan. Development 
proposals will remain subject to existing regulations and building code provisions which apply to 
any development designated natural hazard areas in the City. 
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Section 9. Recreation. 

The goal of this Section of the Plan is to provide a parks and recreation facilities plan and 
program including a variety of open spaces, parks and recreation facilities. 

Findings: The amendments clarify earlier amendments which clarified the need to provide 
usable open space to mitigate higher overall residential and employment densities and thus 
contribute directly to meeting this Section of the Plan. Among the specific Policies in this 
Section are policies requiring dispersal of parks and recreation facilities in neighborhoods and 
the establishment of park-like improvements to developed properties. These policies will be 
specifically met by the proposed amendments based on improved development standards for 
open space, setbacks and street trees. 

Conclusion: The applicable policies of this Section of the Plan are met. 

Section 10. Economy. 

The goals of this Section of the Plan are to expand, improve and diversify the economy of the 
planning area, provide local employment opportunities, conserve energy by reducing commuting 
distances, and expand the tax base and economic independence of the area. 

Findings: This Section of the Plan is not implicated directly in these amendments. However, 
the increased clarity in the City's regulations will provide certainty to the development 
community and industry and can help promote the attraction of commercial and industrial 
development. 

Section 11. Energy. 

The goal of this Section of the Plan is to conserve energy through the design and location of land 
use activities in the City. 

Findings: Among the policies in this Section of the Plan is a policy that states the City may use 
a variety of implementation methods to encourage achievement of the energy goal of the Plan, 
including density of use, particularly housing density, availability of light, wind and air, and 
compatibility among competing land use activities. By clarifying the calculation of density in 
residential zones, and requiring usable open space throughout the City, the City is directly 
complying with the identified policy. 

Conclusion: The applicable policy of this Section is met. 

Section 12. Public Facilities and Services. 

The goal of this Section of the Plan is to implement Statewide Planning Goal 11. The Plan 
envisions the provision of public facilities and services in an orderly and efficient manner and 
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utilizing the provision of those services as a method for guiding urbanization within the 
Hillsboro Planning Area. 

Findings: The proposed amendments implement Plan policies that include park and recreation 
facilities within the definition of this Section by assuring usable open space in developments. 
The uniform calculation of density will allow the City and other service providers to better 
predict the need for public facilities to serve development. 

Conclusion: Applicable policies of this Section of the Plan are met. 

Section 13. Transportation. 

The goal of this Section of the Plan is to implement Statewide Planning Goal 12 by ensuring 
provision of a safe, convenient, efficient and economic transportation system based on the City's 
Transportation System Plan. 

Finding: This Section of the Plan is not relevant to the proposed amendments as they do not 
relate to transportation facilities. All development will still be required to comply with adopted 
City plans and regulations related to transportation facilities. 

The remaining Sections of the Plan do not apply to the proposed amendments. They include 
community plans, a Severability provision, and the City's Transportation System Plan. 

IV. COMPLIANCE WITH THE STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 

As noted above, the goals and policies contained in the City's Comprehensive Plan reflect and 
are intended to implement requirements of the Statewide Planning Goals. Because the findings 
addressing applicable Plan policies are relevant to compliance of these amendments with the 
Statewide Planning Goals, those earlier findings are incorporated herein by this reference in 
additional support of the determination of goal compliance. 

Following are findings concerning compliance of the amendments with applicable statewide 
Goals: 

1. Goal 1: Citizen Involvement. The adoption of the comprehensive plan amendments 
has been the subject of extensive review, and has provided ample opportunities for 
public input. As such, the amendment complies with Goal 1. 

The Planning Commission held two public hearings on the amendments, in October 
through November 2008, and conducted additional work sessions detailed above. 

The City's process complied fully with its Plan requirements for citizen 
involvement and the amendments include increased public notice of development 
applications. The amendments in their final form reflect responsiveness to input 
during the process. 
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2. Goal2: Land Use Planning. Goal2 requires legislative decisions to be based on an 
adequate information base, consider alternatives, and implement policies that are 
consistent with the Goals. Additionally, Goal 2 requires coordination with affected 
governmental units prior to the adoption of such amendments. Goal 2 is met in 
several ways by the adopted amendments. 

i) The original and updated DDOS amendments improve the internal consistency 
of the City's regulations and were informed by a lengthy public process. As the 
record reveals, a variety of information, offered by City Staff and Hillsboro 
residents, were considered and helped shape the original amendments. A 
significant amount of information was offered by staff and the Planning 
Commission in regards to the one year amendments. 

ii) As these findings demonstrate, the amendments are consistent with the Goals. 
iii) Prior to adopting the original amendments, the City coordinated with 

potentially affected governmental units, including Metro, DLCD and 
Washington County. 

3. Goal 3: Agricultural Lands. This goal is not applicable to land inside urban growth 
boundaries. 

4. Goal 4: Forest Lands. This goal is not applicable to land inside urban growth 
boundaries. 

5. Goal 5: Natural Resources. This goal is not applicable to the adoption of the 
amendments. Pursuant to OAR 660-023-0250(3), GoalS only applies if: 

(a) The [amendment] creates or amends a resource list or a portion of an 
acknowledged plan or land use regulation adopted in order to protect a 
significant Goal 5 resource or to address specific requirements of Goal 5; 

(b) The [amendment] allows new uses that could be conflicting uses with a 
particular significant Goal 5 resource site on an acknowledged resource 
list; or 

(c) The [amendment] amends an acknowledged UGB and factual information 
is submitted demonstrating that a resource site, or the impact areas of such 
a site, is included in the amended UGB area. 

Because the amendments do not implicate either (a), (b) or (c) above, Goal 5 does 
not apply to this legislative enactment by the City. The City further notes that the 
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) has most recently held that Goal 5 does not 
impose decisional criteria that are independent of the criteria set out in OAR 660, 
Division 23. Therefore, the Goal 5 rule specifies that Goal 5 applies only in the 
circumstances set out in OAR 660-023-0250(3). 

City of Hillsboro 8 
Findings and Conclusions: DDOS Amendments 
HCP 6-08; ZOA 3-08; and SOA 2-08 
November, 2008 



6. Goal 6: Air, Land and Water Resources Quality. This goal is not applicable to the 
adoption of the amendments, as land, air or water resources are not directly affected 
by the amendments. 

7. Goal 7: Natural Disasters and Hazards. This goal is not applicable to the adoption 
of the amendments, as the amendments do not address hazard areas or areas prone 
to natural disasters. Other regulations and standards specifically exist to satisfy the 
City's duties under Goal 7. 

8. Goal 8: Recreation. To the extent this goal applies to the amendments, the 
amendments comply with the goal. The amendments have new requirements 
clarifying the need to provide usable open space to mitigate higher overall 
residential and employment densities and thus contribute directly to meeting Goal 8 
as implemented by the City's Plan. The Goal will be specifically met by the 
proposed amendments based on improved development standards for open space, 
setbacks and street trees. 

9. Goal 9: Economy of the State. This goal is not applicable, as the amendments do 
not directly impact economic interests related to commercial and industrial lands. 

10. Goal 10: Housing. The findings for amendments potentially affecting the amount 
of buildable land within a given jurisdiction must show that sufficient land will 
continue to be available for the development of needed housing types. Based on the 
following findings, the City finds that Goal 10 is satisfied. 

i) The City's comprehensive plan states that an adequate supply of developable 
land for low, medium and high density housing must exist to meet 20-year 
population projections. 

ii) The City believes that, based upon the current supply of developable land for 
the above noted housing types, more than an adequate supply of developable 
land will continue to exist after the amendments are implemented. 

iii) By creating uniformity and clarity in the density options for development, the 
amendments will only increase the availability of a variety of needing housing 
types in the City. 

11. Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services. This goal is not applicable to the adoption 
of the amendments, as they do not address public facilities and services, and no 
evidence suggests that the amendment will have a deleterious effect on public 
facilities and services. 

12. Goal 12: Transportation. This goal is not applicable to the adoption of the 
amendments, as they do not implicate the City's Transportation System Plan, its 
transportation networks, nor do they rezone any property. 
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13. Goal 13: Energy Conservation. This goal is not applicable to the adoption of the 
amendments, as the amendments are unlikely to improve or degrade the City's 
efforts to conserve energy. 

14. Goal 14: Urbanization. The amendments comply with Goal 14. Consistent with 
Goal 14's requirements, the amendments will help to ensure that the marketplace 
will have choices in its residential zones, as it will provide for the possibility of 
more density variety in the City. As noted above, the amendments will also reduce 
the pressure for premature inclusion of land within the regional urban growth 
boundary by maximizing efficiency of uses through consistent calculations of 
density, and requirements for open space. 

The remaining Statewide Planning Goals do not apply to these amendments. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The proposed amendments comply with applicable provisions of the Hillsboro Comprehensive 
Plan and Statewide Goals. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 1684·P 

DENSITY, DESIGN, AND OPEN SPACE ONE YEAR AMENDMENTS 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE HILLSBORO ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 1945 
VOLUMES 1 AND 2, COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ORDINANCE NO. 2793, AND 
SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE NO 2808, REGARDING ONE YEAR UPDATES TO 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED DENSITY, DESIGN, AND OPEN SPACE (DDOS) 
AMENDMENTS. 

WHEREAS, in July 2007 the City Council adopted an extensive package of amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance intended to address 
specific deficiencies regarding density, design, and open space (DDOS), and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Planning Department staff to return 
12 months after adoption, with a review of the DDOS amendments and suggestions for changes 
as necessary in order to assess their effectiveness, and 

WHEREAS, having reviewed the suggested changes at a Work Session on July 23, 2008, 
the Planning Commission directed Planning Department staff to prepare a resolution to initiate 
the changes, for consideration at a future meeting, and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 1677-P initiating the 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance on 
September 10, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission held a public hearing on these amendments on 
November 12, 2008 and received questions regarding and testimony in support of the proposed 
amendments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Hillsboro Planning 
Commission that the Commission recommends the amendments shown in bold italic typeface 
and overstrike typeface, listed in Attachments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 to Comprehensive Plan Ordinance 
2793, Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, Volumes 1 and 2, and Subdivision Ordinance No. 2808. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Ordinance Section 
1 (IV), Zoning Ordinance Section 97, and Subdivision Ordinance Article IX that the Planning 
Commission's recommendation be forwarded to City Council for a public hearing on the 
proposed amendments, at a time the Council deems appropriate. 

Introduced and passed this 12th day ofNovember, 2008. 

V t'c e Pi-esident 

~'~ ATTEST:~ 
Secretary 



ATTACH1\1ENT 1 
DDOS UPDATES: STRAIGHFORW ARD :MINOR LANGUAGE CHANGES 

Comprehensive Plan Section l CN)CA) Minor Plan Amendment: Plan Text: 

A. On its own volition, the City Council or Planning Commission may initiate a minor plan 
amendment to the text of the Comprehensive Plan by resolution order whenever a need 
for such a revision is documented. A minor plan amendment, proposing a change to the 
text of the Comprehensive Plan, shall be processed pursuant to legislative notice and 
procedures. 

Comprehensive Plan Section 2 Urbanization N 1: 

(I) Use of services available in the Hillsboro Planning Area will be maximized through the 
encouragement of new development at maximum densities prescribed by the applicable 
Comprehensive Plan/land use ordinance, and through the infilling of partially developed 
areas. The social and aesthetic impact of poorly designed development increases with 
density. Consequently, development proposals above the minimum prescribed density of 
the applicable zone must demonstrate outstandi1tg compliance with any applicable 
objective development standards and design guidelines adopted by the City Council or 
the Planning Commission. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 3 72 Cl): 

(1) Net Residential Acre. A net residential acre is equal to one acre of developable 
residential land. Net residential acreage is calculated by adjusting the gross acreage of a 
parcel or lot by deducting the amount of "undeveloped" land. Net residential acreage 
equals the gross square footage of a site minus the undeveloped land divided by 43,560. 
Undeveloped land is defined as, and limited to, that which is: 

1. Required for dedications of public and private rights-of-way and access 
easements, and for internal streets required for fire access; [remainder of section 
unchanged} 

Zoning Ordinance Section 20 G 1: 

Section 20G. Setback Requirements. Except as provided in Sections 88 and 93, in an R-6 zone 
the yards shall be as follows: 

(1) The front yard shall be a minimum of20 feet, except as provided in Subsections 5 
and 7 of this Section. 
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Zoning Ordinance Section 20 P 1: 

Section 20P. Setback Requirements. Except as provided in Sections 88 and 93, in an R-4.5 zone 

the yards shall be as follows: 

( 1) The front yard of the house shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and the front yard of 
the garage shall be a minimum 20 feet, except as provided in Subsections 5 and 

6 of this Section. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 25 1: 

Section 25. Setback Requirements. Except as provided in Sections 88 and 93, in an A-1 zone 

the yards shall be as follows: 

(1) The front yard of the house shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and the front yard of 
the garage shall be 20 feet, except as provided in Subsections (5), (7) and (8) of 

this Section. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 114 (2): 

Section 114. Authorization for Conditional Amendment and Standards for Zone Change 

Consideration. 

(2) Before the City Council or Hearings Board grants a zone change, they shall 
require that the applicant demonstrate compliance with the following criteria: 

a. That the request must conform with the Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan 
and this Ordinance; 

b. That, where more than one designation is available to implement the 
Comprehensive Plan designation (e.g. R-7 vs. R-10), the applicant must 
justify the particular zoning being sought and show that it is best suited for 
the specific site, based upon specific policies of the Hillsboro 

Comprehensive Plan. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 127, IV: 

G. Decision. The granting or denial of a preliminary application by the Planning 
Commission shall be in the form of a written resolution order which shall include 
findings of fact, reasons for the approval or denial, and, in the case of approval, 
conditions found to be necessary to fulfill the purpose and provisions of this 
Ordinance. Alt resolution order approving a preliminary plan shall be forwarded 
to the City Council who may approve an ordinance effecting the approval without 
further hearing. The Council may initiate their own public hearing to further 
consider the matter after reviewing the decision of the Planning Commission. 
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Appeals may be made in accordance with Section 118, and shall specifically state 
the findings of the Planning Commission which are alleged to be in error, and the 
nature of the alleged error. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 13 3 III 1 : 

III. When required. Development review shall be required for all construction and development 
on real property as follows: 
1. Construction and development in the A-1, A-2, A-3, A-4, C-1, C-4, MU-N, 
MU-C, M-P and M-2 zones, excluding the construction or development of single 
family dwellings within any of these zones; 

Zoning Ordinance Section 133 VI B 15: 

15. Internal sidewalks should be anchored by special design features such as towers, arcades, 
porticos, pedestrian light fixtures, and planter walls which defme circulation and outdoor 
spaces. Examples of outdoor spaces are plazas, patios, courtyards, and window shopping . 
areas. Design of these features and outdoor spaces together should (i) enhance tie site 
features together, (ii) relate to a common use area, and (iii) complement the surrounding 
streetscape. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 136 III (II): 

II. Net Acre. One acre of developable land. Net acreage is calculated by adjusting the gross 
acreage of a parcel or lot by deducting the amount of "undeveloped" land. Net acreage 
equals the gross square footage of a site minus undeveloped land divided by 43,560. 
Undeveloped land is defined as, and limited to, that which is: 

1. Required for dedications of public and private rights-of-way and access 
easements, and for internal streets required for fire access; [remainder of section 
unchanged] 

Zoning Ordinance Section 136 VII A 1: 

1. Section 133, Development Review, or any amendment thereof, and the provisions of this 
subsection shall apply to all uses permitted in a Station Community Planning Area except 
construction of detached single family, duplex and ancillary dwellings built on single lots 
in any district other than the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts. All development within 
the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts is subject to Development Review. Provisions of 
Ordinance No. 2808, Subdivisions, applies to all project proposals involving the 
subdivision or partitioning of existing properties. 



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

PC Resolution initiating DDOS One Year Amendments- Attachment 1 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137 II. Table le: 

9. 

9b. 

Table 1.e: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -High Density (SCR-HD) 
This District is not applicable to properties more than 2600 feet from an LRT Station. 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED WITHIN I REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED FROM 

1,300' OF LRT STATION 1,301' TO 2,599' OF LRT STATION 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS 5 feet, or additional as necessary to accommodate building code, 

AND ALLEYS public utility easement or public open space requirements. 

MINIMUM SETBACK, ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 13 7 II, Table lf: 

Table 1.f: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential- Medium Density (SCR-MD) 

REQUIREMENTS I REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I 
DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA ALLOWED WITHIN FROM 1,301' TO 2,599' OF ALLOWED 2,600' OR 

1,300' LRTSTATION MORE FROM A LRT 

OF LRT STATION STATION 

8. MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS 5 feet, or additional as necessary to accommodate building code, 

AND ALLEYS public utility easement or public open space requirements. 

(SEE ALSO SECTION 13 9) 
8b. MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units 

Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 
for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 

measured to the garage door. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 13 7 II, Table 1 g: 

Table 1.g: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential- Low Density (SCR-LD) 

REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I 

4 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITHIN 1,300' OF LRT FROM 1,301' TO 2,599' OF ALLOWED 2,600' OR 

STATION LRTSTATION MORE FROM A LRT 

STATION 

8. MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS 10 feet, or additional as necessary to accommodate building code, 

AND ALLEYS public utility easement or public open space requirements. 

8b. MINIMUM SETBACK, ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 
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Zonintr Ordinance Section137 IL Table lh: 

Table 1.h: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

REQUIREMENTS I REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA ALLOWED WITHIN FROM 1,301' TO 2,600' OR MORE FROM A 

1,300' 2,599' OFLRTSTATION LRTSTATION 

OFLRTSTATION 

8. MlNIMUM SETBACK FROM No minimum setbacks except as necessary to accommodate building code, public utility 

STREETS AND ALLEYS easement or public open space requirements. 

8b. MlNIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 
measured to the garage door. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137, Table li: 

9a. 

9b. 

10. 

20. 

Table l.i: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential­
Orenco Townsite Conservation (SCR-OTC) 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS/ ALLOWED WITIUN THE DISTRICT 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS Residential: See Section 140 III D 
AND ALLEYS See also Sectio11 140 IV J 3 for garage setbacks. 

Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; sum of 2 side yards minimum 15 feet 
0 feet en eemmen wall efattaelieEIHtlits; 

Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 
for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or more, 

measured to the garage door. 

MAXIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS Residential: See Section 140 III D fer Resielential 
AND ALLEYS Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE Heae. Flag lets aet allowed ia Distriet. All lets to be sePVea by 

publie street or pHblie or private alley. 
Equivalent to millimum lot widtiL 

All lots to have (ro11taf!e 011 public or private street or alle:v. 

Zoning Ordinance Section137 XI B, Table 2 Heading: 

Table 2: Maximum Non-Residential Parking Standards Ratios n Station Community Districts1 

{Minimum ratios equal to fifty percent (50%) of specified maximum ratios] 

Zoning Ordinance Section 137 XIII B 3, insert omitted footnotes: 

3. Projects, subdivisions and all of their elements in any SCPA district shall be planned, 
sited and constructed so as to avoid to the maximum practicable extent, the alteration of 
existing natural resource areas and the destruction or damage of mature, healthy trees on 
the site. No single Douglas Fir tree greater than twenty-four inch (24") diameter', or any 
type of deciduous tree greater than twenty inches (20") in diameter, or a single Grand Fir, 

1 Tree diameters are to be measured at a point four feet (4') above grade 
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Ponderosa Pine, Western Red Cedar, or hardwood tree with a diameter greater than 
twelve inches (12"), or a stand of three (3) trees or more trees exceeding twelve inch 
(12") diameter (or smaller if the species is at full maturity with less than 12") shall be cut, 
mutilated, destroyed, or damaged , nor shall a natural resource area be altered as the 
result of a project or subdivision unless the impact is identified and specifically approved 
based on the criteria cited in paragraph 4, below, along with any appropriate mitigation 
measures, as pru1 of the Development Review process. Such a study shall identify all 
areas where the potential of wind throw may occur as a result of the proposed 
development and shall include a determination of the risk and measures recommended by 
a certified arborist to prevent wind throw as a result of cutting clusters of trees? 

Zoning Ordinance Section 140 III K 3 c : 

3. For purposes ofthis section, "mature street trees" are defined as trees in the public right­
of-way at or greater thru1 the following diameters four feet above grade: 

a) Fir, Pine, Cedar, or other evergreen conifer: 24 inches; 
b) Elm, Maple, Walnut, Birch, or other deciduous: 20 inches; 
c) Apple, Pear, Peach, Prune, Plum, or other fruit: 12 inches; or 
d) Ornamental or other species not included above: 12 inches. 

Subdivision Ordinance A11icle VIII Appeal1.C.2 : 

The Planning Commission's Record of Decision shall consist of the materials listed in 
Subsection 1, the minutes and exhibits of the public heru·ing, and the adopted Resolution 
order and supporting findings. 

2 "damaged" includes "ringing" or bark removal. "topping" or other generally rejected pruning techniques, and injury to 
the roots of a tree, either due to cutting of roots or compaction of soil over the root area; where such activity is carried 
out to the extent that the tree is, in the opinion of a Certified Arborist. likely to die within five years as a result of the 

inflicted damage. 



ATTACHMENT 2 
DDOS UPDATES: MINOR CHANGES ADDING LANGUAGE 

FOUND ELSEWHERE IN THE ORDINANCES 

Zoning Ordinance Section 79: 

Section 79. Application for Conditional Use. A request for conditional use or modification of an 
existing conditional use may be initiated by a property owner or his authorized agent by filing an 
application with the City Recorder. The applicant shall submit plans to the Hearings Board as 
provided below and in Section 119 and shall pay the fee as set in Section 129. 

Conditional Use applications for projects one or 11zore gross acres in size or forecast to 
generate one hundred (100) or more average daily auto trips (ADT), shall include a traffic 
impact report. The Report shall analyze the impact of the project on City, County and State 
road and street systems within at least one (1) mile of the project, to such distance at which 
traffic impacts have dissipated to less than ten percent (10%) over current conditions. The 
Report shall be prepared and certified by a registered traffic engineer, and shall comply with 
the following standards: 

a) Methodology generally in accord with the standards and procedures set forth in 
Washington County Resolution and Order 86-95 and related code provisions; 

b) Differentiation between traffic safety improvements necessary due to impacts of 
the project, and roadway capacity improvements necessary due to traffic volume 
generated by the project; 

c) Utilization of Level of Service (LOS) standards for both intersection and 
roadway segments as specified in Table 137.4, determined by the methodology 
in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual published by the 
Transportation Research Board. 

The Report shall include the following: 

a) an estimate of the rough proportionality of the identified safety improvements to 
the estimated impact of the project or phase of a project, and at the option of the 
applicant, a cost-effectiveness analysis for all traffic safety problems and 
potential solutions identified by the study. 

b) Consideration of the Volume to Capacity ratio and the delay, for each 
intersection approach's critical lane group; and 

c) Analysis of the 95th percentile queuing requirements at affected tum lanes. 

[new language based on Zoning Ordinance Section 137 XVI C I, edited for brevity} 
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Zoning Ordinance Section 127 IV B 14: 

14. A Traffic Impact Report, prepared and certified by a 1·egistered traffic engineer, 
analyzing tlte impact of the project on City, Courtly and State road and street systems 
within at least one (1) mile of the project, to such distance at which traffic impacts have 
dissipated to less than ten percent (10%) over current conditions. The Report shall 
comply with the following standards: 

a) Methodology generally in accord with the standards and procedures set forth in 
Washington County Resolution and Order 86-95 and related code provisions; 

b) Differentiation between traffic safety improvements necessary due to impacts of 
the project, and roadway capacity improvements necessary due to traffic volume 

generated by the p1·oject; 

c) Utilization of Level of Service· (LOS) standards for both intersection and 
roadway segments as specified in Table 137.4, determined by the methodology 
in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity lt1anual published by the 
Transportation Research Board. 

The Report shall include the following: 

a) an estimate of the rough proportionality of the identified safety improvements to 
the estimated impact of the project or phase of a project, and at the option of the 
applicant, a cost-effectiveness analysis for all traffic safety problems and 
potential solutions identified by the study. 

b) Consideration of the Volume to Capacity ratio and the delay, for each 
intersection approach's critical lane group; and 

c) Analysis of tire 95th percentile queuing requirements at affected tum lanes. 

[new language based on Zoning Ordinance Section 13 7 XVI C 1, edited for brevity] 

Zoning Ordinance Section 136 VII B 3 a: 

a. Initiation of Concept Development Review. An application for Concept Development 
Plan review may be initiated only upon application by the record owner of the property, 
a contract or earnest money purchaser, or an agent authorized by the property owner 
in writing. Where there is more than one owner, the application shall be filed and 
signed by all owners having a record interest in the property wit/tin which the project is 
proposed. Submittal of an application for Concept Development Platt review shall be 
accompanied by payment of a fee equal to that fee established in Section129 for a 
Planned Unit Development application. Submittal of an application for Concept 
Development Plan review shall also be accompanied by documentation that a 
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neighborhood meeting has been held, in accordance with and as specified in Section 
129A. If the development involves the subdivision or partitioning of land, the applicant 
may request review of its subdivision or partitioning application concurrent with 
Concept Development Plan review or defer such review until the time of Detailed 
Development Plan review. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 136 VII B 7: 

7. Concept Development Plan Modification 

Applications for substantial modifications to an approved Concept Development Plan 
shall require a public hearing before and shall be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission pursuant to tlte procedures and standards specified in Sections 137. VII B 
3, 4, 5, and 6 of this Ordinance. The Planning Commission may approve a proposed 
modified Concept Plan of an approved concept development plan only upon finding 
that the proposed Concept Development Plan as modified equally or better complies 
with the concept development plan approval criteria listed in Section 137 VII B 6 (b). 
The Commission may impose approval conditions on the Concept Development Plan as 
modified as necessary to assure compliance with those criteria. Tlte Commission may 
deny the proposed modification upon finding that the Concept Plan as modified does 
not equally or better comply with the criteria in Section 137. VILB.6 (b). The applicant 
must pay a fee as established by the City Council to defray costs to the City of a public 
hearing lteldfor this purpose. 

[new language based on Zoning Ordinance Section 12 7 V C and 
Subdivision Ordinance Article II Section 12; existing subsections 7-15 to be renumbered.] 

Subdivision Ordinance Article II, E 9: 

9. A Traffic Impact Report, prepared and certified by a registered traffic engineer, 
analyzing the impact of the project on City, County and State road and street systems 
wit/tin at least one (1) mile of the project, to such distance at which traffic impacts have 
dissipated to less than ten percent (1 0%) over current conditions. The Report shall 
comply with the following standards: 

a) Methodology generally itt accord with the standards and procedures set forth in 
Washington County Resolution and Order 86-95 and related code provisions; 

b) Differentiation between traffic safety improvements necessary due to impacts of 
the project, and roadway capacity improvements necessmy due to traffic volume 
generated by the project; 

c) Utilization of Level of Service (LOS) standards for both intersection and 
roadway segments as specified in Table 137.4, determined by the 1nethodology 
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itt tlte nwst recent edition of the Highway Capacity Afanual published by the 
Transportation Research Board. 

The Report sltall include the following: 

4 

a) an estimate of the rough proportionality of the identified safety improvements to 
the estimated impact of the project or phase of a p1·oject, and at the option of the 
applicant, a cost-effectiveness analysis for all traffic safety problems and 
potential solutions identified by the study. 

b) Consideration of the Volume to Capacity ratio and the delay, for each 
intersection approach's critical lane group; and 

c) Analysis oft!te 95th percentile queuing requirements at affected turn lanes. 



ATTACHlVlENT 3 
DDOSUPDATES: CHANGESREQUIIDNG 

PREPARATION OF NEW LANGUAGE 

Zoning Ordinance Section 3 Definitions 

(53) Lot, Flag. A lot so shaped that the building area (the "flag'? is not adjacent to tlte street 
or alley on which the lot fronts, and which includes an access strip (the "pole'? connecting the 
building area to the street or alley. 

[new language inserted and subsequent subsections to be renumbered as necessary] 

Lot line, front. Unless othawise specified elsewhere in this Ordinance, in the case of a:B: 

interior or corner lots, the front lot line(s) is or are the property line(s) separating the lot from 
the a street other than an or alley. and in the case of a comer lot, the shortest lot line along a 
street other than an alley. In the case of a flag lot, the front lot line shall be measured not from 
the street, but from the closest edge of the "pole" access extended parallel along the dwelling. 

In the case of flag lots, the front lot line is the edge of the improved area of the common 
driveway, or the extension of the access property line closest to tlte building area, to which the 
garage or parking area shall be oriented. If the flag lot is the farthest flag lot from the street 
or alley, with no possibility of future extension of the access to adjacent property, at the option 
of the applicant the front lot line may be the property line closest to the street or alley, and the 
garage or parking area 111ay be oriented toward that line. 

Subdivision Ordinance Article II, Section 11 (A): 

(A) A.:pproval of the tentative plat shall be in effect for one year from the date of approval by 
the Planning Commission. During this time a final plat shall be prepared and submitted 
to the City. If the final plat application is not submitted in this period, the Planning 
Director may mctend the approval period fur one year. Requests for extension of 
approval time shall be submitted in \Vriting prior to the one year expiration date. Failure 
of the applicant to prepare and submit a final plat vvithin the prescribed time period shall 
cause the plat to become null and void. 

If further consideration is requested, the tentative plat shall be resubmitted for 
consideration, subject to the tentative plat provisions of this ordinance. If any phase of a 
dC';elopment submitted to the Plan..Ling Director for final approval is approved and 
recorded \Vith 1Nashington County v?fthin the prescribed time period, the one year time 
limit shall be extended to the remaining portion of the development. This extension may 
be renevlable for a period of one year upon approval of the Planning Director. 



PC Resolution initiating DDOS one year updates- Attachment 3 2 

(A) Approval of the tentative plat shall be in effect for two years front the date of approval 
by tlte Planning Commission or the Planning Director. The Planning Director may 
extend the tentative plat approval for one year, upon receipt of a written request from 
the applicant. Failure of the applicant to prepare and submit a final plat application 
pursuant to Article III of this Ordinance wit/tin the two year period (with the additional 
one year extension if applicable) shall cause the tentative plat approval to become null 
and void. 

If any phase of a subdivision submitted to the Planning Director for final approval is 
approved and recorded within the prescribed tbne periods, the tentative plat approval 
shall be extended for one additional year on the remaining portion of the subdivision. 
This extension may be renewable for a period of one year upon receipt of a written 
request and approval by the Planning Director. 

Subdivision Ordinance Article IlL Section 5: 

Section 5. Filing of Final Plat. Approval shall be effective for six months after the signature of 
the presiding offleer of the Planning Commission is obtained. The Planning Director may extend 
the effective period, not to exceed six months, upon ',vritten request of the subdivider. Ifthe final 
plat is not recorded by the subdivider ..-.vithin this time, the final plat shall be null and void. The 
subdivision may then be resubmitted to the City of Hillsboro for consideration subject to all 
tentative plat provisions of this ordinance. 

Section 5. Recordation of Final Plat. The applicant shall cause the final plat to be recorded 
at Washington County within the effective tentative plat approval period stated in Article II 
Section 11 (A) of this Ordinance (either two years or as applicable three years with an 
approved extension). 



ATTACHMENT 4 
DDOSUPDATES: CHANGEREQUTIUNG 

PLANNING COMlVUSSION POLICY DECISION 

Zoning Ordinance Section 136 VII B 4 d 

d. Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for all proposed attached 
single family and multi-family dwellings and all non-residential and mixed use buildings; 
typical multi-family and attached single family residential floor plans; and proposed 
exterior building materials and color boards typifying each of the listed housing products 
and typical non-residential and mixed use buildings to be constructed within the 
development. 

l\t the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans m.-ay be deferred to the Detailed 
Development Plan application. Hovrever, in that case the Concept Development Plan 
application must include sufficiently detailed building locations, dimensions, elevations, 
and building and landscaping materials palettes to clearly establish the standards by 
vrhich the Detailed Development Plan will be r&liev!ed administratively under Sections 
7, 8 and 9. The Planning Commission may impose conditions on approval ofthe 
Concept D&v'elopment Plan regarding changes in the detailed site plans or elevations as 
necessary to insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138. 

At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be reviewed either 
administratively or by the Planning Commission. 

1. If the applicant chooses administrative Detailed Development Plan 
J'eview, the Concept Development Plan application must include 
sufficiently detailed building locations, dimensions, elevations, and 
building and landscaping materials palettes to clearly establish the 
standaJ·ds by which the Detailed Development Plan will be reviewed 
administratively under Sections 7, 8 and 9. The Planning Commission 
may impose conditions on approval of the Concept Development Plan 
regarding changes in the detailed site plans or elevations as necessary to 
insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138. 

2. If the applicant chooses Detailed Development Plan review by the 
Planning Commission, either concurrent with or subsequent to 
Planning Commission review of the Concept Development Plan, the 
Planning Commission shall give public notice of and shalllwld a public 
hearing on tlte Detailed Development Plan submittaL 



Attachment 5 

DENSITY, DESIGN AND OPEN SPACE (DDOS): -ONE-YEAR REVIEW AND REVISION 

Category 1: Straightforward minor language changes 

2 HZO 3 72(1) 

3 HZO 136 III (I I) 

5 HZO 137 II Table 1.i 

6 HZO 137 II Tables 

7 HZO 136 VII A1 

8 HZO 138 IliA 

9 HZO 20 P 1 

10 HZO 20 G 1 

11 HZO 25 1 

Eliminate duplication ofthe term "enhance" 

Revise SCR-OTC minimum and maximum 
setbacks to match HZO 140 IIIF 
Adjust alley-loaded garage setbacks from 4' to 5' 
consistent with HZO Vol. I 
Delete "duplex and ancillary dwellings" as exempt 
from Development Review 

Delete "duplex and ancillary dwellings" as exempt 
from Development Review 

For the new R-4.5 zone, insert omitted language 
regarding minimum front yard setback for garage 
and front setbacks on comer lots. 
For existing R-6 zone, insert omitted language 

front setback on comer lots 
For existing A -1 zone, insert omitted language 
regarding front yard setback on comer lots 

"Required for dedications of public rights-of-way and 
and for internal streets for fire access·" 

"Required for dedications of public rights-of-way and 
and for internal streets for fire 

Table to be provided at July 23 Work Session. 

"Section 133, Development Review, or any amendment 
thereof, and the provisions of this subsection shall apply to all 
uses permitted in a Station Community Planning Area except 
construction of detached single family, duplex and ancillary 
dwellings built on single lots in any district other than the 
SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts." 
"However, construction of an individual single family 
detached dwelling, duplex, or ancillary dwelling unit outside 
the boundaries of a Conservation District is exempt from the 
Development Review process and shall demonstrate 
compliance with the applicable design standards during the 

" 

"Section 133, Development Review, or any amendment thereof, and 
the provisions of this subsection shall apply to all uses permitted in a 
Station Community Planning Area except construction of detached 
single family, duplex and ancillary dwellings built on single lots in any 
district other than the SCR-OTC and SCR-DNC Districts." 

"However, construction of an individual single family detached 
dwelling, duplmc, or ancillary dwelling unit outside the boundaries of a 
Conservation District is exempt from the Development Review 
process and shall demonstrate compliance with the applicable design 
standards during the permitting process." 

"The front yard ofthe house shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and the 
front yard of the garage shall be a mi1timum of20 feet, except as 

· in Subsections 5 and 6 of this Section." 
"The front yard of the house shall be a minimum of 20 feet, except as 

in Subsections 5 and 7 of this Section." 
"The front yard of the house shall be a minimum of 15 feet, and the 
front yard of the garage shall be 20 feet except as provided in 
Subsections 5 7 and 8 of this Section." 

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



,-------------------------·- - - -

Category 1: Straightfonvard minor language changes (continued) 

12 HCP2NI 

13 HZO 137 XI B Table 2 

14 HZO 137 XIII B 3 

15 HZO 114 (2) 

16 DS&DG 

17 HZO 133 (III) 1 

18 HCP 1 N A 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

Insert omitted word "outstanding" 

Relocate minimum parking ratio language from the 
text to face of table for 
Insert omitted footnotes regarding tree sizes 

Add reference to City Council as well as Hearings 
Board on ZC conditions 

Clarify lesser applicability of setback/lot dimension 
variations to townhouses 
Add MU-N and MU-C zones to list of zones 
requiring Development Review 

Reflect new mandates from amended City Charter 

"Consequently, development proposals above the minimum 
prescribed density of the applicable zone must demonstrate 
compliance with any applicable objective development 
standards and design guidelines adopted by the City Council or 
the · Commission." 

"Consequently, development proposals above the minimum prescribed 
density of the applicable zone must demonstrate outstanding 
compliance with any applicable objective development standards and 
design guidelines adopted by the City Council or the Planning 
Commission." 

Table to be provided at July 23 Work Session. 

No single Douglas Fir tree greater than twenty-four inch (24") 
diameter\ or any type of deciduous tree greater than twenty 
inches (20") in diameter, or a single Grand Fir, Ponderosa 
Pine, Western Red Cedar, or hardwood tree with a dian1eter 
greater than twelve inches (12"), or a stand of three (3) trees or 
more trees exceeding twelve inch (12") diameter (or smaller if 
the species is at full maturity with less than 12") shall be cut, 
mutilated, destroyed, or damaged2

, nor shall a natural resource 
area be altered as the result of a project or subdivision unless 
the impact is identified and specifically approved based on the 
criteria cited in paragraph 4, below, along with any appropriate 
mitigation measures, as part of the Development Review 

"Before the Hearings Board grants a zone change, they shall 
require that the applicant demonstrate compliance with the 
following criteria:" 

Footnotes: 

1 Tree diameters are to be measured at a point four feet (4') above 
grade. 

2 "damaged" includes "ringing" or bark removal, "topping" or other 
generally rejected pruning techniques, and injury to the roots of a 
tree, either due to cutting of roots or compaction of soil over the root 
area; where such activity is carried out to the extent that the tree is, in 
the opinion of a Certified Arborist, likely to die within five years as a 
result of the inflicted damage. (Ord No. 4455/8-96). 

"Before the City Council or Hearings Board grant a zone change, they 
shall require that the applicant demonstrate compliance with the 
following criteria:" 

Language to be provided at July 23 Work Session 

"DR shall be required for all construction and development on 
real property as follows: Construction and development in the 
A-1 A-3 C-1 C-4, M-P and M-2 zones ... " 
On its own volition, the City Council or Planning Commission 
may initiate a minor plan amendment to the text of the 
Comprehensive Plan by resolution whenever a need for such a 
revision is documented. A minor plan amendment, proposing 
a change to the text of the Comprehensive Plan, shall be 
processed pursuant to legislative notice and procedures. 

On its own volition, the City Council or Planning Commission may 
initiate a minor plan amendment to the text of the Comprehensive Plan 
by resolution order whenever a need for such a revision is documented. 
A minor plan amendment, proposing a change to the text of the 
Comprehensive Plan, shall be processed pursuant to legislative notice 
and procedures. 

2 



Category 1: Straightforward minor language changes (continued) 

19 HZO 127 IV 

20 HSO VIII 1 (C) 2 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

Reflect new mandates from amended City Charter 

Reflect new mandates from amended City Charter 

The granting or denial of a preliminary application by the 
Planning Commission shall be in the form of a written 
resolution which shall include findings of fact, reasons for the 
approval or denial, and, in the case of approval, conditions 
found to be necessruy to fulfill the purpose and provisions of 
this Ordinance. A resolution approving a preliminary plan 
shall be forwarded to the City Council who may approve an 
ordinance effecting the approval without further hearing. The 
Council may initiate their own public hearing to further 
consider the matter after reviewing the decision of the 
Planning Commission. Appeals may be made in accordance 
with Section 118, ru1d shall specifically state the findings of 
the Planning Commission which are alleged to be in error, and 
the nature of the alleged error. 

The Planning Commission's Record of Decision shall consist 
of the materials listed in Subsection 1, the minutes and exhibits 
of the public hearing, and the adopted Resolution and 

The granting or denial of a preliminary application by the Planning 
Commission shall be in the form of a written resolution order which 
shall include findings of fact, reasons for the approval or denial, and, in 
the case of approval, conditions found to be necessary to fulfill the 
purpose and provisions of this Ordinance. An resolution order 
approving a preliminary plan shall be forwarded to the City Council 
who may approve an ordinance effecting the approval without further 
hearing. The Council may initiate their own public hearing to further 
consider the matter after reviewing the decision of the Planning 
Commission. Appeals may be made in accordrulce with Section 118, 
and shall specifically state the fmdings of the Planning Commission 
which are alleged to be in error, and the nature of the alleged error. 

The Planning Commission's Record of Decision shall consist of the 
materials listed in Subsection 1, the minutes and exhibits of the public 
hearing, and the adopted R{)solution order and supporting findings. 

3 



Category 2: Minor Changes Adding Language Found Elsewhere in the HZO or HSO 

1 HZO 127 IV B 

2 HZ079 

3 HSO II E 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

Add new subsection 14 to require traffic report 
for Planned Unit Developments 

None 

None 

14. An applicant for a project or phase of a multi-phase project 
that is one or more gross acres in size or wlticlt is forecast to 
generate one hundred (1 00) or more average daily auto t1·ips, shall 
submit as a part of the Planned Unit Development application a 
traffic impact report The report shall analyze the im.pact of the 
project or phase of a project on the City, County and State road 
and street systems wit/tin one (1) mile of the borders of the project 
or phase of a project, or to such greater distance as necessary 
until the traffic analysis shows that the impact of the project or 
phase of a project has dissipated to where it no longer results in 
an impact of ten percent (1 0%) or more over current conditions. 
Such report shall be prepared and certified by a registered traffic 
engineer. The required report shall comply with the standards 
listed below: 
The report methodology shall generally be in accord with the 

standards and procedures set forth in Washington County 
Resolution and Order 86-95 and related code provisions. The 
report shall distinguish between traffic safety improvements 
found necessary due to the impacts of the project or phase of a 
project, and roadway capacity improvements necessary because 
of the traffic volume generated by the project or phase of a 
project. The engineer shall include an estimate of the rough 
proportionality of the identified safety improvements to the 
estimated impact of the project or phase of a project, and may 
include a cost-effectiveness analysis for all traffic safety 
problems and potential solutions identified by the study. 

The general performance standards for transportation facilities (as 
measured for both intersection and roadway segments) shall be 
the Level of Service ("LOS") measur~ments shown in Table 
137.4. In determining LOS, the report shall utilize the method 
prescribed in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual 
published by the Transportation Research Board. 

See language for HZO 127 IV above. Final language could resemble 
submittal for Review. 
See language for HZO 127 IV above. 

4 



Category 2: Minor Changes Adding Language Found Elsewhere in the HZO or HSO (continued) 

4 HZO 136 VII B 3 a 

5 HZO 136 VII B 7 

6 HZO 106 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

Add new subsection (2) requiring neighborhood 
meetings for CDP's 

Add specific subsection I for CDP MOD process, 
based on PUD MOD process and SUB MOD 
process 

Clarify intent of variance section and criteria 

Initiation of Concept Development Review. An application 
for Concept Development Plan review may be initiated only 
upon application by the record owner of the property, a 
contract or eamest money purchaser, or an agent authorized 
by the property owner in writing. Where there is more than 
one owner, the application shall be filed and signed by all 
owners having a record interest in the property within which 
the project is proposed. Submittal of an application for 
Concept Development Plan review shall be accompanied by 
payment of a fee equal to that fee established in Section 129 
for a Planned Unit Development application. If the 
development involves the subdivision or pattitioning of 
land, the applicant may request review of its subdivision or 
partitioning application concurrent with Concept 
Development Plan review or defer such review until the 
time of Detailed Development Plan review. 

None 

Either the Hearings Board or the Planning Commission may 
authorize variances where it can be shown that, owing to special 
and unusual circumstances related to a specific piece of 
property, the literal interpretation of this Ordinance would cause 
an undue or unnecessary hardship; except that no variance shall 
be granted to allow the use of property for purposes not 
authorized within the zone in which the proposed use would be 
located. 

---~--~-~-------- ~ --~~----~---- ---

a) Initiation of Concept Development Review. An application for 
Concept Development Plan review may be initiated only upon 
application by the record owner of the property, a contract or eamest 
money purchaser, or an agent authorized by the property owner in 
writing. Where there is more than one owner, the application shall 
be filed and signed by all owners having a record interest in the 
property within which the project is proposed. Submittal of an 
application for Concept Development Plan review shall be 
accompanied by payment of a fee equal to that fee established in 
Section 129 for a Planned Unit Development application. Submittal 
of an application for Concept Development Plan review shall also 
be accompanied by docwnentation that a neighborhood meeting 
ltas been held, in accordance with and as specified in Section 
129A. If the development involves the subdivision or partitioning of 
land, the applicant may request review of its subdivision or 
partitioning application concurrent with Concept Development Plan 
review or defer such review until the time of Detailed Development 
Plan review. . 
Applications for substantia/modifications to an approved Concept 
Development Plan shall require a public /zearing before and be reviewed 
by the Planning Commission pursuant to the procedures specified in 
Section137. VILB of this Ordinance. The Planning Commission may 
approve a proposed modification of an approved concept development 
plan only upon jiJ1ding that the Concept Plan as modified equally or 
better complies with the concept development plan approval criteria listed 
in Section 13 7 VILB.6 (b). The Commissio1r may impose approval 
conditions on the Concept Development Plan as modified as necessary to 
assure compliance with those criteria. Tlte Commission may deny the 
proposed modification upon finding that the Concept Plan as modified 
does not equally or better comply with the criteria in Section 13 7. VILB.6 
(b). The applicant must pay a fee as established by the City Council to 

costs to the held this 
Either the Hearings Board or the Planning Commission may 
authorize variances where it can be shown that, owing to special and 
unusual circumstances related to a specific piece of property or use, 
the literal interpretation of this Ordinance would cause an undue or 
unnecessary hardship; except that no variance shall be granted to 
allow the use of property for purposes not authorized within the zone 
in which the proposed use would be located. 

5 



Category 3: Changes Requiring Preparation ofNe·w Language 

1 

2 HSO II 11 (A) and 
HSO III 5 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

,::·> 

Clarify "front lot line" definition and setbacks on 
"farthest" flag lots 

Clarify provisions for extension of tentative 
subdivision plat approval. 

Lot line, front. In the case of an interior lot, the lot line separating the 
lot from the street other than an alley, and in the case of a corner lot, 
the shortest lot line along a street other than an alley. In the case of a 
"flag" lot, the front lot line shall be measured not from the street, but 
from the closest edge of the "pole" access extended parallel along the 
dwelling. 

(A) Approval of the tentative plat shall be in effect for one 
year from the date of approval by the Planning 
Commission. During this time a final plat shall be 
prepared and submitted to the City. If the final plat 
application is not submitted in this period, the Planning 
Director may extend the approval period for one year. 
Requests for extension of approval time shall be submitted 
in writing prior to the one year expiration date. Failure of 
the applicant to prepare and submit a final plat within the 
prescribed time period shall cause the plat to become null 

and void. 

If further consideration is requested, the tentative plat 
shall be resubmitted for consideration, subject to the 
tentative plat provisions ofthis ordinance. If any phase of a 
development submitted to the Planning Director for final 
approval is approved and recorded with Washington County 
within the prescribed time period, the one-year time limit 
shall be extended to the remaining portion of the 
development. This extension may be renewable for a period 
of one of the · Director. 

Lot, Flag. A lot so shaped that the building area (the "flag'') isnot 
adjacent to the street or alley on which the lot fronts, and which includes 
an access strip (the {'pole'') connectillg the building area to the street or 
alley. 

Lot line, front. Unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this Ordinance, 
in the case of aE: interior or corner lots, the front lot line(s) is or are the 
property line(s) separating the lot from the street other than an alley. ftH4 
in the case of a comer lot, the shortest lot line along a street other than an 
alley. In the case of-a-flag lot, the front lot line shall be measured not from 
the street, but from the closest edge of the "pole" access extended parallel 
along the dwelling. 

In the case of flag lots, the front lot line is the extension of the access 
property line closest to the building area if the garage or parking area is 
or will be oriented toward the access strip. If the subject flag lot is the 
'jarthest" flag lot from the street, with no possibility of future extension 
of the access to adjacent property, and at the option of the applicant, the 
front lot line may be the property line closest to the frontage street or 

and to tlte access 
(A) Approval of the tentative plat shall be in effect for two years 

from the date of approval by the Planning Commission or 
the Planning Director. The Planning Director may extend 
the tentative plat approval for one year, upon receipt of a 
written requestfi'om the applicant. Failure of the applicant 
to p1·epare and submit a final plat application pursuant to 
Article III of this Ordinance within the two year period 
(with the additional one year extension if applicable) shall 
cause the tentative plat approval to become null and void. 

If any phase of a subdivision submitted to the Planning 
Director for final approval is approved and recorded within 
the prescribed time periods, the tentative plat approval shall 
be extended for one additional year on the remaining 
portion of the subdivision. This extension may be 
l'enewable for a period of one year upon receipt of a written 
l'equest and approval by the Planning Director. 

6 



Category 3: Changes Requiring Preparation of New Language (continued) 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

Revise and clarify deadline for recordation of 
fmal subdivision plats. 

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

Section 5. Filing of Final Plat. A:pproval shall be effective for 
six months after the signature of the presiding officer of the 
Planning Commission is obtained. The Planning Director may 
extend the effective period, not to exceed six months, upon 
"vvritten request of the subdivider. If the final plat is not recorded 
by the subdivider •.vithin this time, the final plat shall be null and 
void. The subdivision may then be resubmitted to the City of 
Hillsboro for consideration subject to all tentative plat provisions 

of this ordinance. 

Section 5. Recordation of Final Plat The applicant shall cause 
the final plat to be recorded at Washington County within the 
effective tentative plat approval period stated in Article II Section 
ll(A) oft/tis Ordinance (either two years or as applicable three 
years with an approved extension). 

7 
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Category 4: Change which requires Planning Commission Policy Decision 

1 HZO 13 6 VII B 4 d Add language to allow option of submitting DDP 
to Planning Commission during CDP process 

Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations 
for all proposed attached single family and multi-family 
dwellings and all non-residential and mixed use buildings; 
typical multi-family and attached single family residential 
floor plans; and proposed exterior building materials and 
color boards typifying each of the listed housing products 
and typical non-residential and mixed use buildings to be 
constructed within the development. 

At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans 
may be deferred to the Detailed Development Plan 
application. However, in that case the Concept 
Development Plan application must include sufficiently 
detailed building locations, dimensions; elevations, and 
building and landscaping materials palettes to clearly 
establish the standards by which the Detailed Development 
Plan will be reviewed administratively under Sections 7, 8 
and 9. The Planning Commission may impose conditions 
on approval of the Concept Development Plan regarding 
changes in the detailed site plans or elevations as necessary 
to insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138. 

Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for all 
proposed attached single family and multi-fanuly dwellings and 
all non-residential and mixed use buildings; typical multi-family 
and attached single family residential floor plans; and proposed 
exterior building materials and color boards typifying each of 
the listed housing products and typical non-residential and 
mixed use buildings to be constructed within the development. 
At the option of the applicant, submittal of dctailed pla:ns may be 
deferred to the Detailed Development Plan application. 
HovJ:ever, in that case the Concept Development Plan 
application must include sufficiently detailed building locations, 
dimensions, elevations, and building and landscaping materials 
palettes to clearly establish the standards by which the Detailed 
Development Plan v;rill be re'-;iev;red administratively under 
Sections 7, 8 and 9. The Planning Commission may impose 
conditions on approval of the Concept Development Plan 
regarding changes in the detailed site pla:ns or elevations as 
necessary to insure compliance \Vith Sections 137 and 138. 

At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may 
be reviewed either administratively or by the Planning 
Commission. 
1. If the applicant chooses administmtive Detailed 

Development Plan review, the Concept Development Plan 
application must include sufficiently detailed building 
locations, dimensions, elevations, and building and 
landscaping materials palettes to clearly establish the 
standards by which the Detailed Development Plan will 
be reviewed administratively under Sections 7, 8 and 9. 
The Planning Commission may impose conditions on 
approval of the Concept Development Plan regarding 
cltallges in the detailed site plans or elevations as 
necessary to insure compliance with Sections 137 and 
138. 

2. If the applicant chooses Detailed Development Plan 
review by tlte Planning Commission, either concurrent 
with or subsequent to Planning Commission review of the 
Concept Development Plan, tlte Planning Commission 
s!tall give public notice of and shall hold a public !tearing 
on tlte Detailed submittaL 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 8 



Category 5: Changes Recommended for Deferral to the Code Reorganization 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

HZO 131A 

HZO 136 VII B 11 & 
12 
HZO 137V 13 

HZO Multiple Sections 

HSOX 

DDOS One Year Revisions Table 

Add new subsection specifying expiration/timing 
of · Alteration ., .... ,... .... ,..., 
Add new subsection specifying expiration/timing 
of Natural Resource Permit 
Re-evaluate effectiveness of Final Development 
Plan Process 
Reconcile different terms and standards for 

Multiple sections throughout code 

None 

Multiple sections throughout code 

Multiple sections throughout Code 

None. 
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10. 

11. 
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14. 

15. 

16. 
17. 

18. 

19. 
20. 

21. 

DDOS Revisions: Category 1, Item 5 

Table 1.i: Development Criteria, Station Community Residentiai­
Orenco Townsite Conservation (SCR-OTC} 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS fALLOWED WITHIN THE DISTRICT 

IIIIINIMUM LOT SlZE Residential: 7,500 square feet 
Commercial: None 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH Residential: 50 feet 
Commercial: None 

MINIMUM LOT DEPTH Residential: 150 feet 
Commercial: None 

MINIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 6 dwelling units per net acre throughout the District 

MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
1 12 dwelling units per net acre throughout the District 

See Section 140 

ANCILLARY DWELLING UI~ITS Allowed throughout the District. 
See Section 140 

MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO 0.40 throughout the District 

NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY OBJECTIVE Target employment density within the District is 
45 persons per net acre 

MINIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS AND Residential: See Section 140 Ill F 
ALLEYS Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE !;ides: 9 feet; g feet eR seFAFAGR ..,,,all ef attasl=lee YRits; 
ReaF. ~ g feet feF strustYres wit!:! fFeRt leaeeEI sarages; 

fer strustYres wittl rear loaded garases, eitl:!er 1 feet er less, er 19 feet or FA ore, 
FAeasYreEI to the sarage door. 

Residential: See Section 140 II/ F 
Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 

IMXIMUM SETBACK FROM STREETS AND Residential: See Section 140 for Residential 
ALLEYS Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 

VISION CLEARANCE See Section 137.1X.B 
MINIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT Residential: 1 story throughout the District 

Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT Residential: 2 stories throughout the District 

Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 

Residential: See Table 3 
MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 

Residential: See Table 3 
MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE See Section 137 .XII. 
MINIMUM LANDSCAPING See Sections 137.Xlll., 137.XV.B.1., 137.XVI.B.1.a.(10), 13B.IV., 

And 13B.VIII.C.2. and D. 
MIXED USE BUILDINGS Same as for SCC-SC District I Not applicable 
SIDEWALKS See Section 137.XV. and Section 140 
MINIMUM LOI FRONIAGE None. Flag lots not allowed in District. All lots to be served by 

public street or public or private alley. 
OTHER REQUIREMENTS UNIQUE TO THE See Section 140 
DISTRICT 

1 Maximum may only be achieved through use of ancillary dwellings. No attached housing is allowed within the District, except as 
provided in Section 140.Ili.C.4. 



9b. 

8b. 

8b. 

Bb. 

DDOS Revisions: Category 1, Item 6 

HZO Section 137 II Table 1.e: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential­
High Density {SCR-HD) 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED WITHIN 1 ,300' OF I REQUIREMENTS / ALLOWED FROM 
LRT STATION 1,301' TO 2,599' OF LRT STATION 

MINIMUM SETBACK, ELSEVIIHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, or 19 feet or 
more, measured to the garage door. 

HZO Section 137 II Table 1.f: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential -
Medium Density (SCR-MD) 

REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED 
DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITHIN 1 ,300' FROM 1,301' TO 2,599' OF 2,600' OR MORE FROM A 

OF LRT STATION LRT STATION LRTSTATION 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, 
or 19 feet or more, measured to the garage door. 

HZO Section 137 II Table 1.g: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential­
Low Density (SCR-LD) 

REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I 
DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITHIN 1,300' OF LRT FROM 1,301' TO 2,599' OF ALLOWED 2,600' OR 

STATION LRT STATION MORE FROM A LRT 

STATION 

MINIMUM SETBACK, ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, 
or 19 feet or more, measured to the garage door. 

HZO Section 13711 Table 1.h: Development Criteria, 
Station Community Residential- Village (SCR-V) 

REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED REQUIREMENTS I ALLOWED 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WITHIN 1,300' FROM 1,301' TO 2,600' OR MORE FROM A 

OF LRT STATION 2,599' OF LRT STATION LRT STATION 

' 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units; 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures.with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, 
or 19 feet or more, measured to the garage door. 



HZO Section 137 H Table 1.i: Development Criterta, Station Community Residentiai­
Orenco Townsite Conservation (SCR-OTC) 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS fALLOWED WITHIN THE DISTRICT 

9b. MII~IMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Residential: See Section 140 lit F 
Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District. 

10. 

10. 

11. 
12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 
17. 

18. 

19. 
20. 

21. 

HZO Section 137 II Table 1.j: Development Criteria, Station Community Residential­
Downtown Neighborhood Conservation (SCR-DNC) 

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA REQUIREMENTS / ALLOWED WITHIN THE DISTRICT 

MINIMUM SETBACK ELSEWHERE Sides: 5 feet; 0 feet on common wall of attached units 
Rear: 10 feet for structures with front loaded garages; 

for structures with rear loaded garages, either 4 5 feet or less, 
or 19 feet or more, measured to the garage door. 

Additional setbacks possibly required in Arterial Exception Areas: 
see Section 139 Ill. 

MAXIMUM SETBACK FROM SiREETS ANO Residential: See Section 140 for Residential 
ALLEYS Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
VISION CLEARANCE See Section 137.1X.B 
MINIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT Residential: 1 story throughout the District 

Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT Residential: 2 stories throughout the District 

Commercial: Same as for SCC-SC District 
MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: -See Table 2 

Residential: See Table 3 
MAXIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING Commercial: See Table 2 

Residential: See Table 3 
MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE See Section 137.XII. 
MINIMUM LANDSCAPING See Sections 137.XIII., 137.XV.B.1., 137.XVI.B.1.a.(10), 138.1V., 

And 13B.VIll.C.2. and D. 
MIXED USE. BUILDINGS Same as for SCC-SC District 1 Not applicable 
SIDEWALKS See Section 137.XV. and Section 140 
MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE None. Flag lots not allowed in District. All lots to be served by 

public street or public or private aile)'. 
OTHER REQUIREMENTS UNIQUE TO THE See Section 140 
DISTRICT 



DDOS Revisions: Category 4, Item 1 

HZO 13 7 VIII B 4 d- Changes during DDOS 

4. Concept Development Plan Submittal: Development Information. The following 
information also shall be shown on the Concept Development Plan at a minimum scale 
of one inch equals one hundred feet (1"=100') and may include multiple sheets provided 
a single sheet depicting the entire plan area at greater scale is included with the 
submittal: 

d. Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for all proposed 
attached single family and multi-family dwellings and all non-residential and 
mixed use buildings; typical multi-family and attached single family residential 
floor plans; and proposed exterior building materials and color boards typifying 
each of the listed housing products and typical non-residential and mixed use 
buildings to be constructed within the development. At the option of the 
applicant, this requirement may be delayed by the applicant until submittal of the 
Detailed Development Plan, but in that case the Planning Commission shall give 
public notice of and hold a hearing on this aspect of the development proposal. 

At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be deferred 
to the Detailed Development Plan application. However, in that case the 
Concept Development Plan application must include sufficiently detailed 
building locations, dimensions, elevations, and building and landscaping 
materials palettes to clearly establish the standards by which the Detailed 
Development Plan will be reviewed administratively under Sections 7, 8 and 
9. The Planning Commission may impos~ conditions on approval of the 
Concept Development Plan regarding changes in the detailed site plans or 
elevations as necessary to insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138. 

Proposed Revision after One Year: 

d. Conceptual drawings, illustrations and building elevations for all proposed 
attached single family and multi-family dwellings and all non-residential and 
mixed use buildings; typical multi-family and attached single family residential 
floor plans; and proposed exterior building materials and color boards typifying 
each of the listed housing products and typical non-residential and mixed use 
buildings to be constructed within the development. 

At the option of the applicant, this information may be submitted either to the 
Planning Commission for Detailed Development Plan review and approval by the 
Commission under the standards of Section 137 VII B 7; or eitehrdelayed by the 
applicant until submittal of the Oetailed Development Plan, but in that case the 
Planning Commission shall give public notice of and hold a hearing on this 
aspect of the development proposal. 

At the option of the applicant, submittal of detailed plans may be deferred 
to the Detailed Development Plan application. However, in that case the 
Concept Development Plan application must include sufficiently detailed 
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building locations, dimensions, elevations, and buffding and landscaping 
materials palettes to clearly establish the standards by which the Detailed 
Development Plan will be reviewed administratively under Sections 7, 8 and 
9. The Planning Commission may impose conditions on approval of the 
Concept Development Plan regarding changes in the detailed site plans or 
elevations as necessary to insure compliance with Sections 137 and 138. 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 24,2008 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

City Council 
Planning Department 

Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee 2008-2009 Work Plan 

BACKGROUND 

At a work session on October 21, 2008, the Council reviewed the proposed 2008-2009 work plan 
for the Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee (HLAC). The HLAC was formed in March 
2008, after approval of Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendments designed to 
implement the Hillsboro 2020 Vision and Action Plan Strategy 15 regarding historic · 
preservation. Part of this implementation includes Hillsboro's qualification as a Certified Local 
Government (CLG), which creates eligibility to receive historic preservation grants from the 
State Historic Preservation Office. The CLG program requires that the local preservation 
committee prepare an annual work plan, and that the work plan be approved by the city's 
council. The tasks included in the 2008-2009 HLAC work plan were summarized in the 
PowerPoint presentation on October 21st: a copy of that presentation is attached for the Council 
members' review. 

The Council was originally scheduled to consider the Work Plan at their November 4th, 2008 
meeting. However, on November 3rd, the Hillsboro School Board held a meeting at which 
several citizens expressed opposition to the demolition of JB Thomas Middle School. 
Information on comments made at the School Board meeting, received the following day by the 
City Administration, and the anticipated absence on November 4th of two Council members and 
the Mayor, prompted a brief postponement of the Council's consideration of the HLAC work 
plan, and the matter was removed from the November 4th Council agenda before the meeting that 
night. 

Also at the November 4th Council meeting, under the agenda heading of "Communications and 
Non-Agenda Items" Mr. Hugh O'Donnell addressed the Council. Mr. O'Donnell urged 
postponement of consideration of the HLAC work plan until the joint City Council I School 
Board meeting on November 201

\ at which time a discussion of the status of JB Thomas Middle 
School was scheduled. 

On November 17, 2008, the HLAC held its regular meeting, and received a staff report 
discussing the postponement of the Work Plan consideration and the issues raised at the 
November 3rd School Board meeting and the November 4th Council meeting. Following 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
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discussion, the HLAC voted unanimously to take two actions, as described in the attached letter 
dated November 19, 2008, to the City Council and the School Board from HLAC Chair Michael 
Quebbeman: 

• 

• 

Given the present language and the breadth of the remaining tasks, the Historic 
Landmarks Advisory Committee advised the City Council that any reference to 
reviewing Zoning Ordinance Section 132 (7) regarding stays of demolition is 
hereby deleted from the 2008-2009 Work Plan. 

Many citizens have expressed how they value the former Hillsboro High School 
building as a tangible reminder of the history of our community. To these 
citizens, this building is an important component of Hillsboro's social fabric. In 
recognition of this position, the Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee 
respectfully requested that the School District allow access to the building interior 
before demolition for the purposes of archival photographic documentation. In 
addition, memorabilia such as desks, doors, and other non-structural items could 
also be removed, possibly for sale or auction to raise funds for the Hillsboro 
Schools Foundation. The School District may also wish to consider whether 
"deconstruction" and removal of marketable structural elements such as 
hardwood gymnasium floors and oversized ceiling beams would merit further 
inquiry. Any activities such as interior photography or removal of memorabilia or 
structural elements would of course be conducted under terms set forth by the 
School District. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the general support expressed by the Councilors in attendance on at the October 21st 
work session and the revision made to the Work Plan by the HLAC on November 1ih, Planning 
staff requests that the City Council approve the revised 2008-2009 Work Plan for the Hillsboro 
Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Deborah A. Raber AICP 
Planning Project Manager 

Attachments: October 21st work session PowerPoint slides 
November 19, 2008letter from Michael Quebbeman 
HLAC work plan as revised 11117/08 
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City Council Work Session 
October 21, 2008 

Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Committee (HLAC) Work Plan 

Work Session Purpose 

• Present information and background on 
2008·2009 HLAC Work Plan in advance 
of request for Council approval on 
November 4th 

1 



Linklater House - Built 1923 
Where is this house? 

Historic Preservation Code Provisions 

• Comprehensive Plan Section 6 

• Hillsboro 2020 Vision Action Plan \ 
Strategy 15 

• Zoning Ordinance Section 132 

2 



Historic Preservation Decision Makers 

• City Council 

• Planning Commission 

• Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee 

Imbrie House - Built 1913 
Where is this house? 

3 



Historic Preservation: Past Steps 

• Create and empower HLAC 

• Qualify as a CLG 

• Approve HLAC Annual Work Plan as 
required by CLG program 

• Implement the Work Plan 

4 



HLAC Work Plan Projects: 
2008-2009 

• Completion of Cultural Resource 
Inventory data update 

• HLA C Quarterly newsletter 

• Reconnaissance Survey of historic 
Oren co 

• Addition of Pioneer Cemetery to 
Cultural Resource Inventory 

HLAC Work Plan Projects: 
2008-2009, Continued 

• Walking Tour(s) brochures and markers 

• Advocacy program for threatened 
resources 

• Historic Hillsboro calendar 

• Staffing information booths at public 
events 

10 

5 



Rice Gates House - Built 1890 
Where is this house? 

Update Existing 
urce Inv Data 

• Update existing data, including recent 
digital photos and maps; reformat data 
electronically for inclusion in SHPO 
database 

11 

12 

6 



HLAC Newsletter 

• "Hillsboro Landmark" produced 
quarterly: written by HLAC, staff, and 
consultants; mailed to Cultural Resource 
property owners, officials, and interested 
parties 

Reconnaissance Level Survey 
of historic Orenco 

13 

• "Reconnaissance Level" survey of 
structures in historic Orenco 
neighborhood to determine suitability for 
National Register Historic District status 

14 

7 



Walking Tours Brochures 
and Property Markers 

• Walking tour brochures and property 
markers for sites in downtown Hillsboro 
and historic Orenco, based on existing 
brochures by Hillsboro Historical Society 
and Orenco Neighborhood Organization 

Schulmerich Bungalow - Built 1915 
Where is this house? 

15 

16 

8 



Advocacy Program for 
Threatened Resources 

Identify threatened buildings; work with owners 
to save and maintain them. 

With realtors, identify purchasers interested in 
restoration 

Develop pre-demolition salvage program 

Revise Zoning Ordinance language on stays of 
demolition 

Addition of Pioneer Cemetery 
to the Cultur 

Complete historic research and 
documentation and nominate Hillsboro 
Pioneer Cemetery to Cultural Resource 
Inventory 

17 

18 

9 



Historic Hillsboro Calendar 

2009 calendar with photographs and 
captions, produced by HLA C members 
working with Hillsboro Historical Society 
(HHS) and Orenco Neighborhood 
Organization (ONO) 

Staffing Public Information Booths 

HLAC booths at Vision Town Hall, 
Celebrate Hillsboro, Tuesday and Saturday 
Markets 

19 

20 

10 



Harold Wass Ray House- Built 1935 
Where is this house? 

Planning Commission action 
on Work Plan 

• Joint work session with HLAC on 
September lOth 

• Recommended approval 

• Suggested pursuit of a Hillsboro History 
Book 

21 

22 

11 



City Council Action on Work Plan 

• Work Session on October 21st: receive 
information; opportunity for questions, 
comments, or project preferences 

• Regular session on November 4th: 
consider approval ofHLAC 2008-2009 
Work Plan 

Landmarks aren't just old buildings­
A & W Burger People - circa 1963 

23 

24 

12 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
November 19,2008 

Mayor Tom Hughes and Hillsboro City Council 
150 East Main Street 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

Chair Carolyn Ortman and Hillsboro School District Board of Directors 
3083 NE 49th Place 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Dear Mayor Hughes, Chair Ortman, Councilors, and Directors: 

The purpose of this letter is to advise you of the position of the Hillsboro Historic Landmarks 
Advisory Committee (HLAC) regarding JB Thomas Middle School. It is apparent to the HLAC 
that past discussions of the JB Thomas demolition have included substantial confusion regarding 
the status of this building, the role of the HLAC, and the City's process regarding demolitions. 

At their regular meeting on November 17, 2008, the HLAC received a copy of a Planning 
Department staff report on this matter. The staff report provided the following four points of 
clarification: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The introductory paragraph of the "Advocacy Program for Threatened Resources" 
item in the HLAC2008-2009 the work plan (as presented to the City Council for 
the November 4, 2008 meeting) refers to public support for preservation of 
publicly-owned resources. This paragraph is based on the results of a 
questionnaire distributed at the April 2008 Hillsboro 2020 Vision Town Hall. 
The HLAC used these results in preparation of the work plan. 

The provisions of Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Section 132 (7) regarding stays of 
demolition for cultural resources (up to 60 days by the Planning Commission, and 
a possible additional 60 days by the City Council) have been included in the 
Zoning Ordinance since adoption of Section 132 in 1983. 

JB Thomas Middle School is not listed on the City's Cultural Resource Inventory~ 
and is therefore not subject to the provisions of Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance 
Section 132 (7) regarding stays of demolition. 

The Hillsboro Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee has never taken a 
position on the status of JB Thomas Middle School. 
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Letter to City Council and School Board- November 19, 2008 

At the November 17th meeting, the HLAC took two actions related to the City Council 
discussion of the 2008-2009 Work Plan and to the future demolition of JB Thomas Middle 
School. These actions were as follows: 

• 

• 

Given the present language and the breadth of the remaining tasks, the Historic 
Landmarks Advisory Committee advises the City Council that any reference to 
reviewing Zoning Ordinance Section 132 (7) regarding stays of demolition is 
hereby deleted from the 2008-2009 Work Plan. 

Many citizens have expressed how they value the former Hillsboro High School 
building as a tangible reminder of the history of our community. To these 
citizens, this building is an important component of Hillsboro's social fabric. In 
recognition of this position, the Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee 
respectfully requests that the School District allow access to the building interior 
before demolition for the purposes of archival photographic documentation. In 
addition, memorabilia such as desks, doors, and other non-structural items could 
also be removed, possibly for sale or auction to raise funds for the Hillsboro 
Schools Foundation. The School District may also wish to consider whether 
"deconstruction" and removal of marketable structural elements such as 
hardwood gymnasium floors and oversized ceiling beams would merit further 
inquiry. Any_activities such as interior photography or removal of memorabilia or 
structural elements would of course be conducted under terms set forth by the 
School District. 

2 

We hope this letter serves to clarify the position of the Hillsboro Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Committee, and we look forward to working with the School District in the future in preserving 
our community's history. 

Sincerely,/ · ,-

//" 
/ 

Michael Quebbeman, Chair 
Hillsboro Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee 
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Hillsboro Landmarks Advisory Committee (HLAC) 
Annual Work Plan 2008-2009 

(adopted by HLAC July 21, 2008) 
(endorsed by Planning Commission September 10, 2008) 

(revised by HLAC November 17, 2008) 

Work Projects Currently Funded and In Process: 

Update of Existing Hillsboro Cultural Resource Inventory 

A CLG grant was received for 2007-2008 to complete an update of the existing Hillsboro 
Cultural Resource Inventory. The inventory data will be placed on the State Historic database 
along with updated digital photos and maps. 

Lead HIAC Member(s): all 
Timeline: Estimated completion date August 31, 2008 
Funding Sources: CLG 2007 /2008; City of Hillsboro 

Work Projects Currently Funded, to begin FY 2008-2009 

HLAC Quarterly Newsletter 

HLAC members (with assistance from City staff and consultants) will produce a quarterly 
newsletter entitled "The Hillsboro Landmark". This newsletter will be distributed to owners of 
properties on the local Cultural Resource Inventory as well as other residents and parties 
interested in Hillsboro's history. 

Lead HIAC Member(s): Neshia Cameron, Michael Quebbeman 
Timeline: August 2008- on-going as funding permits 
Funding Sources: CLG 2009/201 0; City of Hillsboro 

Reconnaissance Level Survey of Oren co 

A CLG Grant has been received for 2008-2009 to complete a Reconnaissance Level Survey of 
the Historic Orenco neighborhood to determine whether this area would be suitable for a 
National Register Historic District. 

Lead HIAC Member(s): Bonnie Kooken 
· Timeline: Fall 2008-2009 
Funding Sources: CLG 2008/2009; City of Hillsboro 



Work Projects Not Yet Funded, to begin FY 2008-2009 or later 

Walking Tour Brochure and Markers 

Outreach at the Vision Town Hall in April indicated that a majority of historic property owners 
and residents interested in Hillsboro history would like a walking tour brochure with 
corresponding historic markers throughout Hillsboro. HLAC members will update the existing 
walking tour brochure produced by Hillsboro Historical Society in the late 1990s and combine it 
with the tour brochure that was developed for the historic Orenco neighborhood. 

Lead HLAC Member(s): Neshia Cameron, Michael Quebbeman, Joan Krahmer, Bonnie Kooken 
Timeline: Spring 2009-2010 
Possible Funding Sources: CLG 2009/2010; City of Hillsboro 

Advocacy Program for Threatened Resources 

Outreach at the Vision Town Hall in April indicated that Hillsboro residents would like the 
HLAC to work to save threatened historic resources, particularly publically-owned historic 
buildings, and historic residences throughout the City. The advocacy program would include the 
following HLAC work tasks: 

• Develop methods to identify threatened buildings and work with the property owners to save 
and maintain them. 

• Revise Zoning Ordinance language regarding stays of demolition. (Deleted Nov. 17, 2008) 
• Work with the real estate community to identify possible purchasers interested in restoration 

or relocation of threatened resources 
• Develop a salvage program for resources that cannot be saved, including identifying 

organizations that can dismantle historic buildings for reuse in other existing resources within 
the community. 

Lead HLAC Member(s) Michael Quebbeman, all HLAC members 
Timeline: Ongoing 
Possible Funding Sources: City of Hillsboro, Volunteer donations, Local Businesses 

Addition of Pioneer Cemetery to the Cultural Resource Inventory 

HLAC members will complete the historic research and documentation necessary to nominate 
the Hillsboro Pioneer Cemetery to the Hillsboro Cultural Resource Inventory. 

Lead HLAC Member: Judy Goldmann 
Time line: Fall 2008 through January 2009 
Possible Funding Sources: City of Hillsboro; Volunteer donations 

HLAC Annual Work Plan 2008-2009 2 



Historic Hillsboro Calendar 

HLAC Members will work with the Hillsboro Historical Society (HHS) and the Orenco 
Neighborhood Organization (ONO) to produce a calendar for 2009. The calendar would be used 
as a means to raise both funds and awareness of Hillsboro's more active historic preservation 
program. 

Lead HLAC Member: Kay Demlow 
Timeline: September 2008 
Possible Funding Sources: HHS; ONO; City of Hillsboro 

Public Information Booths 

HLAC members will staff community events such as Vision Town Hall and Celebrate Hillsboro 
to reach out to the public and provide information about Hillsboro's history and its resources. 

Lead HLAC Member: Neshia Cameron 
Timeline: Ongoing 
Possible Funding Sources: City of Hillsboro; Volunteer donations 

HLAC Annual Work Plan 2008-2009 3 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 
Parks & Recreation 

HILLSBORO ARTS & CULTURE COUNCIL 
MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 2, 2008 

TO: Hillsboro City Council 

FROM: Sean Morgan, Cultural Arts Program Manager 

SUBJECT: Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

REQUEST 
The Hillsboro City Council is requested to consider the Hillsboro Arts and Culture Council and Parks 
and Recreation Commission recommendations to adopt the Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan. 

BACKGROUND 
The Hillsboro Arts and Culture Council Strategic and Community Plan calls for the development of a 
public art program. At the January 2008 meeting, the Hillsboro Arts & Culture Council (HACC) 
passed a unanimous motion to proceed with the development of a public art plan. Subsequent to that 
motion, staff distributed a nationwide Request for Proposal (RFP) for professional public art consultants. 
In May 2008, a panel of HACC members selected Bill Flood and Valerie Otani from a pool of eligible 
applicants. 

The consultants were tasked with creating a Public Art Master Plan for Hillsboro. The Plan they have 
created encompasses value, vision and goal statements and addresses plan implementation. They also 
included a list of potential site opportunities, guidance for generating public art policy, and 
recommendations on funding mechanisms. Finally, the Plan addresses how to care for and catalog 
artworks already in Hillsboro's Public Art Collection, as well as how to grow the collection in an 
equitable and sustainable manner. 

Since June 2008, the consultants have interviewed twenty-five community leaders across sectors 
including government, business, arts, heritage and culture, education and agriculture. In these 
interviews, information was gathered on the character of and vision for Hillsboro, issues and 
opportunities, and key sites for public art. Consultants also met with groups including the City of 
Hillsboro Latino Outreach Advisory Committee, City of Hillsboro department heads, Hillsboro 
Downtown Business Association and local artists. Monthly review meetings with staff and the HACC' s 
Public Art Task Force served to review and guide the work. Consultants researched the public art 
programs of comparable cities to develop program policies, procedures, and potential funding 
mechanism recommendations. 

On September25, the HACC hosted a Public Art Community Workshop at the Walters Cultural Arts 
Center to share the consultants' research findings with the community. In October, consultants gave two 
presentations on the Public Art Master Plan, one to the Parks and Recreation Commission on October 14 
and one to the HACC on October 22. On November 4, staff and consultants presented the Public Art 
Master Plan Draft to City Council at a Work Session. After receiving direction from City Council, staff 



returned to the Parks and Recreation Commission and to the Hillsboro Arts & Culture Council to solicit 
approval of the final Public Art Master Plan. Both entities approved the plan and voted to forward a 
recommendation to City Council to approve the plan. 

COST 
Details of the anticipated cost of a Public Art Program can be found in the Hillsboro Public Art Master 
Plan. However, the following table offers an overview of program options and potential annual costs. 

(Option 1) 
$140,000 • 1 full-time staff Establish program, funding mechanisms, policies and 

• Signature art project procedures. Begin establishing partnerships. Initiate first art 
• Marketing, materials, project. Develop materials, marketing. Assess condition of 

maintenance plan current City artwork. Develop a foundation funding 
mechanism. 

(Option 2) 
$80,000 • Part-time staff person Scaled-back version of Option 1 with staff focused on ,. Signature art project program development and managing an initial art project. 

• Marketing, materials, 
maintenance plan 

(Option 3) 
$30,000 • Part-time staff person Similar to Option 2, without a City-sponsored art project. 

• Marketing, materials Strong focus on developing the program without managing an 
art project. 

(0ption4) 
$0 • No new program dollars . Limited, depending on availability of HACC staff. . Use existing HACC staff to 

move forward Plan goals. 

Option 2 is the recommended funding level in order to initiate the program and to allow for a signature 
art project. Any recommendation is subject to available budget and the full program would be phased in 
in subsequent years depending on available funding. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Consider the Hillsboro Arts and Culture Council and Parks and Recreation Commission 
recommendations to adopt the Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan. 



J 
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Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

COVER PHOTO CREDITS 

From top, clockwise: 

Laurie Lundquist (artist), SVR, Inc. (engineer) 
Mountain Pass Pedestrian Bridge 
Phoenix, AZ Office of Arts and Culture Public 
Art Program 

Wayne Chabre 
Rooted Pavillion 
Walla Walla, WA 
Photo: Jeanne McMenemy 

Bill & Mary Buchen 
Global Rhythms 
Green Valley, CO 

Unda Beaumont 
Current 
City Hall, Bellevue, WA 
Photo: Spike Mafford 

Jim Schmidt & Dale Wilhelm 
Library Bus Shelter 
Hillsboro, OR 
Photo: Dale Wilhelm 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This plan describes the context and procedures for a City 
of Hillsboro Public Art Program. Program values, vision, 
and goals are strongly connected with the Hillsboro 2020 
Plan and Downtown Renaissance goals and were carefully 
crafted in consultation with community stakeholders, the 
Public Art Task Force, and other interested artists and 
citizens. 

Public art is a powerful tool for meeting the goals of 
Hillsboro' s community plans. Memorable public places 
strengthen our community. Such places attract us to 
downtown, enliven our neighborhoods, enhance our 
experiences in parks, inform us about the history and 
peoples of our place, and celebrate our ethnic and 
cultural diversity. 

The following goals lead the development of the Public 
Art Program: 

• Establish a collection of work of high artistic 
quality and enduring value. 

• Utilize art to express the unique civic identity of 
Hillsboro. 

• Create inviting places for people to gather, 
connect to each other and their community. 

• Contribute to the efforts to strengthen downtown. 
• Use public art as a tool to promote design 

excellence. 
• Support local artists by encouraging their 

participation in public art creation and selection. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

• Ensure the preservation and maintenance of the 
City's art collection. 

• Establish funding mechanisms that ensure 
consistent integration of public artwork in both 
public and private development, redevelopment, 
and other enhancements to the civic 
infrastructure. 

Opportunity sites for public art in Hillsboro are identified 
in this plan. Timing of the projects will change as 
development plans change. Public art leaders should be 
entrepreneurial in their approach, looking for 
partnerships where art can create a distinctive 
destination. Key opportunities are: developing a vital 
downtown, celebrating diversity and enhancing new parks 
and fire stations. 

Adoption of this plan creates a framework for Hillsboro's 
public art program under the authority of the Hillsboro 
Arts and Culture Council. Recommended funding sources 
and staffing options are identified. Policies and 
procedures for effective management of the program are 
detailed. 

A phased implementation for this plan is recommended, 
beginning with a part-time staff position to develop the 
program and manage a signature art project. In the third 
year, the program will be in place, and a full -time staff 
person would accelerate progress on achieving program 
goals. 

Research for this plan indicates that the time is right in 
Hillsboro to develop an active public art program. 
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Specifically: 
• community plans point to the value of a public art 

program; 
• civic leaders embrace how public art can help to 

achieve community goals; 
• successes such as the Civic Center, Walters Arts 

Center, Sequoia Gallery+ Studios and The Venetian 
Theatre and Bistro give a great context for starting 
a public art program; 

• arts and culture are increasingly valued as 
important for maintaining Hillsboro's "sense of 
community", celebrating ethnic diversity, and 
attracting a viable workforce. 

The Public Art Program envisioned here requires 
commitment from civic leaders, both public and private, 
and this planning process indicates that leaders are 
ready! 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 
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PLANNING FOR PUBLIC ART IN 
HILLSBORO 

Methodology 

In June, 2008 the City of Hillsboro via the Hillsboro Arts 
and Culture Council contracted with consultants Bill Flood 
and Valerie Otani to develop this Public Art Master Plan. 
Project research began with a thorough review of current 
community plans, including the Hillsboro 2020 Plan 
(revised in 2005), the Downtown Renaissance Report 
(2007), the Hillsboro Arts and Culture Council Strategic 
and Community Plan (2006), and the Washington County 
Cultural Plan (2008). Consultants also worked closely with 
the planners engaged in the current Downtown Plan 
process. Each of these plans calls for utilizing arts and 
culture as key elements in the development of Hillsboro 
and Washington County. The 2020 Plan vision and goals 
(Appendix A) are the foundation for the Public Art Master 
Plan. 

Twenty-five stakeholder interviews were held with 
community leaders across sectors including government, 
business, arts, heritage and culture, education, and 
agriculture, to gather information on the character of and 
vision for Hillsboro, issues and opportunities, and key 
sites for public art. Consultants also met with groups 
including the City of Hillsboro Latino Outreach Advisory 
Committee, City of Hillsboro department heads, Hillsboro 
Downtown Business Association, Hillsboro Parks &: 
Recreation Commission, and local artists. Monthly review 
meetings with HACC staff and the HACC's Public Art Task 
Force served to review and guide the work of the 
consultants. To develop program policies and procedures, 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

consultants also researched public art programs from 
comparable cities in Oregon and throughout the U.S. On 
September 25, over 50 guests participated in a public 
Plan review session hosted by the Hillsboro Arts and 
Culture Council and the Mayor. 

Public Art Master Plan Task Force selecting gools for Plan 

Community stakeholders interviewed by the consultants 
voiced an overwhelmingly positive attitude. We found, in 
all sectors, enthusiasm for the role public art can play in 
strengthening community and enlivening the visual 
environment. The time is right in Hillsboro to 
systematically utilize public art to build stronger civic 
places. 

Acknowledgements at the beginning of this report list 
the Public Art Task Force and others who have 
participated in the development of this plan. Many 
thanks to all/ 
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Public Art and its Relationship to 
Hillsboro 

We use the term "art" to describe those things that are 
visually or experientially meaningful. "Public" means that 
the artwork is accessible to people -- whether on public 
or private property. Public art can be permanent or 
temporary, a single event or piece, a series of 
installations or events, or part of an ongoing process 
enhanced over time. It is envisioned and/or realized by 
an artist skilled in creating art in public places. 

Public art is a powerful tool for meeting the goals of 
Hillsboro's community plans. Memorable public places, 
such as the fountain in the Civic Center's plaza, invite us 
to return, meet our neighbors and appreciate our 
community. Such places attract us to downtown, enliven 
our neighborhoods, enhance our experiences in parks, 
inform us about the history and peoples of our place, and 
celebrate our ethnic and cultural diversity. Public art 
creates visual and emotional connections between the 
viewer and the place. It elevates the quality and interest 
of the buHt environment and signals an investment that 
encourages residents and newcomers to respond in kind. 

Public art can take many forms, including landscape 
treatments, building facades, freestanding sculptures, 
murals, lighting, electronic media including moving 
images, photographs, water features including run-off 
and catchment devices, kinetic pieces that move and 
react to the environment, and artist-designed functional 
elements such as paving, play equipment, street 
furniture, bridges and gates. It can include the written 
word, film or video, and performance. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Planning for public art is part of HHlsboro's coming-of­
age. Hillsboro has grown from an agricultural community 
of 8,000 in 1960 to a small city of over 80,000 in 2008, 
fueled by large companies and growing ethnic 
populations. County seat for Washington County and part 
of Portland's metropolitan area, Hillsboro was in fact 
incorporated before Portland. It is located between the 
agricultural reserves protected by the Urban Growth 
Boundary and the suburban march radiating from 
Portland. Government, farms, industry and suburban 
development coalesce in a small town identity with the 
complexity of a modern city. Hillsboro seeks to maintain 
a "hometown" feeling and quality of life while offering 
urban amenities which will attract residents to live, work, 
and invest in all its neighborhoods. 

Bill & Mary Buchen 
Celebration Drum Circle 

Ohio State University 
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VALUES, VISION & PROGRAM GOALS 

Values 

Fundamental values emerged through interviews and 
discussions with stakeholders. These values underlie the 
vision and goals of this plan. 

Innovation 
Innovation is a common trait in Hillsboro's often cited 
contrast between agriculture and high-tech industries. 
Both a Century Farm and a technology firm remain viable 
through insightful adaptation to the market and embrace 
of new technologies. These seemingly opposite sectors of 
the economy share the ability to innovate. 

Authenticity 
Hillsboro has a unique identity, not merely as a suburb of 
Portland. The historic downtown gives the city a genuine 
"hometown" feeling that has evolved over generations. 
Both longtime residents and newcomers value this 
authenticity. 

Strengthening Downtown 
There is significant excitement about the upgrades to 
downtown, and thus a sense of urgency to take advantage 
of the momentum and reach a "tipping point" in making 
downtown successful. The strengths of downtown will 
radiate throughout the rest of the city. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Valerie Otani & Fernanda D'Agostino 
Smith ft Bybee Lakes 
Photo: Brian Foulkes 

Connection to nature and parks 
Connection to nature is highly valued in Hillsboro. 
Closeness to open spaces, high quality parks, the 
developing trail system and Jackson Bottom are all 
viewed as major assets. 

Recognizing ethnic diversity 
Agriculture and high-tech industries, in particular, 
have drawn people of diverse ethnicities to Hillsboro. The 
City has not yet fully succeeded with the integrat ion of 
these diverse communities into full participation in the 
life of the city. Recognition of these people validates 
their individual and collective contribut ions to the 
community as a whole. 

A well-managed program that produces art projects 
Results matter. The goal is to design a sustainable 
program with the funds, vision and staff that result in 
significant art projects. 

Page 8 



Vision 

Public art is a visible expression of Hillsboro's values. We value connections -- connections between 
neighbors, old and new residents, rural and high-tech economies, the city and the natural 
environment. Art animates our public spaces, creating profound and memorable community 
experiences. Our investment in creating meaningful public spaces comes from the desire to strengthen 
connections between our citizens and our city and connections between the neighborhoods of 
HHlsboro. Public art is a part of our mental map of HHlsboro and is an important element of creating a 
community that future generations are proud to call home. 

, "' 

~ 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Civic Center Plaza 
Hillsboro, OR 
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Program Goals 

Establish a collection of work of high artistic quality 
and enduring value. 
Commissioned and donated work will be of high aesthetic 
merit, represent a range of media, and can be both 
permanent and temporary. The program should be 
sustainable, with the resources to ensure the 
commissioning of quality work in a well-managed 
collection. 

Encourage art in all public places, in all parts of the 
city. 
Public art is, in effect, a free museum, making art 
accessible to all. Public art should be woven into the 
entire fabric of the city, helping to create memorable 
places in all neighborhoods. 

Utilize art to express the unique civic identity of 
Hillsboro. 
Hillsboro is a complex city, with an unusual economic 
diversity of agriculture, aviation, health sciences, 
government and high-tech industries. Hillsboro's 
population is also diverse, with long-established families 
and new immigrants. Art should recognize the 
contributions of many perspectives to a vibrant city. 

Create inviting places for people to gather, connect to 
each other and their community. 
Hillsboro values its family-friendly atmosphere, a place 
where "neighbors, generations and cultures connect." Art 
should be used to create memorable places and 
destinations that draw people to engage in public life. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Contribute to the efforts to strengthen downtown. 
Arts and culture are the focus of the downtown 
renaissance. Public art should be used to contribute to 
the vitality and pedestrian appeal of the city center and 
should play a significant role in downtown planning and 
development. 

Use public art as a tool to promote design excellence. 
Public art and artists should be utilized in the planning 
and design of the built environment ·· early involvement 
of artists in these processes can result in urban 
development with a truly distinctive character. Public 
art should set the standard of quality for neighbors and 
developers to match. 

Support local artists by encouraging their participation 
in public art creation and selection . Technical 
assistance and mentoring opportunities for Hillsboro 
artists should be provided to develop the public art 
capabilities in the local arts community. 

Ensure the preservation and maintenance of the City's 
art collection. 
The program should establish guidelines and dedicated 
funding for conservation and maintenance of artwork. 

Establish funding mechanisms that ensure consistent 
integration of public artwork in both public and private 
development, redevelopment, and other enhancements 
to the civic infrastructure. The level of investment should 
be substantial enough to commission high-quality 
artworks, properly maintain them, and fund program 
management. 
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IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

• City Council to adopt Plan 

• Adopt funding mechanisms from recommended options 
including: 

annual appropriation from City Council 
public percent for art ordinance 
downtown development (urban renewal or 
other project financing) 
incentive system for public art in private 
development 
foundation ... long-term mechanism 
other new sources of funding as they become 
available 

• Develop City code language for funding mechanisms 

• Develop staffing and work plans 

• Develop specific program policies and guidelines per 
recommendations in Public Art Master Plan 

• Manage art projects 

• Inventory existing public art collection 

• Develop maintenance and conservation plan for 
existing public art 

• Develop HACC Public Art Committee structure as 
needed 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

• Focus on downtown development, specifically through 
participating in current Downtown Plan process 

• Develop partnership agreements with City 
Departments and seek opportunities for inclusion of 
public art 

• Develop relationship with non-City of Hillsboro 
agencies and groups which may collaborate on public 
art services (County, Public Schools, Clean Water 
Services, private developers, etc.) 

• Advocate for excellence in civic design with City 
officials, developers, architects, designers, planners 

• Creation of annual work plan, in concert with the 
budget process 

• Provide workshops and technical assistance for local 
artists 

• Develop mural incentive program 

• Develop education and outreach strategies and 
materials in support of the Public Art Program 

• Develop outreach strategies and materials to 
encourage public art in private development 

• Periodic assessment of Public Art Program 
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PUBLIC ART SITE OPPORTUNTIES 

Hillsboro Public Art Site Opportunities 

Parks O Downtown 

Gateways 0 Other 

This is a map of key Public Art Site Opportunities, 
indicating the primary sites for public art identified 
through this planning process. Opportunities may arise 
that are not on this map. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

It is important that HACC staff and the Public Art 
Committee have the time and resources available to seize 
these emerging opportunities to make public art happen 
throughout the city. Such opportunities will most Likely 
include opportunities for permanent, temporary, artist­
initiated, or artist-in -residence projects. 
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Parks 

53rd Avenue Roundabout. As part of the planned park 
construction, there will be a traffic island on 53rd Avenue 
at Hidden Creek Drive. This will be a highly visible area in 
a major complex, including a new recreation center, 
sports fields, play areas, demonstration gardens and 
nature paths. The roundabout is in an area very much in 
the center of Hillsboro, drawing from all parts of the city. 
Al though art in a traffic island is not pedestrian-oriented 
or suitable for interaction or gatherings, it remains a 
special opportunity for creating a landmark. The artworks 
in roundabouts in Bend are cited as examples. If art in 
this traffic island is effective, art can be considered for 
the t riangle at Tenth Avenue and Main Street. 

53rd Avenue Recreat ion Center. This new facility will be 
a hallmark of the City Parks and Recreation system. Artist 
involvement in creating work, both inside the building or 
on the grounds, would add to its profile in the 
community. 

53rd Avenue Park Master Gardener Demonstration 
Garden. Hillsboro's rich agricultural heritage, the long 
established Master Gardener program and t he strong 
regional interest in gardening make this garden an 
appropriate site for a modest project. Examples would be 
the community garden gates, an innovative small 
structure for tool storage or demonstrations, compost 
bins or benches. The local ornamental plant industry 
could also be recognized in gardens that are designed as 
works of art in themselves. 

Shute Park. Historic and majestic Shute Park still 
functions as the main park for the neighboring Latino 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

communities and at times, with concert series and large 
events, for the whole city. Enhanced picnic areas, like 
Rood Bridge Park and a distinctive water feature or play 
area would lift this park to the high standard of the 
newer parks in the city. Creation of a "zocalo" or public 
square could address the goals of bringing people 
together. If the current library space becomes available, 
a plaza could be created linking to the Tenth Avenue 
business district, creating synergy between the park, the 
plaza, and nearby restaurants, cafes, bakeries, retail and 
services. 

Park Trail System. The trail system is a good location for 
artwork that adds to the experience of trailheads, 
footbridges, boardwalks and rest stops. The intertwining 
of art and the environment offers the chance to increase 
awareness of the local habitat, view art that creates 
habitat, such as artist-made bird or bat houses, or simply 
encourage quiet observation of nature with rest stops and 
viewing platforms. 

Jackson Bottom. Art in nature as mentioned in the Park 
Trail System above would be a great enhancement to the 
experience at Jackson Bottom. The overlook, the 
interpretive center or enhanced trail connections to 
adjoining neighborhoods are all good opportunities. 

Park in Old Orenco. Orenco is in need of a new park in 
the historic area and would be an excellent art location. 
This would be a great opportunity to highlight the history 
of Orenco and its important role in the development of 
the nursery industry. 

Orenco Park. Artwork in the park in Orenco could add to 
its identity as a City-owned park as opposed to property 
of the homeowner's association. 
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Lorna Jordan 
Longfellow Creek Bridge Pavilion 

Photo: 4culture 
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Suzanne Lee 
New Columbia Community Garden Fence 

Portland, OR 

Christo & Jeanne-Claude 
The Gates, Central Park New York 

Photo: Mark Kurtz Photography, Saranac Lake NY 

John Groth 
Magnolia Park 

Hillsboro, OR Page 14 



Downtown Improvements 

The downtown area should be a priority for public art. 
The impressive successes of the new Civic Center, 
Sequoia Gallery + Studios, The Venetian Theatre and 
Bistro and the renovation of Bagley Park stimulate a sense 
of optimism about downtown. Public art should 
contribute to this momentum. Coordination with the 

• Downtown Plan, currently underway, will help to identify 
promising projects. Some suggestions are: 

A gathering place, perhaps as part of a new downtown 
park. The fountain at the Civic Center is highly successful 
in achieving the goal of bringing the entire community 
together to enjoy a public place. The joy of water play 
brings all families and ethnicities together, a central goal 
of the public art program. A gathering place that 
encourages music and performance is also desirable. 

District Identity. A project could create a district 
identity, for example, innovative downtown lighting using 
solar technology and LEOs to highlight this important 
industry. A partnership with local solar technology firms 
might involve either technical collaboration with an artist 
or funding as community contribution. This project could 
be part of changes to Baseline and Oak and help to clarify 
the location of the Main Street business district, so close 
and yet not clearly visible from Baseline and Oak. 

Tenth Avenue Business District. There is a strong desire 
to strengthen the Tenth Avenue business district so that it 
becomes a vibrant resource for the entire city. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Jack Mackie 
Dance Steps on Broadway 

Seattle, WA 
Photo: 4culture 
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Artist involvement in streetscape planning for the 
business district could give the area a more distinctive 
appeal with the inclusion of colorful lighting elements, 
tile, benches, murals and landscaping that create a 
celebratory atmosphere. Investment in this area would be 
a strong commitment to the growing Latino community, 
and welcome them as partners in the growth of the city. 
Creating an ethnically-based, but not exclusive, area 
would encourage the entire population to broaden their 
experience and know their neighbors. These 
improvements would center on the area of 1oth Avenue 
from Shute Park to Main, but could radiate west on 
Walnut, Oak or Baseline, if those streets are developed as 
a more pedestrian-friendly business district. 

Gateways into the downtown core, for example, near the 
Walters Art Center and/or the eastern gateway at 
Baseline and Oak. 

Southwest downtown industriaVresidential mix. Art 
could play a role in the development of a creative 
services district or business incubator area that 
encourages artists, art fabricators, designers, or specialty 
food businesses, for example, to locate close to 
downtown. The "feel" could be arts/industrial as a 
counterpoint to the "heritage" identity of Main Street 
and the older residential neighborhoods. 

Thought-provoking gardens. Gardens could feature the 
important agriculture and nursery history of Hillsboro, 
building on the food, gardening and farming traditions of 
Spanish-speaking, Asian and other cultural groups, as well 
as the burgeoning interest in locally-grown food. In a 
multicultural community garden neighbors could come 
together to garden, bake bread in an outdoor oven, meet 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

informally and recreate in shared space, etc. Public art 
would create an attraction in these gardens. 

Tuality/Pacific Health Education District. This is an 
opportunity to spotlight the unique partnership of 
Tuality, a community-based, not-for-profit hospital with a 
long history in Hillsboro, and the growing Health 
Professions Campus of Pacific University. This Hillsboro 
partnership, located on the light rail, is a significant 
development. Both organizations share a strong 
community orientation, as evidenced in the Virginia 
Garcia Clinic (named for the six year old child of farm 
workers who died from lack of basic health care), which 
provides health care to the medically needy of 
Washington County. Within this developing campus, 
public art oriented toward families, welcoming the 
neighborhood could only strengthen connections between 
these institutions and the public. 

Keukenhof Garden 
The Netherlands 
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Gateways 

Shute Park Gateway 
The most familiar gateway to downtown from the south 
and west is the view of Shute Park from TV Highway. 
Chief Kno Tah is a landmark, but even with diligent 
maintenance, its life is limited. The edge of the parking 
area along the curve, or the site of "El Indio" (Chief Kno 
Tah), as it is affectionately known, would be a good site 
for a new landmark sculpture. 

Eastern Gateway 
The eastern entry to the city at the juncture of Baseline 
and Oak currently has a "welcome to Hillsboro" 
monument sign. This Location is a visible landmark from 
the east. 

Highway 26 and Shute Road 
This juncture has been cited as a prominent gateway into 
the city. With the Hillsboro Stadium as a regional draw, 
Parks Department headquarters and Hondo Dog Park, the 
civic presence of Hillsboro is strong here and the area is 
used by many people. 

Other gateways into the city 
The entry points to the city are an opportunity to add 
visual landmarks. Highway 26 and 185tn, Highway 26 and 
Cornelius Pass, S. 1st Avenue north of Jackson Bottom and 
TV Highway at Reedville are gateways. 

Evergreen and Shute Road 
At an epicenter for the growing sustainable energy and 
high tech industries, this site has exciting potential for an 
artwork using solar technology, highlighting this emerging 
economic sector. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Main Street Bridge 
The arc of the Main Street Bridge already serves as a 
gateway approaching downtown, marking a neighborhood 
that is home to many Latino families. The bridge 
structure, distinctive and dramatically lit at night, could 
be painted to add color during the day. 

Lee Kelly 
Beaverton, OR 

Photo: Regional Arts ft Culture Council 
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New Development Districts 

Oregon Health Sciences University/ Amberglen 
Development 
As this development takes shape, public art should be 
included, ideally with an artist on the design team, or 
through the creation of commissions for sites within the 
project. 

South Hillsboro 
Art should be included in the creation of unique gathering 
spots, park design or other public spaces within the new 
district. Artists should be considered to serve on the 
design or planning team. 

Citywide Initiatives 

Mural Incentive Program 
Murals add interest to blanks walls. They can be of 
limited duration during redevelopment, reinforce 
community history and identity, create visual landmarks, 
and create opportunities for local painters to participate 
in the Public Art Program. Murals are also significant in 
Latino cultural traditions and should be considered to 
help build community pride 

Elevate the visual quality of the city 
A goal of the art program is to set a high visual standard 
for the built environment. The HACC and Public Art staff 
should be alert to opportunities to stimulate innovative, 
excellent and diverse architecture for public and private 
development, and creative soluttons to urban design. 
"Green design,, re-use of buildings, affordable housing, 
and other initiatives are opportunities to advocate for 
exciting design solutions, including public art. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Lynn Adamo 
Magnolia Park 
Hillsboro, OR 

Joe Cotter 
Tales of the Trail 

Estacada, OR 
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Other 

Fke Stations 
Two new fire stations are to be built. Examples abound 
across the country of artwork communicating the mission 
of the fire department. These range from an abstract 
beacon of light and hope, to monuments to the heroic 
and humanitarian work of firefighters, to projects that 
address the need of the fire station to provide an 
environment of rest and renewal for the firefighters in a 
stressful profession. 

Fair Complex 
As the Washington County Fair Complex is renovated, art 
should be a part of making a visual statement at this 
important regional facility. The public art program should 
establish a relationship with the planners for this facility 
to ensure artist participation on the project design team 
and the integration of public art throughout 
development. 

Schools 
As new schools are built or existing facilities redeveloped, 
partnerships with the school district should be explored 
to include art. 

HiLlsboro Airport Fence 
The long fence along Cornell Road is a functional barrier 
that could be upgraded to still meet the complex 
requirements of an airport, but add visual interest. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Ted Clausen & Peter White 
Fire Fighter's Memorjaf 

Boston, MA 
Photo: Ted Clausen 
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FUNDING AND PROGRAM OPTIONS 

Recommended Funding Mechanisms 

Funding for Hillsboro's Public Art Program should support 
three major elements: program management, art project 
development and implementation, and collections 
management and maintenance. A variety of funding 
mechanisms is recommended to achieve the goals in this 
Master Plan and support a consistent, high-quality program 
with annual projects. Following is this plan's funding goal. 

Establish funding mechanisms that ensure consistent 
integration of public artwork in both public and private 
development, redevelopment, and other enhancements 
to the civic infrastructure. Level of investment should be 
substantial enough to acquire high-quality artworks, 
properly maintain them, and fund program management. 

The best funding mechanisms are those that are part of the 
larger development strategies of the City of Hillsboro, 
connect with future community growth, and leverage 
support from current and potential arts partners and donors 
in the community. Following are recommended funding 
mechanisms. 

Annual appropriation from City Council 
An appropriation from the City is needed for program 
stability, to hire and maintain staff and for art project 
funding. 

Public percent for art ordinance 
A public percent for art ordinance should be adopted by the 
City of Hillsboro. 2% of capital construction projects 
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with budgets over $25,000 should be set aside for public 
artwork. Funds from this source should be directed to a 
pooled public art fund so that contributions from smaller 
capital construction projects will accumulate and can be 
used for more significant public art projects. 

Downtown development/urban renewal financing 
Public art projects associated with urban renewal 
projects should be funded with urban renewal or other 
community development/ economic development sources. 

Incentive systems for public art in private development 
Incentive systems should be initiated for private 
developers to include public art and other amenities in 
development, perhaps in conjunction with the City's 
requirement for usable open space in development. The 
key to gaining art projects is to understand which 
incentives will work in Hillsboro. 

A Hillsboro arts & culture foundation 
For the long-term, a foundation should be utilized for the 
purpose of generating an endowment that will support 
Hillsboro's public art program. Research for this plan 
suggests that major donors in Hillsboro may support the 
long-term, stable approach to arts that a foundation can 
provide. 

Other new sources of funding as they become available 
The City of Hillsboro and the HACC should explore other 
mechanisms supporting public art which are not identif1ed 
in this report. Such mechanisms (such as an increase in 
local hotel-motel or other taxes or fees) may become 
available as the economy improves, as new federal or 
state legislation is adopted, or as partner agencies seek 
ways to implement public art projects. 
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Program Options 

Allocation Components 
Option 1 

• 1 full -time staff 
• Signature art project 

$140,000 • Marketing, materials, maintenance 
plan 

Option 2 
• Part-time staff person 

$80,000 • Signature art project 
• Marketing, materials, maintenance plan 

Optton 3 
• Part-time staff person 

$30,000 • Marketing, materials 

Option 4 
• No new program dollars . 

so • Use existing HACC staff to move forward 
Plan goals. 

Initiating the program at Option 1 will bring the program 
most quickly on-line with visible impact (a signature art 
project). Staff would monitor City capital improvement 
budgets and urban renewal plans to utHize artists and art 
projects, as appropriate. Research would begin on 
developing the foundation for long-term stability of the 
program. Assessment of the current City public art 
collection by an art conservator is the basis for a 
establishing a maintenance program. 

Beginning the program with Option 2 would use the first 
year to establish the policies and procedures and initiate 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Tasks 

Establish program, funding mechanisms, policies and 
procedures. Begin establishing partnerships. Initiate first art 
project. Develop materials, marketing. Assess condition of 
current City artwork. Develop a foundation funding 
mechanism. 

Scaled-back version of Option 1 with staff focused on program 
development and managing an initial art project. 

Similar to Option 2, without a City-sponsored art project. 
Strong focus on developing the program without managing an 
art project. 

Limited, depending on availability of HACC staff. 

the first art project. It is less likely that the part-time 
staff person would have significant time to research and 
develop the long-term program funding, and this would 
most likely be postponed into the following year. 

Option 3 would utilize the part-time staff person to 
inaugurate the program, develop policies and procedures, 
begin developing partnerships and funding opportunities 
without implementing an art project. 

Option 4 would put HACC staff in the precarious position 
of seeking to implement the Plan and begin a program 
without staff support. 
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Recommendation: 
Phased Implementation 

Begin the program at Option 2 for the first year. This 
would establish the program and initiate a first art 
project so that the program has a visible impact. 

For the second year, continue the program at Option 2, 
building connections to capital improvement projects and 
planning for long-term funding solutions whHe creating a 
second art project. 

In the third year, the program will be in place, and a full­
time staff member would be able to accelerate progress 
on achieving program goals. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

This master plan aims to provide both the broad vision 
and goals for Hillsboro's Public Art Program and the 
practical mechanisms to accomplish these goals. 
Appendices B and C detail the recommended best 
practices for program operation. 
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APPENDIX A 
Hillsboro 2020 Plan Vision, Focus Areas & 
Connections to Public Art 

Vision 
In the year 2020, Hillsboro is our hometown. Within a 
rapidly changing metropolitan region and global economy, 
we live in a dynamic community that sustains our quality 
of life. Here, neighbors, generations and cultures 
connect. We live and work in balance with nature. 
Hillsboro is a safe and affordable community, a place our 
children and their children will be proud to call home. 

Focus Areas of 2020 Plan and How Those Areas Can Be 
Realized With Public Art 

Strengthening and Sustaining Community 
• Building Community - Developing public art 

projects that bring people together and encourage 
dialogue, exchange 

• Community Events - Temporary public art events 
and performances 

• Parks Facilities Planning - Involve artists on design 
teams 

Enhancing Neighborhoods and Districts 
• Pathways Task Force - Use public art to enhance 

bicycle and pedestrian pathways 
• Transit System Expansion - Public art to enhance 

transit areas 
• Public Square Task Force - Include artist on design 

team, public art in square 
• Provide/encourage "third places" -- Public art as a 

focal point of gathering places 
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• Promote existing public places - Enhance with 
public art 

• Provide neighborhood gathering - Art shelters, 
benches, water features, sculpture 

• 1oth Avenue Public Place - Develop art with Latino 
community involvement 

• Community Garden Development - Art elements, 
multicultural gardening traditions 

• "Third Places" Incentive - Art as effective element 
in creating social gathering places 

• Develop neighborhood parks - Art in design and in 
features of parks 

• Development of landscaped areas - Land art 
(earthworks) and art in the landscape 

Preserving the Environment 
• Stewardship of streams and wetlands - Art that 

supports interpretation, stewardship 
• Wildlife Habitat Education - Art that creates 

habitat, educates about environment 
• Jackson Bottom Enhancement - Sculpture, trail 

design, seating, education center art 
• Recycling education for youth - Art from recycled 

materials, events, residencies 
• Environmentally friendly construction -

Demonstration projects with art 

Creating Economic Opportunity 
• Foster diverse base of business - Opportunities for 

creative service workers/artist 
• Downtown Core Vision - Public art as part of 

downtown renaissance 
• Zoning and Development Codes - Encourage 

development of both artists' work spaces and 
public art 
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Expanding Educational and Cultural Horizons 
• Develop projects for cultural arts - Establish public 

art program 
• Encourage appreciation of the arts - Public art as a 

"free public museum of art" 
• Displayed art tours - Public art walking tours 
• Public art display venues - Temporary public art 

exhibits 
• Celebrate cultural diversity - Public art that 

expresses cultural traditions 
• New Latino Cultural Center Study - Participate in 

planning if a study is done, include art 

Promoting Health and Safety 
• Promote nutrition and staying healthy 

Multicultural community gardens, art along trails 
• Promote crime prevention - Attractions to 

Downtown, parks ("eyes on the street") 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Carved and painted chairs 
Su Casa 

Hillsboro, OR 
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APPENDIX B 
Hillsboro Public Art Policies and 
Procedures 

HACC Responsibilities 

The Hillsboro Arts and Culture Council is responsible for 
establishing policies of the Public Art Program: setting 
goals, overseeing the selection of artworks, consulting 
with staff on an annual work plan , ensuring proper 
maintenance of the public art collection, and advocating 
for public art through outreach, education and 
identification of funding sources. Initially, the HACC 
should serve as the oversight body, and would assume the 
responsibilities listed below for the Public Art Committee. 
As the program develops, a Public Art Committee (PAC) as 
a sub-committee of HACC may be formed. 

Public Art Committee Membership 
The Public Art Committee is comprised of citizens, 
artists, arts organizations and design professionals 
(architects, landscape architects, curators, interior 
designers, urban planners or engineers.) The Committee 
should consist of 7 members: not more than 3 HACC 
members, 2 - 3 artists or arts professionals who are City 
residents and 2-3 private citizens who are City residents 
and knowledgeable about public art, education or 
community affairs. Members serve 3-year terms, with 
one 12-month appointment reserved, when possible, for 
an artist with public art experience. That artist would not 
be eligible for commissions for the duration of their term 
or for six months afterwards. Terms should be staggered 
to ensure continuity. The PAC should include non-voting 
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public art staff, and other ex-officio members as may be 
needed. For example, for art projects in parks, close 
cooperation with the Parks and Recreation Department is 
necessary. 

Public Art Committee Chair 
The PAC chair should be appointed by the HACC from 
among the PAC members, and should serve a 2-year term. 

Public Art Committee Responsibilities 
1. Understand the vision and goals of the public art 

program and consult with staff to create an annual 
work plan of art projects that advance those goals. 

2. Appoint selection panels for these projects with 
staff input. One PAC member serves on each 
selection panel as a liaison to the PAC. 

3. Approve semi-finalists, finalists and their artworks 
(Some programs have the PAC set in motion the 
selection process and approve semi-finalists, but 
final selection of the artist and their artwork are 
the responsibility of the selection panel, not 
subject to PAC review.) 

4. Serve as the selection panel when a specific panel 
is not required (see selection processes below.) 

5. Review, accept or reject gifts to the public art 
collection under the terms of the Donations Policy. 

6. Recommend re-siting or deaccessioning works from 
the public art collections in keeping with the 
Deaccession Policy. 

7. Advocate for the public art program by seeking 
opportunities for private donations and 
public/private partnerships that would add to the 
program. 

8. Periodically review and recommend changes to the 
Public Art Program policies and procedures 
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Conflict of Interest 
1. No artist sitting on the HACC or PAC may apply for 

City of Hillsboro public art projects during their 
tenure or for six months afterwards. No HACC staff 
member or member of his/her household may 
apply for public art projects over which the HACC 
has approval authority. 

2. No member of the project architect or landscape 
architect's firm or design team may apply for a 
public art project being designed by that firm. 

3. No artist sitting on a selection panel may apply for 
the project for which the panel was formed. 

4. Panelists are required to disclose direct or indirect 
financial or non-financial conflict of interest prior 
to the artist selection. Following disclosure of 
conflict of interest, the panelist must refrain from 
voting on the artist in question. 

Staffing 

There are several options for the staffing of the public art 
program. 

1. The City hires full-time staff to coordinate the 
public art program. This person would report to 
the Cultural Arts Program Manager. The 
Coordinator would be proactive in looking for 
opportunities for public art in public and private 
capital improvement projects, and involve artists 
early in the design process of both facilities and 
urban planning initiatives. The coordinator would 
shape the City's collection through determining 
appropriate projects, overseeing selection of 
artists, and managing projects to completion. The 
Coordinator would coordinate education and 
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outreach efforts, ensure proper maintenance of 
the collection, manage gifts, seek public and 
private funding partnerships, and cultivate the 
growth of the local arts community's involvement 
in public art. 

2. The City hires (or contracts with) a part-time 
public art staff as a step towards program growth 
and subsequent expansion to a full-time position. 
The Cultural Arts Program Manager would 
determine the priorities among the tasks above. 
Consultants could be hired to manage specific 
projects. 

3. Existing City staff (either from the Cultural Arts 
Program or on assignment from another 
department) would oversee the public art program, 
hiring consultants to manage each project. Adding 
duties to existing staff would necessitate adjusting 
their workload to accommodate added 
responsibilities. This option is the least advisable, 
since consultants generally do not have the ongoing 
knowledge of City development and planning 
directions to be able to involve art early in project 
development. Dedicated staff should cultivate 
relationships within the City to encourage 
partnerships among public and private agencies 
and increase the impact of public art in Hillsboro. 

Note: Any option would increase the supervisory 
duties of the Cultural Arts Program Manager and 
the Director of Parks and Recreation. 
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Department may want to consider contracting with 
an artist to advise on a range of projects or to 
work in a particular neighborhood or Park with 
neighborhood residents. 

• Temporary public art projects - artists(s} selected 
to organize and/or create limited-duration 
projects such as a 2 -month outdoor exhibition in an 
urban lot in transition or a performance event 
which is part of an existing or new celebration. 

• Artist-initiated projects - artist(s) propose new 
public art projects and potentially bring financial 
or other resources for implementing projects. 

RFQ vs. RFP 
RFQ is a Request for Qualifications. Artists are asked to 
submit a resume and visual documentation of past work 
that demonstrates their ability to do the project. A letter 
may ask them to highlight specific relevant experience 
and a general approach to the project, but not to make a 
specific proposal. Based on qualifications, finallsts are 
selected, interviews are held. An artist may then be 
selected to proceed to create a design. Alternatively, 
several finalists may be selected, given a thorough 
orientation and paid a proposal fee to return with a 
specific proposal. A final selection is made based on the 
proposals. 

RFP is a Request for Proposals. Artists are asked to submit 
a proposal for the project. Commissioning organizations 
view this as a way to 41 See what they are purchasing," 
rather than wait to find out what an artist develops. Many 
artists and arts administrators, however, oppose RFPs 
that do not include a proposal fee, because it is asking an 
artist to work without being paid. The RFP has the 
additional disadvantage that the artist usually develops 
the proposal on Limited knowledge of the project and may 
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offer a quick solution sent in "on speculation" of being 
selected. 

Balance of Local and Non-Local Artists 
The priority of the public art program is to commission 
works of high artistic merit. It is also a goal to develop 
capacity within the local arts community. An effective 
approach for meeting both goals is to create a variety of 
commissions. Smaller commissions favor emerging artists 
who can often produce more value as an investment in 
their career, or Local artists who do not have to add 
travel or transportation costs. Successful completion of a 
commission gives the artist the demonstrated experience 
to apply for larger projects. 

Local artists should be recruited to serve on selection 
panels. Through reviewing other artists' submissions, 
participating in interviews and design reviews, artists 
learn valuable lessons to apply to their future 
submissions. 

Through technical assistance workshops and staff 
consultations the public art program can develop the 
skills of artists and help them become competitive in 
public art selection processes. 
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Artist Selection Panels 
Artist selection panels are formed for an individual 
project or group of projects. Membership of the panel 
reflects the needs of the particular projects and should 
include: 

• At least three arts professionals, two of whom are 
artists 

• The project's designer (architect, landscape 
architect or engineer) 

• A representative of the project sponsor (the City 
Department or organization's project manager) 

• One HACC member 
• A citizen with particular interest in the project 
• Donors 
• Others as deemed appropriate 
• Non-voting public art staff 

Responsibilities of Artist Selection Panels 
• Become familiar with the project and how it fits in 

the context of Hillsboro's Public Art Program 
• Frame the artist's opportunities by identifying the 

relevant public art program goals, the nature of 
the project, potential sites for artwork, suitable 
art forms and the desired outcome 

• Establish the mode of selection: open call, 
invitational competition, direct selection or roster 

• Determine the selection process, whether the 
artist will be selected on the basis of qualifications 
and an interview, or whether several artists will be 
selected, paid to make a specific proposal, and a 
selection made based on review of proposals 

• Determine and specify the nature of community 
involvement and public process 

• Review all materials submitted by artist 
• Maintain confidentiality on the proceedings of all 

panel meetings 
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• Recommend to the HACC an artist or artists to be 
commissioned for projects, or engaged for a design 
team 

• Reserve the option to make no selection and re­
open the competition or propose another method 
of selection if no proposal is accepted 

• Chair of the committee (designated by HACC staff) 
presents the selection to the HACC for their 
approval 

• Continue to meet, as needed, to review the 
selected artist's design concepts and to approve 
any changes in concept or media during the course 
of design 

• Participate in dedication ceremony 
• Support education and outreach efforts 

Selection Criteria 
1. Artistic quality: strength of the concept, design, 

craftsmanship 
2. Appropriateness: concept, scale, media and 

content suitable to the project and the site 
3. Maintainability: structural and surface soundness, 

durability, resistance to vandalism, theft, 
weathering, excessive maintenance and repair 
costs. 

4. Public liability: protective of the safety of the 
public in structure and siting 

5. ADA compliant: in accordance with Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards 

6. Diversity: contributes to both the diversity of 
artwork (temporary or permanent, style, scale, 
media) and artists (local and non-local, ethnic 
heritage, gender and range of experience) 

7. Feasibility: artist's ability to complete the project 
on time and within budget 
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8. Communication: artist's ability to effectively 
communicate with the project partners, managers 
and the community 

9. Originality: unique artwork or a limited edition 

Selection Criteria for Design Team Artists 
1. Artists must have the ability to collaborate with a 

multi-disciplinary team of other design 
professionals and the client 

2. Strong communication skills 
3. Creative thinker who has a larger view of urban 

planning, site design, innovative solutions. 
4. Demonstrated experience in serving on design 

teams. 

Inventory, Management and Maintenance 

The Public Art Program should establish a procedure to 
provide on-going funding for maintenance of the Public 
Art Collection. 

• The public art staff should catalogue the collection 
and maintain records of works as they are 
acquired. 

• The public art staff should also be responsible for 
re-siting and deaccessioning should that become 
necessary (see policy). 

• The City should be responsible for routine cleaning 
and maintenance of artworks in public spaces, if 
that cleaning and maintenance in no way 
endangers the condition of the artworks. 

• The Public Art Program should provide and 
coordinate professional maintenance and 
conservation services though contracted 
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professionals, using established funding 
mechanisms. 

• Adequate insurance coverage should be provided 
for the Public Art Collection. 

Donations Policy 

Public art collection may be greatly enriched through the 
generosity of private and corporate donors. Hillsboro has 
a strong history of donor contributions to public projects 
that have enhanced the quality of community life. Since 
public space is such a valuable asset, any addition to the 
public realm should be undertaken in a considered and 
thoughtful way, ensuring that the addition is of lasting 
value. 

To maintain the continued high quality of the collection, 
all donations should go through a review to meet the 
selection criteria of art for the city. Donations may 
include funding a commission or donating an existing work 
of art. 

Acceptance of a donation brings with it the responsibility 
for installation of the work and maintenance of the work 
over time. As a basic principle, any donation of artwork 
must include funding for site preparation, engineering 
review, permits, utility connections, installation, lighting 
(if desired), recognition plaque, landscaping of the site, 
promotional materials and ongoing maintenance. 

Often donations of art are envisioned with a public park 
setting in mind. The City of Hillsboro Parks and 
Recreation Department is in the process of creating a 
donations policy and revising its Parks Master Plan. 
Discussion should take place to coordinate the donations 
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policies of HACC and Parks, clarify decision-making 
procedures and ensure that donations of artwork in the 
parks make a positive contribution to both the parks and 
the public art collection. 

Commissioned works of art 
The most desirable donation is the funding of a 
commission, or funds added to augment a commission. An 
example is Doernbecher Children's hospital in which a 
major contribution was made to create a supportive 
environment through the infusion of art throughout the 
hospital. The artworks were a contribution in honor of a 
strong supporter of the arts. The artwork was 
commissioned while the building was still in design, so 
the work could have the most impact. 

Procedure for donation of commissioned works of art 
1. The donor contacts the Public Art staff to discuss 

the commission, the process for creating a 
commission and the review criteria (following). 

2. If the donation meets the criteria for acceptance 
of donations, staff presents the proposal to the 
HACC which accepts or rejects the proposal and 
approves the process for selecting an artist. 

3. The commission follows the procedures for 
selecting an artist with the donor as a member of 
the selection panel. 

4. The budget for the project includes a contribution 
to the public art maintenance fund. 

5. The Public Art Program acknowledges the donor 
with a plaque (if desired) and in promotional 
materials. 

Existing work of art 
The HACC oversees the City's collection, and in that role 
makes a decision whether to accept or decline a 
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donation, using the goals and guidelines for the public art 
program. 

Procedure for donation of an existing work of art 
1. Donor contacts Public Art staff for a meeting to 

discuss the potential gift and provides photos or 
the work itself. 

2. Staff either declines the gift or proposes the gift to 
the HAC C. If submitted in photo form, the HACC 
either declines the gift or asks to see it first-hand. 

3. HACC accepts or declines the gift. If accepted, the 
donor is acknowledged (if requested) in plaques 
and materials. Funds for the preparing the site, 
installation, lighting, maintenance and promotional 
materials are deposited by the donor in the public 
art maintenance fund. 

Criteria for Acceptance of Donations 
1. Donations adhere to the high artistic standards for 

the public art collection, and are relevant to the 
City of Hillsboro. The public art collection strives 
for work of high artistic merit and enduring value. 

2. The desired site is available and appropriate to the 
artwork's content, scale and material, and meets 
review standards for safety and maintenance. 

3. Artworks must be one of a kind or part of an 
original series. 

4. Restrictions from the donor are clearly identified, 
noted in writing and acceptable to the city. 

5. The surrounding community should be consulted in 
siting the work. 

6. Costs of site work, permits, installation, lighting, 
maintenance and promotional materials are 
defined and dedicated. 

7. Electricity, plumbing or other utility requirements 
over the expected life of the artwork are 
estimated and dedicated. 
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8. Donor accepts policy for re-siting and de­
accessioning of artwork. 

9. Donor submits a maintenance and conservation 
report, prepared with the assistance of a 
professional art conservator. 

Exceptions to the Review process 
1. Gifts of state presented to the City by foreign 

governments or other political jurisdictions of the 
United States may be accepted by the City Council 
members or City administration on behalf of the 
City if the value is under $5,000. 

2. Artworks or exhibitions loaned for display on City­
owned property for ten months or less will be the 
responsibility of the City department with 
jurisdiction over the site of the display. 

Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Acceptance of Gifts of Public Art 
After approval of the donation by the above processes, 
the gift wilt be deemed accepted once the donor has 
supplied the City with the following: 

1 . For an existing work of art, a prior bill of sale 
conveying the title of the work to the donor. 

2. Contribution of the agreed amount to the public 
art maintenance fund 

3. A maintenance and conservation report, prepared 
with the assistance of a professional art 
conservator. 

4. A sworn statement of no liens, claims or 
encumbrances associated with the artwork. 

Title and Ownership 
Gifts or artwork become the property of the City of 
Hillsboro once the above conditions have been met. At 
such time, all rights of title and ownership will be 
conveyed to the City. As owner of the work, the City may 
exercise any and all legal rights of ownership, including, 
but not limited to, sale, relocation or removal of the 
artwork as outlined in the Deaccession Policy. 
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Deaccession Policy 

Deaccession is the process of withdrawing a work from 
the art collection. While the intent of the acquisition of 
artworks for the public art collection is for a permanent 
lifespan, circumstances may arise in which the HACC 
decides to relocate or withdraw an artwork from public 
display. It should be the policy of the HACC not to remove 
or relocate an artwork prior to the work having been in 
place for at least five years. The City of Hillsboro reserves 
the right to deaccession works of art in its public art 
collection in the best interests of the public and as a 
means of improving the overall quality of the City's public 
art collection. At the beginning of the process, the HACC 
will make reasonable effort to notify any living artist 
whose work is being considered for deaccession. All 
proceeds from the sale or auction of the artwork will be 
deposited in the public art fund. 

Criteria for Deaccession of Artworks 
An artwork may be considered for deaccession if one or 
more of the following conditions apply. 

• The artwork presents a threat to public safety 
• The condition or security of the artwork cannot be 

guaranteed, or the City cannot properly care for or 
store the artwork 

• The artwork requires excessive maintenance 
• The artwork has serious faults in design or 

workmanship 
• The condition of the artwork requires restoration 

in excess of its monetary value, or is in such a 
deteriorated state that restoration would prove 
either unfeasible or would render the work 
essentially false 
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• The artwork is of poor quality or is judged to have 
little artistic merit, historic or cultural value 

• The site for the artwork has become inappropriate, 
is no longer accessible to the public, is unsafe or is 
due to be demolished 

• Significant changes to the use, character or design 
of the site require the re-evaluation of the 
relationship of the artwork to the site 

• The work can be sold to finance, or can be traded 
for, a work of greater importance by the same 
artist 

• There has been sustained and overwhelming public 
objection to the artwork 

• A written request from the artist has been received 
to remove the work from public display 

• The work is not, or is rarely displayed 

Process for Deaccession 
A Deaccession Review Panel is formed, consisting of 2 
HACC members, 2 arts professionals and an art 
conservator or curator. This panel shall determine if one 
of the criteria for deaccession has been met. The HACC 
reserves the option of hiring a consultant to advise on 
whether the artwork meets the criteria. 
The HACC staff shall prepare a report which indicates: 

1. All information from the public art inventory form 
(Appendix C) 

2. Detailed report on the condition of the artwork, 
supported by photographs 

3. Copy of title or other ownership documents 
4. Appraised value of the work by two independent 

consultants, if obtainable 
5. Justification for deaccession, according to the 

criteria of the Deaccession Policy 
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6. Documentation of correspondence, press or other 
evidence of public debate documenting extended 
adverse public reaction 

7. Suggested methods of deaccession (sale, transfer, 
auction, disposal) 

8. Alternatives to deaccession and costs of doing so 
9. Documentation of notification of the artist, if 

living, and any related correspondence. 
10. The opinion of the City Attorney on any restrictions 

which may apply to this specific work 
The report is presented to the HACC for dedsion by a 
majority vote of the full Council. 

Methods of Deaccession 
The HACC may choose one of these methods of 
deaccession or may suggest alternatives appropriate to 
the particular case. All proceeds from the sale or auction 
of the artwork will be deposited in the public art fund. 
The preferred methods of deaccession are as follows: 

1. Relocation of the artwork. (This method should be 
given the highest priority.) 

2. Withdrawal of the artwork from public display and 
subsequent storage 

3. Sale or exchange of the artwork through the 
following means: 

4. Offer the artist the right of first refusal to buy 
back the artwork at the current appraised value or 
a price to be negotiated 

5. Obtain a professional appraisal of the artwork's 
value and advertise it for sale by auction 

6. Seek competitive bids for the purchase of the 
artwork 

7. Donate the artwork to another government or non­
profit organization 

8. Dispose of the artwork using City surplus property 
procedures 
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Murals Policy 

Murals are an art form bringing drama, color and context 
to city streets. Often they celebrate the history of the 
city, its communities or the specific location of the wall 
itself. Using blank walls as an art surface can be an 
excellent temporary use of a slte in transition and a 
rallying point for neighborhood pride, as well as a 
proactive deterrent to graffiti. 

City murals programs are often a partnership between 
artists, community sponsors and building owners. In many 
cases, the public art murals program is a matching 
program that requires the proponents to secure the 
location, artists, design and community support in order 
to qualify for matching funds and inclusion in the City 
public art collection. 

Sign ordinances and other City codes may need revision to 
accommodate murals. The Regional Arts and Culture 
Council in Portland and the City of Beaverton have mural 
matching programs that could serve as models for 
developing a City policy that encourages murals on 
appropriate blank walls. 
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APPENDIX 
Sample Public Art Inventory Form 

Artist(s): Date of work: 

Date acquired: How acquired (commission, donation, purchase, loan): 

Title: 

Dimensions (height x width x depth or diameter): 

Discipline (e.g., sculpture): 

Medium (e.g., welded stainless steel): 

Fabricator (as a resource for future repairs): 

Location (building I room, street address, or approximate locale): 

Ownership: 

Purchase price: 

Funding source: 

Interpretive signage I label: 

Maintenance (current condition): 

Maintenance record (repairs done, when, by whom): 

Photographs (digital images of multiple views, details): 

Background material on artist: 

.. Hillsboro Public Art Master Plan Page 35 
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HiUsboro Public Art Master Plan 

Don Merkt 
Water Quality Lab 

Portland, OR 
Photo: 4culture 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
MEMORANDUM 

DATE: November 24, 2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Hillsboro Police Department 
Amber Ames, City Recorder 

SUBJECT: Request for liquor license endorsement 

Please consider staff recommendations for the following liquor license application: 

1. Premier Services Group, 873 NE 341
h Ave - Original Application - Full on­

premises sales 
2. Taste of Asia, 264 E Main St.- Original Application- Full on-premises sales 
3. Shonna's, 1823A SE TV Hwy- Original Application- Limited on-premises sales 

The Police Department has reviewed the applications and recommends Council 
endorsement. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call the Hillsboro 
Police Department (503-681-6174) or Amber Ames (503-681-6117). 

Attachments: 
OLCC Liquor License Applications 



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

REQUEST FOR CITY COUNCIL ENDORSEMENT No. lgq -Ci) 
Liquor License Application 
City of Hillsboro, Oregon 

Indicate type of application: 

~·- $100.00 Original Application 
D $ 75.00 Change of Ownership 
D $ 75.00 Change of location 
D $ 75.00 Change in privilege 
D $ 35.00 Renewal or Temporary 
D $ 25.00 Off-premises sales 

~ 
D 
D 
D 

License type: 

Full on-premises,~~~f:.:._~=.:::t..=;.x..!..:.::z:::.J, 
Limited on-premises sales 
Off-premises sales 
Temporary sales license 

BUSINESS NAME: 0 l 0 f"d~t m~4fiiAz MLi :w~ 
DBA NAME: f1'd'Mt~ Q;/lt/~~~ ~~;-0 

' 
.... IJ· Business Address: i?tJ · ~ 4-t/g' ~4( tJU.t d66 am~~ "51-
~ /1 ~3~ 

Applicant: ~/! L/AJP.a/1 
(Full N?mP) 

Home Address: 
Street u Home Phone 

City State Zip Business Phone 

Driver's License No.: 
-1 State: 

Co-Applicant: ____________________________ _ 
(Full Name) 

If more than one co-applicant, provide complete information on each (attach page(s) as 
necessary). 

Home Address: 
Street 

City 

Driver's License No.: 

State Zip 

State: 

Home Phone 

Business Phone 

Note: If applicant is a corporation, list name and address of home offices: ______ _ 

~ 461-- ~-~--' 

I hereby attest that the information provided above is true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. It is understood that the City may request additional or supplemental information 
during the course of processing thm: ~ tion . Q I (} 
Date: ll/1_),~ ~'C~ r I ignature( s) of A-=p=---p--=lic:___a--=n:_t( s_)_o_:r :__A+ge_n_t(_s_) ---------

City Business License No.: ____________ _ Receipt No. ____ _ 

Page 1 of 2 



--~~---

NOU-18-2008 10:28 CITY OF HILLSBORO ADMIN 503 681 6232 

Note: This page is to be filled out for new applications, change of ownership, change of 
location. change of dass of license and temporary licenses. 

Describe in detail the nature of the establishment vou propose to operate. (For example, is your 
facility going to be a tavem, a family dining establishment, a neighborhood grocery store, part of 
a community shopping center, a special purpose retail outlet like a wine shop, etc.) If additional 
space is necessary, please use the back of this form, or attach additional page(s). 

P.04 

/i)L ~ ~c3€ ~ t~Pur#J 7fj w.~ ~01 
u:fl~-~d.4 ~Itt~~ 
Days and hours of operation: ___.tA~~::...:~ "---'-:....=c__ ____ --:::,------------

Ratio of projected food sales to alcohol sales: ~ i~ c)/) ali • 
__ ~ervice Capacity (i.e. maximum number ot customers that can be accommodated at any give 
•M-ti~~;-·t&u£~ 61• ~~~ 

Previous business names and addresses where you have ever been licensed. (Use reverse 

side of this application for additional space if necessary.) 

,!(~~~~~ 

Has the applicant ever been issued a liquor license? Yes ~o 0 
If yes, describe below the nature and location of the ouUet(s), the type of license, and the dates 
during which the license was held. 

Police Department: Approved JiJ Denied 0 d~/ /bJV(z._ 
Signatur~ 

Crnnments: ---------------------------------------------------------

P<~ge 2of2 



OREGON LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION 

LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION 
PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 

Application is being made fdr: 

LICE~SE TYPES 
t:.atfun On-Premises Sales ($402.60/yr) 

Q Commercial Establishment 
Q Caterer 
0 Passenger Carrier 
~ther Public Location 
0 Private Club 

0 Limited On-Premises Sales ($202.60/yr) 
0 Off-Premises Sales ($100/yr) 

Q with Fuel Pumps 
Q Brewery Public House ($252.60) 
0 Winery ($250/yr) 
0 Other: kht~ CA:fM_,tiG 4-q?rZtJdti{ 

Applying as: 

ACTIONS 
~ 0 ~hange Ownership 
)(New Outlet 
0 Greater Privilege 
0 Additional Privilege 
-other~L-

M~tr!~ 
~ /?;(z.._ 

0 Individuals 0 Limited 
Partnership 

~oration Q Limited liability 
Company 

1.Applicant(s): [See SECTION 1 of the Guide] 

FOR CITY AND COUNTY USE ONLY 

The city counGiJ O[ c:oun!)' commission: 
t{UL5CORD 
(name of city or county) 

recommends that this license be: 

By:_j 
(si 

Name 

Title:_ 

/GranteGt'u Deniecl 0 

OLCC US_:..9jr 

Application Rec'd by:__.~-... .... 9~--------

Date: \ 0 · \ b "C ~ . 
90-day authority: 0 Yes 0 No 

<D c; o z(/~_A/r U4&4G£Ay£d ~ 
I -------------------------------------@ _____________________________________ @ __________________________________ _ 

2. Trade Name (dba): P./!.fon-1/U 5'.v;z. t/~7 G/zc?<f;t'? G2_ &46£~at4v ~/L-L k"l/2 {!Vfl?'~ 
J 7 

3. Business Location: 873 Nf- ,jf-tlt/f1f0 ;;h/b6fiiU W~ t)tt-f£JM£ q7/J-f 
(number, street, rural route) (city) (county) (state) (ZIP code) 

4. Business Mailing Address: /) 0. J}!;uJ (c L.f 2---lfJ 5d£PH (!)/2'i::.- 97 2 o;; 
(PO box, number, street, rural route) (city) (state) (ZIP code) 

5. Business Numbers: __ :J(_<'_3_-_5_~...:..(_-__::.g_.y'--7-'-7...._ ___________ ~'-'o"""'3.:.-~-=5-'~:...:.1_· ~--=-8 ....... cf-_'1.!.-..+-1 
(phone) (fax) 

6. Is the business at this location currently licensed by OLCC? QYes ~ 

7. If yes to whom: ____________________ Type of License: ________________ _ 

9. Will you have a manager? QYes ONo 
(mana r must fill out an Individual history form) 

10. What is the local governing body where your business is located? 1/tl/s be>&(.), tJi?-£.Golf 
~ , /::· _ I (name of city or county) 

11. Contact person for this application:...,_u_LA>f:_e/;=--.:'--U/Z6..1{=-=~~-=-...;:'--:.....-_________ ~----- ___ _ 
(name} (phone number(s) 

{address) (fax number) (e-mail address) 

I understand that if my answers are not true and complete, the OLCC may deny my license application. 
Applicant(s) Signature(s) and Date: 

ifi:ttf cr b r ~:::-1-,...-~-s----0-~ ==========~~~~~~~----~-----= ~::: __ _ 
1-800-452-0LCC {6522) 

www.olcc.state.or.us 



REQUEST FOR CITY COUNCIL ENDORSEMENT 

Indicate type of application: 

Liquor License Application 
City of Hillsboro, Oregon 

License type: 

.-~ !';::) 
No. ;:o\ -CO 

'[)) & ~ 
~ NOV 12 2008 

0 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

$100.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 35.00 
$ 25.00 

Original Application 
Change of Ownership 
Change of location 
Change in privilege 
Renewal or Temporary 
Off-premises sales 

~ Full on-premises ';.'1'"'un~·u 

BUSINESS NAME: 

DBA NAME: 

D 
D 

Limited on-premi~~~~..L!.!~~'-%..:~...1 
Off-premises sales 
Temporary sales license 

Business Address: ~~~L~~~~~~~~~~~~L·~~~~~~~~~~-~-~-~L-~~~~-~ll~s~~~c~-~~~~-~~~~~~q7l ~~ 

Applicant: ?~ ~:<. r-

Home Address: 
Street 

-
C1ty 

Driver's license No.: 

Q, J nc -----rr- u oo<j 
(Full Name) 

State Zip 

State: 

Home !-'hone 

s-os-- ;:,,;-s 6-7 B 
Business Phone 

Co-Applicant: _____________________________ _ 
(Full Name) 

If more than one co-applicant, provide complete information on each (attach page(s) as 
necessary). 

Home Address: 
Street 

City 

Driver's License No.: 

State Zip 

State: 

Home Phone 

Business Phone 

Note: If applicant is a corporation, list name and address of home offices: _______ _ 

I hereby attest that the information provided above is true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. It is understood that the City may request additional or supplemental information 
during the course of processing this application. 

Date lliJ<2/o£, ~~ 
S ig nature( s) of A pPliC3flt(S)f){gent(S) 

City Business License No.: _____________ _ Receipt No. _____ _ 

Page 1 of 2 



-----------------~- ---- -----

NOV-18-2008 10:33 CITY OF HILLSBORO ADMIN 512136816232 P.18 

Note: This page is to be filled out for new applications, change of ownership, change of 
location, change of class of license and temporary licenses. 

--DeSCribe in detaU the nature of the establishment you propose to ooerate. (For example, is your 
facifrty going to be a tavern, a family dining establishment. a neighborhood grocery store. part of 
a community shopping center. a special purpose retail outlet like a wine shop, etc.) If additional 
space is necessary, please use the back of this form. or attach additional page{s). 

Days and hours of operation: s . .~. 0 - -:cb.M-.Csd .il:J G; ag.ro 

R5tib of pfbjeetea'fOO<fSales· to alcohol safes: _F..L_l;o~o;z.sd..!ll._~~~o2?.:s=oL__,,._L._t.;;A~\.l.s;_~g.:Jh~uu.\ -~k,z..:O~~:.s;l.c 

time): ----~~-------------------------------------------------
Previous business names and addresses where you have ever been licensed. (Use reverse 

side of this application for additional space if necessary.} 

Has the applicant ever been issued a liquor license? Yes 0 No ~ 

If yes, describe below the nature and location of the outlet(s), the type of license, and the dates 
during which the license was held. 

Has the applicant ever been cited or had a compliance plan in effect for a liquor license? 
-~ ·'"·~--~,.-.. . Yes 0 No ~ 

ff yes. describe below the nature of the license sought, the location of the proposed outlet, the 
date ·Of the citation, and reasons for the citation_ 

..... -~.,!;l;i'~ ....... ~--~~ ..... ~-"'-·, 

Is any building remodeling planned? If so. generally describe. 

Police Department: Approved ~ Denied 0 

Comments: -----------------------------------------------------------

Page 2 ot2 



~- ~~- -------------

8 . • 
-"t?9njJO£/Jl6Y j ~£~S-£ /f 

OREGON LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION 

LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION 
j 

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 

AQQiication is being made for: FOR CITY AND COUNTY USE ONLY 

LICENSE TYPES ACTIONS The city council or county commission: 

)(Full On-Premises Sales ($402.60/yr) tit-change Ownership 
.Jf Commercial Establishment 0 New Outlet 

(name of city or county) 

0 Caterer 0 Greater Privilege recommends that this license be: 
0 Passenger Carrier 0 Additione_fP7!Jilege 

Granted 0 Denied 0 0 Other Public Location ~ther 17 
0 Private Club By: 

0 Limited On-Premises Sales ($202.60/yr) (signature) {date) 

0 Off-Premises Sales ($100/yr) PYI {?;I 
Name: 

0 with Fuel Pumps 
Title: 0 Brewery Public House ($252.60) 

0 Winery ($250/yr) Ll01(3q OLCC USE ONLY 
0 Other: 

Application Rec'd by:~5 
AQQI~ng as: 

Date: //-' 12--- c) K 
0 limited ~ndividuals 0 Corporation 0 Limited Liability 

90-day authority: ~s Partnership Company ONo 

r l?dividuals J?flying for the license: [See SECTION 1 of the Guide] 

;-~ ex ~ o. @ ____________________________ _ 

® ® ____________________________________ __ 

2.TradeName(dba):/a_s;)p o;J d--5:3/a 
:> 

3. Business location db L/ L/7laL.rz c£-1- //; / f;};;!JrZ) , 97/d3-
(number, street, rural route) (city) ('X>un,ty) (ZIP code) 

4. Business Mailing Addres 
(PO box, number, street, rural route J (city} (stail) (ZIP code) 

5. Business Numbers:. 
(fax) 

ONo 

8.FormerBu~nessName:.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~----~----------~--~ 

9. Will you have a manager?)qYes ONo Name:.___,,__..,....:::..:-->::::L..-.,-----~,o....c..-~-'-:---""-~~~.q---::-~:---~-----;= .... 

,......u•t:SS} (fax num~ (e-mail address) 

I understand that if my answers are not true and complete, the OLCC may deny my license application. 

plicant~te: 

"'"'====::::~~-~-~!3 -~~:::::.._....::___ ______ Date /q/.N
7
tSB ® Date __ _ 

®---~----------------- Date ____ ® ____________________ Date __ _ 

1-800-452-0LCC l6522) 
www.oregon.gov/olcc (rev. 12/07) 



REQUEST FOR CITY COUNCIL ENDORSEMENT 
Liquor License Application 

No. 2a)- o& 

City of Hillsboro, Oregon 

Indicate type of application: 

~ 
D 
D 
D 
D 

$100.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 35.00 
$ 25.00 

Original Application 
Change of Ownership 
Change of location 
Change in privilege 
Renewal or Temporary 
Off-premises sales 

D 

~ 
D 

License type: 

Full on-premises 
,.,.._......_"":-"''-'--..:...:..:.;=~ 

Limited on-premises sales 
Off-premises sales 
Temporary sales license 

BUSINESSNAME: ~~~~~Q~~+n~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
DBA NAME: A f fan 5 UJ:/ 

BusinessAddress:*'fk3A <;;f TV llivl{ -1-/-tNdXJYO 
Applicant: \ )_ u. ~\( l+a fr2J ( k m 

T (Full N3Jlle) . 

11-/23 

Home Address: -
StrPPf 

Driver's License~o.: . 

Co-Applicant: 0 tfJ 0 h n ~ 
If more than one co-applicant, 
necessary). 

Home Address: 

-
City 

Driver's License No. 

Home Phone 

vtcne Business Phone 

State: _v _____ _ 

[j1SS Yn 
(Full Name) 

provide complete information on each (attach page(s) as 

Zip 

State: 

~rnePhone 

Business Phone 

Note: If ~pplicant is a corporation, list name and address of home offices: __0 tlfJ1l- /i.J a Jl]ctVL 

I hereby attest that the information provided above is true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. It is understood that City ay request additional or supplemental information 
during the course of processing this plic 

Date: l/ /1 o ) t7 Y 
I I 

Receipt No. ____ _ 

Page 1 of 2 



CITY OF HILLSBORO ADMIN 503 681 6232 

, ,,_,--~,....lhis~ ~ ;o .be,Jilled oot fat new appUcatioos, change ol ownesship, change of 
locatiOn, change of dass of license and temporary licenses. 

Describe in detail the nature or the establishment you propose to operate. (For example, is your 
facility going to be a tavem, a family dining establishment. a neighborhood grocery store, part of 
a community shopping center, a special purpose retail outlet like a wine shop, etc.) If additional 
';!'""" is necessary, please use the back of th~rm. or al1ach additional page( s ). 

~ wd{ bt Wutm tJLir s-h;!e. fodc, bur, 
ttro/ Wrnt., J . 

Days and hours of operation: 7hirn - Jun (/ fo 7 
Ratio of projected food sales to alcohol sales: _S_o~{.._5..w::_o __________ _ 
Service Capacity {Le. maximum number of customers that can be accommodated at any give 

time): 5D (~o '<.) . 
. . Previous business names and addres~es where you have ever been licensed. (Use reverse 

side of this application for additional space if necessary.) 

Has the applicant ever been issued a liquor license? Yes D No ~ 

If yes, describe below the nature and location of the outlet(s}. the type of license, and the dates 
during which the license was held. 

Has the applicant ever been cited or had a compliance plan in effect for a liquor license? 
Yes 0 No~ 

If yes, describe below the nature of the license sought, the location of the proposed outlet, the 
date of the citation, and reasons for the citation . 

. Js any building remodeling planned? If so, generatly describe. -'l._l\_,_,_r_.h .... ~ ....... f--1..:., ;..."''--'1--t:\..-=----
b~. 

Police Department: Approved ~.Denied 0 

Comments: 
-------------------------------~----------------

Page 2of2 
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-------------- -------

OREGON LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION 

LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION 
PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 

AQQiication is being made for: FOR CITY AND COUNTY USE ONLY 

LICENSE TYPES ACTIONS The city council or county commission: 

0 Full On-Premises Sales ($402.60/yr) D Change Ownership 
D Commercial Establishment ~New Outlet 

(name of city or county) 

D Caterer D Greater Privilege recommends that this license be: 
D Passenger Carrier D Additional Privilege 

Granted 0 Denied 0 D Other Public Location D Other 
D Private Club By: 
~ Limited On-Premises Safes ($202.60/yr) (signature) (date) 

DOff-Premises Sales ($100/yr) Name: 
D with Fuel Pumps 

Title: 0 Brewery Public House ($252.60) 
0 Winery ($250/yr) 

OLCC USE ONLY 
D Other: 

Application Rec'd by: r . )2_ 
AQQiying as: I 

Date: )1-6-0f 
D Limited D Corporation )Q Limited Liability D Individuals 

Partnership Company 90-day authority: DYes D No 

{_L(_ 
@~~--~~~L_~~---------------------® ______________________________ _ 

2. Trade Name (dba):._~-=-.L~_!.--"'(}CL..L_.!..L~::...____,_~~----.----------,f-k---.41-'----------:-----
3. Business Location: J</23 -A OR q{ tl-3 

-~~~~~~~~---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--
(number, street, rural route) (state) 

4. Business Mailing Address:._~-L£'4a~mlL.[5.,.e.e__ ________________________ ---=--=---:---:--
(Po box, number, street, rural route) (city) (state) (ZIP code) 

5. Business Numbers{26:'3) {7% T-< L 503) f'Gf3 ~ ftz L c:J J 
(phone) (fax) 

6. Is the business at this location currently licensed by OLCC? DYes \;U>io 

7. If yes to whom: _____________________ Type of License: _______ __:_ ______ _ 

8. Former Business Name: ________________________________ _ 

9. Will you have a manager? DYes ~o Name: __________ ----:-:-:---:----:--::---:-:--:--cc--:----:---:------
(manager murt fill out an individual history form) 

10. What is the local governing body where your business is located? i..Jli~M t h}') hv\.. 
)
. ~ } 1 (name ff c1y_,or co-;;jJ.Y}: ) X'' _ . 

11._C~n~ct pers<:n ;or thi:> application: > ~-~ _{_L-\,/ Utff)--&1 ( &- l ~~ {y ?J -~ '26 l 
,_,_ - (phQnP 'lUmberls' 1 

•. 

(address) (e-man address) 

I understand thatlf my ar<swers are not true and complete, tne UL'-''"' ..... , Jeny my license application. 
Appli~ant( ature(s) and Date: 

\ 

___________________________ Date ______ _ 

_________________________ Date ______ _ 

(rev. 12/07) 



Common Types of OLCC Licenses: 

Full On-Premises Sales (F): 

This type of license allows the sale and service of distilled spirits, malt beverages, and 
wine for consumption on the licensed premises. The OLCC issues Full On-Premises 
Sales (F) licenses to caterers (F-CA T), commercial establishments (F-COM), private 
clubs (F-CLU), public passenger carriers 
(F-PC), and other public locations (F-PL). 

~ Previously hard liquor dispenser license (DA, DB. DC) 

Limited On-Premises Sales (L): 

This license allows the sale of malt beverages, wine and cider for consumption on the 
licensed premises, and the sale of kegs of malt beverages for off premises 
consumption. 

* Previously RMB (Tavern) license 

Off Premises Sales (0): 

This license allows the sale of malt beverages, wine, and cider in factory sealed 
containers for consumption off the licensed premises and allows sample tastings of malt 
beverages, wine, and cider. 

,. Previously called a package store license 

Wholesale Malt Beverage and Wine (WMBW): 

This license allows storage, import, export, and wholesale sale of wine (21% alcohol or 
less) to wholesale and retail licensees, allows wine tastings, and the sale of wine and 
male beverages for customers to drink at the business and "to go" in sealed containers. 

Brewery Public House (BP): 

This license allows the manufacture, storage, sale, and exportation of malt beverages. 
Retail sales may be for on or off premises consumption. Also allows sales of wine and 
cider containing no more than 21% alcohol. 



DATE OF MEETING: 12/2/2008 
AGENDAITEM#:~A~------
EXPECTED TIME:--=6p=m.!..!._.... __ _ 

HILLSBORO CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION ITEM SUMMARY 

ITEM TITLE: Organizational Strategic Planning Process Update 
Core Values Development 

PRESENTED BY: Chris Hartye 
DEPARTMENT: Administration 

City Mission and 

VISION ACTION ITEM? Y _ N_x_ VISION ACTION ITEM#: __ _ 

ITEM DESCRIPTION: 

In response to organizational growth and changing community needs for City services, City of 
Hillsboro executive management directed Administration staff to design and implement an 
organization-wide strategic planning process. The intent of this effort is to formalize the City's 
organizational mission and core values and to develop a five year strategic plan to help guide 
City service delivery. 

The strategic planning process is being conducted in three phases: (1) environmental scan; (2) 
mission, core values, and goals development; and (3) development of five-year strategies and 
actions. A Steering Committee comprised of City department representatives was formed to 
lead the development efforts, facilitated with the help of strategic planning consultant, MIG, Inc. 
The process is inclusive with participation from City employees, City Council, community 
partners and the public. 

PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN: 

In the environmental scan, trends and issues affecting the City were identified in part through 
input solicited from the general public, community partners and external stakeholders. This was 
executed through outreach at Celebrate Hillsboro, a public questionnaire distributed in the City 
Views newsletter, a Latino Community Workshop and an Institutional Partners Workshop. 

City employees also provided extensive input in Phase I of the process, giving their 
perspectives on City strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) through 
employee input meetings and a questionnaire distributed to employees Citywide. In addition, 
one-on-one stakeholder interviews were conducted with City employees, the City Council, and 
community stakeholders on the City's direction and operations. Phase I findings were compiled, 
analyzed and brought forward in the Environmental Scan report, presented to the City Council in 
December 2007. 



-----~--~---------------~-----------------~ 

PHASE II MISSION. CORE VALUES AND GOALS DEVELOPMENT 

After a temporary hold on the project due to personnel and operational transitions, both at the 
City and by the project consultant, the strategic planning process restarted in September 2008. 
To begin Phase II, Steering Committee members reviewed findings from the environmental 
scan and used the employee feedback gathered in Phase I to begin development of a City 
mission statement and set of core values. Initial drafts of these items were given to City 
employees in late October/early November for their review and comments at employee input 
meetings and through an online questionnaire. 

Employee input on the mission and core values was incorporated by the Steering Committee to 
help refine the statements that the City Council is reviewing today. 'Subsequently, the final 
mission and core value statements will be brought back for the City Council to consider for 
adoption on January 61

h, 2009. Between January and March, City Service Area Teams, 
representing the General Fund, Internal Services, and Community Development areas will form 
to begin setting Citywide goals for the five-year strategic plan. The Service Area Teams will be 
comprised of staff from various departmental levels, providing another avenue for diverse 
employee input into the planning process. 

PHASE Ill ACTION PLANNING 

In the third phase, scheduled for the spring/summer of 2009, five-year strategies and associated 
actions will be developed to help guide City management and departmental decision-making in 
working toward the identified Citywide goals. City Service Area T earns and Departments will 
have an integral role in the development of strategies and actions related to the services they 
provide. 

The organizational strategic plan will be complete in December of 2009 and will be used to 
guide budget decisions and operations starting in the 2010-2011 fiscal year. 

BUDGET/FINANCE IMPACT: 

There is no additional budgetary impact for the strategic planning process beyond what has 
been approved for the 2008-2009 fiscal year. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

This work session item is presented as a project update and opportunity for Council to review 
and provide comments on the City Mission and Core Values statements highlighted in the 
attached report from MIG, Inc. There is no request for formal Council action at this time. The 
City Mission Statement and Core Values will be presented to Council for consideration of final 
adoption in January, 2009. 
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MIG, Inc. 
815 SW 2nd Avenue 
Suite 200 
Portland, OR - 97204 
www.migcom.com

 



City of Hillsboro Mission and Core Values - 1 -  

The following document presents the Mission and Core Values of the City of 
Hillsboro, and the process used to develop these important principles that guide 
the work of the City.  The Mission and Core Values were developed with the 
feedback and input of a broad cross section of employees, as well as through a 
series of in-depth discussions with the Strategic Plan Steering Committee.   
 
The Mission and Core Values are critical for the development of the overall 
strategic plan, and provide an important framework for defining and clarifying 
the work of the City. They represent long held values of the City of Hillsboro, as 
well as emerging approaches as the organization grows and changes.  The 
Mission and Core Values define the City as it is, and help to outline a path 
forward towards what the City as an organization is striving to become. 
 
• Section One outlines the Mission of the City of Hillsboro. 
• Section Two outlines the Core Values of the City of Hillsboro. 
• Section Three outlines the process for creating the Mission and Core Values, 

including initial development by the Steering Committee, the employee input 
process, and the refinement process.  

• A series of Appendices are available to provide significant background 
information on the development of the Mission and Core Values. 

 
 
 
 
 
This graphic shows how the Mission and Core 
Values fit into the overall structure of the 
Strategic Plan, helping to guide and direct the 
development of Citywide goals, five-year 
strategies, and specific action steps.  
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Section One:  The Mission of the City of Hillsboro 

The Mission Statement was perhaps the most difficult to succinctly define.  The 
City of Hillsboro works for excellence in many areas, and employees are 
personally invested in their respective fields of work.  This made it challenging to 
develop a concise statement of essential purpose that maintains an element of 
inspiration without becoming anonymous or bland.   
 
The following statement reflects the City organizational 
focus on providing effective services while working to 
maintain and enhance the city’s unique culture and 
“hometown feel.”  The Initial draft of this statement 
received an exceptional 93.4% support rate in 
employee responses gathered online and during two 
employee input meetings. 
 
 
 
City of Hillsboro Mission Statement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A Mission Statement 
summarizes the purpose and 
associated responsibilities of a 
group or organization.   
 
What is our reason for being? 
What business are we in? 

 

“The City of Hillsboro is dedicated to providing visionary 
leadership and responsive municipal services that preserve 

and enhance Hillsboro’s hometown livability.” 
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Section Two:  The Core Values of City of Hillsboro 

As the Core Values discussion developed, Steering Committee Members began 
to realize that one specific Core Value served as an umbrella for all the other 
Core Values being discussed.  Committee Members began to conceive of the 
Core Values as a “flower” or “solar system”, with Excellence in Public Service 
acting as the central tenet, around which the other Core Values clustered.  The 
idea of a central Value surrounded by other Core Values developed into the 
diagram seen below.   
 
Employees were especially enthusiastic about the Core 
Values, with 95.5% of responses expressing support.  The 
diagram provides a simple, graphic representation of 
the City’s Core Values, in an easy to understand 
format.  Supporting language was developed that 
further describes and clarifies the Core Values 
represented in the diagram.  The supporting Core 
Values statements are presented on the following 
page. 

Core Values of the City of Hillsboro 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  
Values express the internal 
beliefs or philosophy that 
guides an organization in 
achieving its mission.   
 
How do we do our work, with 
what characteristics or 
hallmarks?   
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Excellence in Public Service 
Striving for excellence in public service is the objective for all of our work, and this 
is reflected everyday in our efforts and actions.   Underlying this commitment is a 
dedication to the following values that serve as guiding principles for the services 
we provide to the community.  

Stewardship of the Public Trust 
As stewards of the public trust, we are committed to sound, responsible, honest 
and transparent management of the public’s finances, the city’s resources, and 
our shared natural environment. 

Respect for Diverse Voices and Ideas 
To enhance our effectiveness as public servants, we strive to incorporate diverse 
voices, ideas, and cultures that reflect Hillsboro’s rich personality. 

Tradition of Reliability 
We value the stability and successes of our history.  This foundation gives us 
strength and builds trust, and we strive for dependability in our work to preserve 
and enhance the livability of our city. 

Emphasis on Innovation 
We value creative and practical solutions.  We work to make our services more 
efficient and effective by continuing to seek out innovative approaches. 

Leadership with Ethics and Integrity 
We believe that ethical conduct and integrity are the fundamentals of strong 
leadership.  We empower our employees to be leaders in their own work, and 
we value the leadership that Hillsboro provides to the region and the State of 
Oregon. 

Culture of Teamwork and Communication 
We value our colleagues and the work we do together.  We foster a supportive 
culture that is committed to teamwork and partnership, and we strive to work 
collaboratively and communicate effectively across departments. 

Responsiveness in Customer Service 
We value offering fast, friendly, flexible, and fair service to the public.  We 
cooperate with our community and with our business and institutional partners to 
find practical solutions that work.
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Section Three: The Mission and Core Values Development Process 

The development of the Mission and Core Values began during Phase I of the 
Strategic Planning process, in the form of stakeholder interviews, employee 
meetings and questionnaires, a community event, and meetings of the Steering 
Committee. Through each of these activities, the overarching purpose and 
beliefs of the City as an organization were discussed in the context of strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and challenges facing the City. Later, at the start of 
Phase II, the Strategic Plan Steering Committee, comprised of department heads 
and senior staff, engaged in discussions that drew from these findings.  The 
Steering Committee developed a draft Mission Statement and set of Core 
Values that was submitted to employees for their feedback and comments.  
Employees provided input through three different methods.  They could attend 
one of two employee input meetings, respond to an online questionnaire, or 
provide comments online directly through the project website.  The employee 
feedback was then reviewed by the Steering Committee to further refine the 
Mission and Core Values. 
 
Initial Development of the Mission and Core Values 
In meetings held on September 26th and October 13th of 2008, the Strategic Plan 
Steering Committee developed a draft Mission and set of Core Values.  During 
these meetings the Project Facilitation Team led the Steering Committee through 
a series of facilitated discussions and group activities designed to identify and 
refine a set of Core Values and an overall Mission Statement. 
 
The Steering Committee discussions were grounded in the information and 
feedback gathered from hundreds of employees, stakeholders, and members of 
the public during the initial Environmental Scan phase of the Strategic Plan 
process.  During the Mission and Core Values Steering Committee meetings, 
participants were presented with an analysis and summary of relevant key 
themes that were identified during the development of the Environmental Scan. 
 
Using these key themes as the starting point for their discussion, the Steering 
Committee first developed a draft set of Core Values.  They used the Core 
Values as the foundation for the development of an organizational Mission 
Statement. 

Key Core Values Discussion Themes 

• Demonstrating strong leadership and a vision for the future; 

• Maintaining stability and continuity of management; 

• Retaining and attracting qualified, dedicated employees; 

• Encouraging and incorporating new voices and ideas; 
• Maintaining an organizational culture that values all employees; 

• Preserving a culture of employee engagement and ownership; 
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• Delivering responsive and effective customer service (“fast, flexible, friendly, 
and fair”); 

• Ensuring that management is accessible and open; 

• Building connections with all communities, and; 

• Supporting a culture of partnership with the community; 

Elements of all the Core Values discussion themes were evident in responses 
gathered from employees, key stakeholders, and the public. However, some 
themes were emphasized more than others by these different groups: 
 
• City employees offered clear direction that new voices and new 

communities should be highly valued and engaged, as did key stakeholders;   

• Stability and continuity of management was highly valued by employees; 
and, 

• The Public emphasized the unique assets and characteristics of Hillsboro. 

Key Mission Discussion Themes 

• Protecting and enhancing the health, safety, and well being of the 
community; 

• Providing a strong commitment to efficient and effective provision of core 
services (water, sewer, public safety, etc.) 

• Accommodating growth in a manner that preserves and enhances 
community livability  

• Providing transparency, accountability, and proper stewardship of the public 
trust 

• Leading economic development and job creation efforts 

Elements of all the Mission discussion themes were evident in responses gathered 
from employees, key stakeholders, and the public, however some themes were 
emphasized more than others by these different groups: 
 
• Key stakeholders and the public were particularly interested in attracting 

economic investment, and in preserving and enhancing livability.  

• Core service provision was most highly valued by employees. 

• The public prioritized effective growth management and maintaining quality 
of life as critical aspects of the City’s Mission. 

• The public emphasized economic development and job creation more than 
stakeholders or employees.  

• Input from key stakeholders emphasized responsive customer service as 
critical to the Mission of the City. 
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Employee Input and Refinement of the Mission and Core Values 
 
After the Mission and Core Values were initially drafted, they were presented to 
employees citywide for their review and comment.  Input was gathered through 
several channels.  First, the draft was posted to the project website where 
employees could provide general anonymous feedback.  All City employees 
were also encouraged via emails from the City Manager and Project Team to 
review and provide feedback through an online questionnaire.  In addition, two 
employee input meetings were conducted on November 4th and November 6th, 
2008.  During these meetings, the Project Facilitation Team reviewed the draft 
Mission and Core Values, answered any questions that arose, and solicited 
feedback.  Verbal input from city employees participating in the meetings was 
recorded on a detailed whiteboard.  Please refer to the appendices to see the 
specific responses gathered during this process.   
 
A total of 143 city employees participated in reviewing and providing feedback 
on the draft Mission Statement and Core Values, comprising over 20% of 
Hillsboro’s full-time employees. 
 
Key Employee Input Findings 
 
Several key findings emerged from an analysis of employee input. 
 
• The response to the Mission and Core Values was overwhelmingly positive.  

93.4% of respondents agreed, or agreed with some suggestions that the 
Mission Statement, “effectively described the purpose of the City of Hillsboro 
organization,” while 95.5% of responses stated that they agreed or agreed 
with some suggestions that the Core Values reflected, “how we as City 
employees should carry out our mission.” 

• 94 responses to the online questionnaire were received on the Mission 
Statement, and 84 were received on the Core Values. One response was 
received directly via the website. 

• 48 Employees participated in the employee input meetings held on 
November 4th, and 6th.  In addition to direct input received at the meetings, 
12 responses to the Mission Statement and six for the Core Values were 
received via a distributed comment card. 

• 84 specific suggestions or comments on the draft Mission and Core Values 
were provided through the employee input meeting comment cards and 
online questionnaires combined. 

• Conversation involving the initial draft Mission Statement in the employee 
input meetings was generally positive.  Several participants were concerned 
that it was too “dry” and was not worded in a way that would inspire readers, 
and needed to incorporate Hillsboro’s strength in forward thinking leadership.  
Support for the Mission Statement was strong in the online questionnaire 
responses as well; however, the comments provided several suggestions for 
tightening and clarifying the Mission. 
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• Support for the Core Values was also strong.  In discussions with employees at 
the input meetings, three new potential core values arose: “sustainability,” 
“communication,” and “employees.”  Statements in the online questionnaire 
generally support the addition of these three core values.  A variety of other 
suggestions regarding different ways to combine and simplify the core values 
were also offered. 

• Other themes arose in the comments and discussion:  

− Diversity issues were cited as a potential addition or as a clarification of 
the core value regarding respect for voices and ideas.   

− Some participants wanted a more specific reference to the Hillsboro 
business community in the Mission and in the Core Values. 

− The need to pursue cost effective courses of action that reflect current 
financial concerns was raised as an issue by some participants and 
responses.  This issue may require special consideration moving 
forward, especially as the goals and objectives are developed. 

 

Development of the Refined Mission and Core Values  
Employee comments and feedback were collected and presented to the 
Steering Committee for review and refinement on November 14th.  Some minor 
changes were made to the wording of the Core Values to reflect employee 
comments.  Specifically, clarifications and additions were made to reflect the 
need for specific reference to diversity and sustainability issues, as well as 
ensuring that partnerships with business and institutional partners were included.  
 
The Mission Statement generated more discussion and deliberation.    The 
consensus among Steering Committee members was that, while the draft Mission 
Statement did contain the correct key concepts, in response to employee input, 
it needed additional “spark” to better reflect the City’s commitment to public 
service and excellence.   
 
After discussion, the Steering Committee requested that the Project Team 
prepare revised Mission Statements for further consideration.  As a result, the 
Mission Statement was chosen by a vote, initially between four options, which 
were narrowed to two.  
 

The final Steering Committee vote did not reveal a strong mandate for one 
statement and several members stated that they were happy with either draft.  
A decision was reached based on the statement with a majority of Steering 
Committee support. 

 

The Hillsboro City Council will review and provide comments on the City Mission 
and Core Values statements at their work session on December 2nd, 2008.  The 
statements will subsequently be brought back before Council in early January for 
consideration of final adoption.  



 

 

 



The Steering Committee reviewed feedback and data from the public and employees.
They concluded that one specific value was overarching.  The concept of “Public Service”
is further expressed in all other Core Values.

 

“The City of Hillsboro is dedicated to 
providing visionary leadership and 
responsive municipal services that 
preserve and enhance Hillsboro’s 

hometown livability.”

Strong pluralities of questionnaire respondents 
listed provision of core municipal services as the 
Primary Role of the City (46.68% of City employee
questionnaire responses and 24.89% of Public
respondents).

Preserving and enhancing community livability was
one of the top concerns of employees, the public,
and the City’s institutional partners, according to 
outreach events, stakeholder interviews, and 
input workshops.

Excellence in 
Public Service

Management of public funds, sound fiscal practices, and responsible decision-making
were often cited as important strengths of the City.  This was particularly true for key
stakeholders and employees.  Additionally, public input was clear that responsible 
stewardship is an important factor in building community trust.

 

Stewardship of the
Public Trust

Employees were very clear that they value their co-workers, and hold a sense of pride 
in the work they do together.  1/3 of all employee respondents to the questionnaire highly
valued their co-workers and a strong supportive work environment.

 

Culture of  Teamwork
and Communication

Foundations of the Mission and Core Values

Mission

Core Values

15.6% of employee questionnaire respondents listed the provision of quality customer
service as what they valued most about working for the City (second only to the 
supportive work environment and coworkers).  Additionally, “responsiveness” was a 
top value for institutional and organizational stakeholders and the public.

 

Responsiveness in
Customer Service

Employees and the public valued the innovative methods that the City uses to attract
economic development and resources.  Innovative management and planning practices
were highly valued by institutional stakeholders and City Management, while employees
and the public listed “flexibility” and “vision” as very important.

 

Emphasis on
Innovation

Hillsboro has had only six City Managers since it was incorporated in 1876.  Stability in
management and reliability in provision of municipal services are now key assets for 
the City, and are valued by employees, the public, and stakeholders alike.

 

Tradition of
Reliability

Hillsboro is growing and changing.  Incorporating new communities and ideas into the life
of the City is highly valued.  29.4% of employee questionnaire respondents listed 
“openness/responsiveness to the public” as a key factor in improving the City. Business 
and institutional stakeholders were particularly supportive of new voices and ideas.

 

Respect for Diverse
Voices and Ideas

18.37% of employee responses listed leadership and vision as key factors for improving
the City, while 26.24% of the public responses listed leadership in planning and economic
development as a primary role of the City.  Input from all participants was clear that
openness, transparency, and accountability are critical for leading with ethics and integrity.

 

Leadership with
Ethics and Integrity

A Mission summarizes the purpose and associated responsibilities of a group or organization.  
What business are we in?  What is our reason for being?

Values express the internal beliefs or philosphy that guides an organization in achieving its Mission.
How do we do our work - with what characteristics or hallmarks?

The Mission and Core Values were developed using a wide range of employee and public feedback, including online and paper 

questionnaires, public outreach events, multiple employee meetings, stakeholder interviews and meetings with a variety of 

institutional partners.  This graphic provides the background and foundation for the draft Mission Statement and draft Core Values.



Project Review 

As an organization ... 

• Where ore we2 

• Where do we want to go? 

• How ore we going to get there? 

• How do we know if we ·ve made it? 

1 



Purpose of the Effort 

Goals of the Effort 

• Develop a Mission and Core 
Values 

• Develop Goals 

• Develop Strategies and Actions 
for Implementation 

• Ensure that employees are 
integral to plan's development 

"To develop a 5-year 

strategic plan to 

guide future policy 

directions and budget 

decisions for the City 

of Hillsboro." 

2 



Strategic Planning Process 
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The Environmental Scan 

The Environmental Scan 

• Strengths - Internal 

- Great Employees 

- Compensation and Benefits 

- Pride and Service 

• Strengths - External 

- Livability 

- Strong Economy 

- Invested Residents 
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The Environmental Scan 

• Weaknesses- Infernal 

- Workforce Transition 

- Communication 

- Professional Development 

Weaknesses- External 

- Community Cohesion 

- Maintaining Service Delivery 

The Environmental Scan 

• Opportunities - Infernal 
- Professional Advancement 
- Cross-department Collaboration 
- Workforce Recruitment 

• Opportunities - External 
- Regional Leadership 
- Stakeholder Partnerships 
- Engaging the Community 
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The Environmental Scan 

• Challenges- Internal 
- Management Transition 
- Growth of Organization 
- Enhancing Communication 

• Challenges- External 
- Managing Growth 
- Infrastructure Maintenance 
- Community Involvement 

Mission and Core Values Input Methods 

• Steering Committee Meetings 
- 3 Meetings held to develop and review the Mission ond Core Values 

• Online Questionnaire 
- 94 responses to the online questionnaire were received on the Mission 
Statement 

- 84 were received on the Core Values 

• Website Comments 
- One response was received directly vio the website 

Employee Input Meetings 
- 48 Employees participated in the employee input meetings held on 
November 4th, and 6th. 

- 12 responses to the Mission Statement and six for the Core Values 
were received via a comment card distributed at the meetings 
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Key themes for Mission Statement 

Mission Definition: 

A Mission concisely summarizes the purpose and associated 
responsibilities of a group or organization. 

Key Themes from Phose I Employee Input: 

- Prolecting and enhancing the health, safety and well being 
the community 

- Efficient and effective provision of city services 

-Accommodating growth in a manner to preserve and 
enhance livability 

Employee Questionnaire 

Provision at core services . 83 

.'vlonoging growth to preserve livability 33 

Aspirational Community Service Role 80 

l·iscat Respomrt·ilily/Good Governorce 36 

Promote Economic Development 10 

392 

"'6.68% 

21.17% 

20.41 'to 

9.18% 

2.55% 

100.00% 
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Refined Mission 

The City of Hillsboro is dedicated to 

providing visionary leadership and 

responsive municipal services that 

preserve and enhance Hillsboro's 

hometown livability. 

Key themes for Core Values 
• Core Values Definition: 

Core Values express the internal beliefs or philosophy that 
guides an organization in achieving its mission. 

Key Themes from Phase I Employee Input: 

-Strong leadership and vision 

- Internal stability and continuity 

- Incorporating new voices and ideas 

- Encouraging employee engagement and ownership 

- Accessibility, transparency, accountability and openness 

- Responsive customer service 

- A culture of partnership with community 

8 



Employee Questionnaire 

Coworkers/Supportive and Cooperative Work EnVIronrnent 132 33.33% 

Providing quoiity customer service and serving the community 62 i5.66% 

Pay I B10nefils/C om pen>ation " 1035% 

Manogen1ent 36 9.09% 

Siobility of employment environmcn· 32 8.08% 

City pride 28 7.07% 

Employee Questionnaire 

Cper.ness/RespDnsiveness to the public I i 2 29.40% 

Strong leadership and vis1on for the L•ture 70 16.37% 

Internal communication and coordination 65 17 06% 

Hire and train qualified staff 47 12.34% 

Provide high quality servic10s 27 7.09% 

internal resources/services !technology, etc.) 20 5.25% 
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Refined Core Values 

Refined Core Values 

Excellence in Public Service 

Striving for excellence in public service is the 

objective for all of our work, and this is reflected 

everyday in our efforts and actions. Underlying 

this commitment is a dedication to the following 

values that serve as guiding principles for the 

services we provide to the community. 

10 



Refined Core Values 

Stewardship of the Public Trust 

As stewards of the public trust. we are committed 

to sound, responsible, honest and transparent 

management of the public's finances, the city's 

resources, and our shared natural environment. 

Refined Core Values 

Respect for Diverse Voices and ldeos 

To enhance our effectiveness as public servants, 

we strive to incorporate diverse voices. ideas. and 

cultures that reflect Hillsboro's rich personality. 
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Refined Core Values 

Tradition of Reliability 

We value the stability and successes of our history. 

This foundation gives us strength and builds trust, 

and we strive tor dependability in our work to 

preserve and enhance the livability of our city. 

Refined Core Values 

Emphasis on Innovation 

We value creative and practical solutions. We 

work to make our services more efficient and 

effective by continuing to seek out innovative 

approaches. 
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Refined Core Values 

Leadership with Ethics and Integrity 

We believe that ethical conduct and integrity are 

the fundamentals of strong leadership. We 

empower our employees to be leaders in their 

own work, and we value the leadership that 

Hillsboro provides to the region and the State of 

Oregon. 

Refined Core Values 

Culture of Teamwork and Communication 

We value our colleagues and the work we do 

together. We foster a supportive culture that is 

committed to teamwork and partnership, and we 

strive to work collaboratively and communicate 

effectively across departments. 

13 



Refined Core Values 

Responsiveness in Customer Service 

We value offering fast. friendly, flexible. and fair 

service to the public. We cooperate with our 

community and with our business and institutional 

partners to find practical solutions that work. 

Next Steps for Developing 
Strategic Plan 

Winter- Spring 2009 

Service Area Teams will be farmed to develop 
the 5-year Goals 
Employee Input meetings will be scheduled to 
provide opportunity to comment 

Spring - Summer 2009 

Steering Committee and Service Area teams 
will continue working on Action Plans 

Fall2009 

Strategic Plan will be drafted. vetted and 
finalized 

14 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Mayor Tom Hughes 
City Council 

Memorandum 

Alwin Turiel, A1Cf~__.z.._::_ 
Long Range Planning Supervisor 

1 December 2008 

Island Annexation Staff Report 

Attached are materials relating to annexing unincorporated island properties within Hillsboro. 
The islands are scattered throughout the city with concentrations in south and southeast 
Hillsboro. They were formed as surrounding parcels voluntarily annexed into the City over the 
past 25 years. There are 76 islands totaling 288 acres distributed among 168 property owners 
(see County Islands Map). 

Pursuant to the requirements of Metro Code Chapter 3.09.050, a staff report was made available 
15 days prior to the public hearing, which is scheduled for 16 December 2008. A copy of the 
staff report is attached for your review. The staff report is also available for review at the 
Planning Department. 

A supplemental packet containing an analysis of the feedback received from the public on 
island annexation will be mailed to Council the week of 8 December 2008. The supplemental 
packet will also be available for review at the Planning Department. 

Please retain these materials until a final action has been taken on this matter. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at 503.681.6156. 

Attachments: Staff Report 
Maps (5) 
Public Outreach Materials 
Sample Ordinance 

150 East Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

503/681-6113 FAX 503/681-6232 · www.ci.hillsboro.or.us 
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
1 December 2008 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

REQUEST 

City Council 

Planning Department 

Consideration of Annexation of Multiple Properties Into the City of Hillsboro­
File No. AN 06-08: 76 Unincorporated County Islands Surrounded by the City. 

City Council initiated annexation of 76 unincorporated "County islands" at a work session on 7 
October 2008. The 76 islands are comprised of 189 individual tax lots owned by 168 separate 
entities. At its work session, City Council also authorized an unincorporated property owner 
outreach effort, which has been underway since mid-October. If annexed, approximately 288 
acres of land and adjacent rights-of-way would be added to the City Limits of Hillsboro. The 
purpose of the annexation is to improve City service delivery, reduce redundancies among City, 
County and Special District service providers, and to implement policies contained in the City's 
Comprehensive Plan and Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA) with Washington County. 

BACKGROUND 

The City of Hillsboro has maintained a passive annexation policy over the past 25 years, 
moving to consider annexation only upon an owner's request. Under this approach, the City 
has completed about 600 annexations encompassing nearly 7,600 acres since 1984, averaging 
a little more than 300 acres per year (see attached Annexation History Map). 

This policy has had the unintended consequence of creating multiple enclaves of 
unincorporated tax parcels- or County Islands- within Hillsboro's boundary. Today, there are 
76 such islands, consisting of 189 individual tax lots totaling 288 acres. The location and size 
of these islands are shown in the attachments to this staff report. 

The future of the County Islands is governed by the City of Hillsboro-Washington County Urban 
Planning Area Agreement (UPAA), which establishes the City as the long-term service provider 
and ultimate source of local governance. Under this agreement, islands must be annexed 

Planning Department • 150 East Main Street, Fourth Floor, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-4028 • 503/681-6153 • FAX 503/681-6245 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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before converting to urban uses or receiving urban (City) services. While those who reside 
within the islands receive and pay for direct services from Washington County and other local 
providers, they also benefit from ''free" City of Hillsboro services- including road maintenance, 
parks, libraries, street lighting, emergency response, etc. 

STATUTORY BASIS FOR CITY-INITIATED ANNEXATION 

Annexation of unincorporated areas by cities and special districts was one of the earliest 
statutorily authorized growth management tools, dating back to the 1960s. State statutes on 
annexation are contained in ORS Chapters 198, 199 and 222. Annexation is used to achieve 
efficient provision of municipal services and "sound urban development." The Oregon 
legislative preference regarding annexation is best expressed in ORS 199.410: 

"(t)(a) A fragmented approach has developed to public services provided by local 
government. Fragmentation results in duplications in services and resistance to 
cooperation,. and is a barrier to planning implementation. Such an approach [fragmented 
delivery of public services] has limited the orderly development and growth of Oregon's 
urban areas to the detriment of the citizens of this state." · 

In this language, the Oregon Legislature recognized that islands formed as cities grow can 
create service inefficiencies and confusion for island inhabitants and service providers. 

State law authorizes cities to annex islands without consent of property owners or residents in 
the affected area, or by city voters, provided the entire island is annexed. Under Oregon 
Revised Statutes (ORS 222.750), cities may authorize island annexations by resolution or 
ordinance, subject to referendum. Referred to in the statutes as "Island Annexation"- or 
"consent not required from affected territory", this is the most common method used by cities to 
initiate island annexations. 

The Island Annexation method is unique among annexation procedures, enabling a city to 
annex islands by non-emergency ordinance so long as contiguous parcels in an island are 
annexed in their entirety and the effective date of annexation for residential properties is 
delayed a minimum of three years to afford tax relief to homeowners. Cities may also choose 
to annex only selected islands. However, for Hillsboro selective island annexation would merely 
reduce (rather than eliminate) service inefficiencies and inequities. 

Other Oregon cities, including Salem and Prineville, have completed similar island annexations 
in recent years. 

AREA DESCRIPTION 

The 189 properties under consideration for annexation are located throughout Hillsboro's urban 
area (See County Island Map and Island Property Owner List). The total Taxable Assessed 
Value of all the County Islands is approximately $29 million, which would generate 
approximately $140,000 per year in tax revenue (at 2008 values). 

Approximately three-quarters of the properties under consideration are developed for residential 
use and are located in predominantly residential areas of the City. The most common 
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residential County zones are R-5 Residential and R-9 Residential, which are urban residential 
designations at densities of 5 and 9 units per net acre, respectively. Thirteen properties are 
zoned for industrial use by Washington County and eleven others are designated for other 
employment uses. Four properties located in the Witch Hazel Village area are zoned Future 
Development 20 Acre (FD-20), which is an interim agricultural zone intended to provide a 
limited range of uses "until the urban comprehensive planning for future urban development of 
these areas is complete." 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

At its 7 October 08 work session, the Hillsboro City Council directed staff to seek input from the 
community on the proposed annexation of unincorporated islands within the City's boundary. 

As a result, three open houses were held at different locations in the community. Over one 
hundred sixty personalized letters about the open houses were sent to island property owners 
who would be affected by the proposed annexation and a more general letter was sent to 1 ,889 
surrounding property owners. A similar property owner mailing list was used to notify island and 
nearby city property owners of the 16 December 08 public hearing. 

The format of each meeting was the same, starting with a power point overview by Alwin Turiel, 
Long Planning Supervisor, followed by a facilitated question and answer period. 
Representatives from the Hillsboro Police Department, the Hillsboro Fire Department, Hillsboro 
Public Works, the Washington County Sheriff's Office and Fire District 2 were at each meeting 
to answer questions about their respective departments. A representative from Washington 
County Department of Land Use and Transportation attended the Orenco area meeting. In 
addition, staff from the Planning and Administration Departments were on hand to answer tax 
questions about individual properties. 

A variety of large maps were on display at each meeting, illustrating the location of the islands 
within Hillsboro boundaries, service delivery configurations, and aerial photos. Handouts 
available at each meeting included Frequently Asked Questions for Island Property Owners, 
General Information About Annexation and a brochure titled Hillsboro Island Annexation, 
"Bringing Hillsboro Together." 

The first meeting was held at Glencoe High School on 17 November 08: 18 people attended. 
The second meeting was on 19 November 08 at Imlay Elementary Schools with 21 people 
attending. The third meeting was held at Orenco Elementary School on 20 November 08 with 
41 people attending. In total over 40 percent of all island property owners attended the 
meetings. 

In addition to the open houses and publication of two newspaper articles (in the Hillsboro Argus 
and the Oregonian), information about island annexation was posted on the City of Hillsboro's 
web page and an article on island annexation was included in the November edition of City 
Views. Public hearing notice signage was posted throughout the City in the vicinity of the 
County island areas three weeks prior to the scheduled public hearing. 

Alwin Turiel did a presentation on island annexation at the CP09 meeting on 10 November 08; 
representatives from Hillsboro Fire, Hillsboro Police and the Washington County Sheriff's office 
were also at the meeting. Mayor Tom Hughes, Chief Gary Seidel and Deputy Chief Chris 
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Skinner did a presentation to the Hillsboro Rotary on 20 November 08. Mayor Hughes is 
scheduled to discuss the topic at Community Close-Up, a community forum produced by 
TVCTV, on 15 December 08, the day before to the City Council's public hearing on the matter. 

A full summary and analysis of all the feedback received at the open houses will be 
included in a supplemental packet that will be mailed to Council the week of 8 December 
08. The supplemental packet will also be available for review at the Planning Department. 

APPLICABLE CITY ANNEXATION-RELATED POLICIES 

City Comprehensive Plan Annexation Policies 

Hillsboro's City Charter has no annexation provisions. Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan (HCP) 
Section 2 Urbanization states the City's goal of providing "for an orderly and efficient transition 
of land from rural to urban use through identification and establishment of areas designed to 
accommodate the full range of urban uses within the Hillsboro Planning Area." 

Several HCP Section 2 Policies and Implementation Measures support ultimate City jurisdiction 
over the City's identified planning area (Area of Interest), which includes most of the County 
islands.' These HCP provisions are designed to foster orderly development, effective delivery 

(Ill) Policies 
(A) Urbanization within the planning area shall be consistent with the goals and policies of this Plan. 

Development shall occur according to the availability of urban services and within the context of the 
Urban Planning Area Agreement. . ... 

(F) In the Area of Interest, the City will continue its current annexation policy, under which property 
owners interested in annexation are welcome to contact the City for whatever information and 
assistance they need to initiate and complete the annexation process. 

(G) Upon annexation within the Area of Interest, the City will initiate Comprehensive Plan Land Use and 
Transportation Map changes on recently annexed properties, to City land use designations and 
functional street classifications corresponding as closely as possible to those designations and 
classifications already adopted by Washington County for those properties. 

(H) The City will negotiate with the service districts currently providing urban services to properties in 
the Area of Interest, and will address service provision issues on an individual basis upon receipt of 
petitions for annexation. The City will work toward formal long-term service agreements with each 
affected service district, and shall consider the Area of Interest in all public facility plans. 

(IV) Implementation Measures 
(A)(5) Infill of vacant, bypassed lands, between areas of development, at an urban leve4 shall be 

encouraged. Appropriate measures shall be taken to insure that new development in infill areas is 
compatible with existing developed areas. The City will support a proposed annexation of infill areas 
and allow subsequent development to occur under the clear and objective standards in its 
implementing ordinances, including the Zoning and Subdivision ordinances. 

(G) All land in the Hillsboro Planning Area is assumed to be available for annexation and/or 
development, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, zoning, subdivision regulations, and the Urban 
Planning Area Agreement. 
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of services, efficient government and to manage the City's growing urban areas as a unified 
whole.2 

In addition, HCP Section 12 Public Facilities includes the following Goal and Implementation 
Measures that directly support the City's urbanization policies: 

• Section 12. Public Facilities and Services. Goal (A) Provide public facilities and 
services in an orderly and efficient manner consistent with the expansion of 
urbanization into rural areas. 

• Section 12. Public Services Implementation Measure (C) (2) The City shall require 
properties to annex to the City prior to the provision of sanitary sewer service. 

• Section 12. Public Services Implementation Measure (I) (2) The City shall require 
properties in the urban area to annex to the City prior to the provision of water 
service. 

City-County Urban Planning Area Agreements (UPAA) 

An important HCP implementation tool, the City's 2006 UPAA with Washington County 
anticipates Hillsboro governance of unincorporated islands within the "Active Planning Area." 
The UPAA's stated purpose is to "ensure the timely, orderly, and efficient extension of public 
facilities and urban services" by establishing a program for: 

(A) "The eventual annexation of all urban unincorporated properties into the 
cities; and 

(B) The transfer of County responsibilities, programs, equipment and personnel to 
the cities for urban municipal services, including law enforcement; road 
maintenance, engineering and construction; land use and transportation 
planning; land development; and building." 

The UPAA generally requires annexation to the City prior to initiating urban development. In 
addition, the UPAA requires that any development approved by the County "facilitate 
redevelopment to an urban level of development upon annexation to the City." Together, the 
HCP and implementing UPAA acknowledge the City as the long term urban service provider 
and source of ultimate governance for the County islands. 

2 In 2004 and 2005, unincorporated land within areas known as the Evergreen and Helvetia Industrial 
Areas were added to the Metro UGB. City land use plans were adopted for these areas with property 
owners' support, obtained in large part because of a City policy conunitment to apply a passive 
annexation policy to these areas. Similarly. two properties in the yet to be adopted South Hillsboro 
Community Plan area were annexed in January 2008. The purpose of the annexation in advance of 
community plan adoption was to allow for development of a needed public school to serve the Witch 
Hazel Village and Reedville neighborhoods. Both areas are situated outside the areas covered by the 
UP AA. Therefore, any newly created County islands in these two areas necessarily should be exempted 
from City annexation under any method that does not require owner consent. 
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Washington County Urbanization Forum - 2008 

The Washington County Urbanization Forum is a County-wide study group of elected officials 
from Washington County and the cities therein. Its purpose is to refine discussions on 
urbanization, with the intention of including the resulting policies into the various UPAAs. 
Formal recognition of eventual City governance of the County islands appears imminent in the 
Forum, and current discussions are pointing toward amendments to the UPAAs to include the 
following urbanization policies: 

• Development of fully-urban, complete communities and neighborhoods can best be 
accomplished by "full-service" cities. 

• Future urban growth and development will be directed to Washington County's 
cities. 

• There is a need for a consistent Urbanization Policy for unincorporated urban areas 
and new urban growth areas. 

• The cities should demonstrate their policy commitment to govern all urban areas 
identified as their responsibility by applicable Intergovernmental Agreements. 

Implementation of these emerging policies could call for proactive City annexation of County 
islands and parts of the Aloha area covered by the UPAA and SB 122 Agreements. 

SERVICE DELIVERY 

Island annexation would simplify and clarify service delivery, from the viewpoints of residents, 
property owners and service providers. An analysis of service delivery issues points to several 
specific opportunities for improvement: 

• The Hillsboro Fire Department responds to un-reimbursed service calls in these areas 
an average of 30 times per year. Also, County Island addresses do not align with the 
City address system, which can result in delayed response to emergencies. 

• Police service is challenging. In some cases, the Hillsboro Police Department may not 
even be aware of calls made within their service area. Other times, Sheriff's deputies 
are called in from far away and lose valuable time traveling to the island call location. 
Some calls go to both the City and County, increasing service duplication. 

• County nuisance ordinances are not always consistent with City ordinances. For 
example, Washington County allows up to four abandoned vehicles on a property 
indefinitely, while the City prohibits them outright. The County does not have a noise 
ordinance, stirring complaints from nearby City residents. 

If City Council approves annexing the County islands, fire and police protection would be 
provided by the City of Hillsboro. Property would be automatically withdrawn from the following 
service districts as of the effective date of the annexation; Washington County Rural Fire 
Protection District No. 2, and Enhanced Sheriff's Patrol. A few properties would also be 
withdrawn from Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District and would instead be served by the 
Hillsboro Parks Department following annexation. (See attached Island Service Providers Map) 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES 

The island areas are surrounded by the City and water, sewer and storm drainage facilities are 
readily available to the majority of island properties. Often, residential parcels in island areas 
lack public water and sewer service- even though such infrastructure is nearby. Island property 
owners however will not be required to hookup to City water and sewer service following 
annexation. Sewer hookup is required only if septic systems fail. Hookup to City drinking water 
is voluntary. 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

The City of Hillsboro Transportation System Plan (TSP) covers the entire plannfng area. Thus, 
annexation of the County Islands will not impact TSP implementation. Further, bringing the 
island areas into the City is the first step toward eliminating jurisdictional conflicts that currently 
impact City road and storm drainage maintenance, with the second step being transfer of the 
jurisdiction over the streets from the County to the City. In these cases, annexation of the 
island areas along with adjacent rights-of-way will significantly accelerate and enhance the 
City's ability to maintain and improve local streets. For example, patchwork road jurisdiction 
means Hillsboro Public Works cannot initiate, fund or manage traffic calming efforts without 
County authorization - a source of frustration for many property owners. 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 

Some baseline fiscal impacts anticipated as a result of island annexation, assuming all islands 
are annexed in their entirety, are outlined below. 

• If all islands are annexed, current Washington County service providers could eventually 
anticipate losing the following approximate annual revenues: 

o Enhanced Sheriff Patrol - $37,235 

o Fire District #2 - $45,520 
o Urban Road Maintenance- $6,913 
o TVF&R - $4,304 

o THPRD- $2,412 

• Based on the total assessed value of all island tax parcels, the City of Hillsboro would 
receive new tax revenue of approximately $140,000 per year3

• 

• On average, island residents would see a slight increase in taxes on the order of $1.71 
to $2.12 per $1000 Assessed Value (AV) or $275 to $340 per year on a property with a 
$160,000 AV. For example, the owner of a typical unincorporated island property 
currently pays about $2,375 per year in taxes on $160,000 in assessed value. That 

3 Notes: Using the 2008 tax rate. Actual revenue from residential parcels will be delayed by statute, for at least 
three years or until the parcel is sold. Values will increase over time since the islands are not fully urbanized and 
some properties are undeveloped. 
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figure would increase on average to $2,720 (an additional $28.75 per month) when the 
property is incorporated into Hillsboro. For some island residents, a portion of this 
increase will be offset by reduced fees since they currently pay a premium (generally 
50% above City rates) to access Hillsboro Parks and Recreation programs and services. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA FOR ANNEXATIONS 

The approval criteria for annexations are listed in Metro Code Chapter 3.09.050 (b), (c) and (d) 
as follows: 

(b) Not later than 15 days prior to the date set for a hearing the reviewing entity shall 
make available to the public a report that addresses the criteria in subsection (d) and 
includes the following information: 

(1) The extent to which urban services are available to serve the affected 
territory, including any extra territorial extensions of service; 
(2) Whether the proposed boundary change will result in the withdrawal of the 
affected territory from the legal boundary of any necessary party; and 
(3) The proposed effective date of the boundary change. 

(c) The person or entity proposing the boundary change has the burden to demonstrate 
that the proposed boundary change meets the applicable criteria. 

(d) To approve a boundary change, the reviewing entity shall apply the criteria and 
consider the factors set forth in subsections (d) and (e) of Section 3.09.045. 

Metro Code Chapter 3.09.045 (d) and (e) read as follows: 

(d) To approve a boundary change through an expedited process, the city shall: 
(1) Find that the change is consistent with expressly applicable provisions in: 

(A) Any applicable urban service agreement adopted pursuant to ORS 
195.065; 

(B) Any applicable annexation plan adopted pursuant to ORS 195.205; 
(C) Any applicable cooperative planning agreement adopted pursuant to 

ORS 195.020(2) between the affected entity and a necessary party; 
(D) Any applicable public facility plan adopted pursuant to a statewide 

planning goal on public facilities and services; and 
(E) Any applicable comprehensive plan; and 

(2) Consider whether the boundary change would: 
(A) Promote the timely, orderly and economic provision of public facilities and 

services; 
(B) Affect the quality and quantity of urban services; and 
(C) Eliminate or avoid unnecessary duplication of facilities or services. 

(e) A city may not annex territory that lies outside the UGB, except it may annex a Jot or 
parcel that lies partially within and outside the UGB. Neither a city nor a district may 
extend water or sewer services from inside a UGB to territory that lies outside the 
UGB. 

The proposed annexation of unincorporated County islands would be consistent with all 
applicable City Comprehensive Plan policies and implementation measures cited in this report. 
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In addition, the annexation would be consistent with regional framework and functional plans, 
and the approval criteria of Metro Code Chapter 3.09.045 (d) and (e) cited above. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Should the Council choose to approve the proposed island annexations, staff will prepare an 
adopting ordinance that includes the following: (1) a specific legal description for each island 
area annexed; (2) Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law supporting Council's decision; (3) 
provision for immediate annexation of non-residential properties and adjacent rights-or-way; 
and (4) provision for a three year delay in the effective date for residential properties (in 
accordance with ORS 222.750). 

Non-residential annexations would become effective immediately upon submission to the 
Secretary of State, unless contested by a necessary party as defined in Metro Code Chapter 
3.09.0200). If the proposal is contested by a necessary party then the effective date of the 
annexation can be no earlier than 10 days after the decision is reduced to writing pursuant to 
Metro Code Chapter 3.09.050(f). The City would initiate zone changes from County to City 
zones on the non-residential properties beginning around February 2009. 

Due to the required three-year delayed effective date for annexation of residential properties, 
staff recommends that the associated rezoning of those properties also be delayed until 
approximately February 2012, when annexation of the various areas would be final. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNIN.G DEPARTMENT 

.( ,-------..----.. '( 
c::_::::::.:~~,:~-~ ~· 

Alwin Turiel, AICP 
Long Range Planning Supervisor 

Attachments 

1. County Islands Map 
2. Island Property Owner list 
3. Hillsboro Annexation History Map ( 1984 to 2008) 
4. Island T ox lots: County land Use Designation and Use Map 
5. City Comprehensive Plan Map 
6. Public Outreach Materials - Hillsboro Island Annexation Q&A 
7. Service Analysis Documentation 
8. Island Service Providers Map 
9. City Attorney's Memorandum - "County Islands & Other Annexation Methods" 
10. ORS 222.750 
11 . Island Annexation Ordinance (Sample Draft) 



1. County Islands Map 
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2. Island Property Owner List 
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<!UUa IVI~U 

Assessed 
A& T ValueCoun1tyl 

OWNER1 OWNER2 Acres tax code Site 
AARI ANn, WILLIAM RAND : ~ • M 

:;KEY, oC& ~ S 
0.7 001.28 117,220 

LC lA LAND & CATTLE CO 7980 )W RD 
~~A';;;'' L~ANCDii\1 &iJ;'~ c:;A,.:.:I-TT_,_r::;,ILLE:_:o C::.::CD'--------!r.;,7~9800;-;>~W~ RD 

,N JN' JANET :1960 \IWOL . RD 0 
ASI~FCK, SL :KIM & I KIM, SUNG DUCK . 0 

Y,DOIGLASD& ,R 21940NWQUATAMARD C.9 001.28 
CER, ;y 206(1 SE 74TH AVE .1 007.16 

BARCLAY, GAR'I N 22945 NW CHESTNUT ST 0.3 001.28 
BAUGHMANFA~ RUST lY , JIA 0.5001.28 
~ , DAWN 12 Nl G JSTON CT 0.1 001.27 

8RFGr IY , DAWN 2· Nl G JSTON CT 0.2 001.28 
~~ ·c AND Fll 'F M, TRL 3.2 007.16 
~ , ROBER' C AND iEIL :E M, TRL 2.2 007.16 
-:;: CT, . & CATHERINE 134Js '313TH AVE 0.5 007.17 
BENGE,~ALLEN&LINDAJEAN 6510SE iT 0.7 001.15 
BE - T ; J 22810 NW BIRCH 0.3 001.28 

. & IE G 1.0 029.17 
IBJ DRNSEN, JOANN & STANLEY W 24085 W BASELINE 1.0 007.32 
IBLI\SCHE, HI<..;HAHD AND ~ 3.6 001.13 

;y R I EARL 23030 . GHI ,::; I NUT ST - 001.28 
IElf!BN TRUST BY BETTY RO: IE NOR I F TR 0.6 029.30 
I BRBN TRUST BY BETTY ROSE , TR 0.2 029.13 
CARTEF 11 M JR 25145 SW OZARK LN 0.4 007.16 
CHEATHAM.,!E.EIRY&JEAN 610NW DAVE 0.5 007.16 
CHRI ON, ARIEL · 1160 NW 230TH AVE 0.2 001.28 
:;c _BY, ELfi:_R JR & , M 0.2 001.28 
:;OLU, LAU :R 2185 NW RD 0.5 

DWARD HAND KATHLEEN AN 0.2 001.28 
IC,_t :liN, HARR,~LAINA M 121 SE 54TH A 'E .1 007.32 

7220 SE N ST 0.5 029.26 
c;tiOSS, JOSEPI I • E 22480 SW 0.6 029.26 

:RGEI, ','_l_hLIAM & RUTH E 1409 NE 60TH AVE 0.3 007.15 

241 71 

171 
20{ 
??0 l41 
117,800 
82,110 

157,30C 
3,010 
7,380 

162,360 

83,350 
97,200 
53,400 

176,150 
178,820 

113,~ 
216,960 
115,630 

3,230 
1.400 

116,750 
175,950 
106,410 
84,980 
46,840 
82,110 

186,450 
116,650 

7,800 
82.110 

:RGI, RUTH ELIZP BETH & CSERGI 'WILLIAM 2.2 007.15 , 
'-'' HGI, RUTHELIZP BETH_&_ CSERGI ANr ~FW WILLIAM 0.1 007.01 2,560 

, :YR 5757SEDAVI m 9.3 141,720 
\TZ, HARVEY R 5757 SE DAVI m C .1 029.13 5,240 

L)twl~ JESS J &_NORMi\_AN~ 122930 NW BIR• . ST Q.4 1 001.28 141,070 
DAVIS JESS JACKSON & K. iEN H 1915 NW 228TH AVE 0.5 001.28 255.410 
DAVIS MILTON & PAT FAMI TRS 122315 NW OUi\TAMA RD 0.9 001.28 183,140 

FRANTIS, CHOI AS J AND TANIA M 1565 NW ~on AVE 1.3 007.16 139,710 
, MA IY T 16001 SE LOIS ST 1.0 

IRRIWACH ER,ANIUNIUSBASTIANUS 122890NW Mt::;!NUTST 0.2 001.28 11<,780 
H LIVING TRUST 16466 SE I ST 2.3 0?~ ?0 1,820 

E & RACHE. B ~NV\ ELM ST 2.2 001.28 237,770 
':DD'I, DA~IJIEL J! ENNIFERJ_ 122390 NW Ql.Ji\IAMA RD 0.4 001.28 
EN"lFIF D, D&TINAM I985NWBROC AVE 1.3 007.16 1Rii,360 
EVANS, I RAND CHERYL R 122420 NW QUi\TAMA ~D 0.4 001.28 
FASSOLJ, 11 .& HFI =N R FAMI.YTRLST .2 0 11 ,150 
FASSOLD, . L & I HELEN R ~S!:-;T~IU~JIS~ilT,---+-~-2~~0??~~~:@??0?-H--~117~4,90~CO 
~ · C: & DORIS N 1229211 NW CHESTNIIT ST 0.3 001.28 157,790 
FIJNK LI'IING TRUST IBY M Rl IN J & PHYLLIS TR§ 0.2 001.28 86,610 
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FUNK Ill I IG TRUST IBY J & PHYLLIS TRS 0.3 001.28 195,400 

GAY, 
>AY, 

DONALD D & MOLLY J 
, r R Mt: vue.. LIV TRS 

. R LIV TRS 

131550 NW CAMP IRF ANn ST 2.0 07.1" 198,960 
IY RRI N ) TR & 1.3 29.21 155,860 
IY RRI TR & 0.3 29.21 162,610 

_Lv 
IUMIVJYJ 

r.IM~ , PETEF 

8E 5 SW Vi IT 0.8 29.2E '14,970 

1~285: N V 2~"'""""""""7:':':"r 
0 

1 00".32 153,630 
& " on~ u 19. 00 .16 l99,170 
.BETIYM SW ~--+-~~00.~0~211.2~7~~714~00~,68CO~ 

.B 

GRA \R ND CY J 12621 E 0.9 029.27 145,290 
GUL E- -E, RA' lA I6C NE CORNELL RD 5.0 001.21 239,310 
HAr.KN>;:Y, KARLA & ~AS 11440 SEJM_LAY AVE 2.3 .Qgg,_20 D 

_L TEl A&M~ENEL IPOBOX28o 1.6 007.16 D 
LC JIS G 122750 NW FIRST 2.3 001.28 113,200 

, RDYC 1815 3W AVE 1.8 007.16 113,110 
\Y, I C AND JOY~E 0.3 001.28 D 

~ ICt IAELL 24m>S S'N OZARK LN 3.2 007.16 129,550 

nN GENE ~~===t==~0' .. 5~0~007~' .. 1~6jjt=~115~2:,,~200!gjOC 
\Y, ::;HAELDEAN 20: iN~ 0.5 118,240 

_E' MAIIHt:VIi S Ol5 V\ _ENOXST 5.3 007.17 318,140 
CITYOF 150EMAINST 1.0 001.17 -

RI~A&ANNETIEE LIVINGTRUST 0.4 007.15 185,900 
:VERNON R & SUSIE 6051 SE ~RANr.F!': ST 2.5 !'l, 30:!,670 

u1>JIANAP 705 W227T AVE 0.5 l01. 201~ 

LOV IY, CHRI iER J & LINDA R 1711 NW 19311D Pl 0.5 l51. 21:.,920 

RANDAL JE I _y ANN 6.1 007.32 42<',860 
, RUTH Fl ; RE 'LIVING BY LANf IIF RUTH ::s TR 0.2 001.28 9<'.430 

LEWIS, llYN D & MARY ELLEN 22930 NW : ST 0.2 001.28 4· ,060 
LEWIS,~ l~ C & SUSAN G 22975 NW CHESTNUT 0.5 001~ 152,760 

LEWIS, D AND MARY ELLEN 0.3 001.28 2 
LINN,, G GA~RYPAULA V 22570 NW ELM ST 0.9 001.28 206,610 
LOYER, A 25095 SW LN 0.6 007.16 

, JNE & FAMILY JOINl JRUST 6.3 001.28 
I IINnF 0 Rf. BRAD A 25100 SW OZARK LANE 1.2 007.16 
~.NORA E LIVING TRUST BY NORA E LURGIO TR 1.3 007.16 
LYNCH I & fHY _ YNCH, Jl rMt: r D 0.5 
LYNCH .IF Rnl n 'A AND 0.5 

ACI _ARRY J 3660 NW 313TH AVE 0.4 007.17 
M [ I 2885 SE 73RD AVE O.i ?!'l ?R 

WILBER'. C J[>A i! 23C H AV 0. l01.28 
, ~ /ILLIAM IVING TRU ~OL EEN C LIVING 2. l29.04 

1R II~ > fH' IW U< VVl. D ST 0.2 001.28 
V11CK T iOM~ RUST 2205 SJ:: IMLA . A IE 0.6 O?!'l 20 

IIVIt:f-\Ut RII!':!':F II I & HEIDI R l3• I sw JE RD 1.0 001.11 
!ME '10 o DWIN D & 1.6 
!ME '10 o EDWIN D & 4.0 O?!'l 20 
IMI Ll lA 22990 NW CHESTNUT ST 0.2 001.28 
I MOCK, I D & , A 24100 W JE 2.8 007.32 
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E 1115NW228THAVE 0.2 001.28 
, ) WAND JOD) 0.7 001.28 , 

102,270 

Ml R(NI >J JANICE E 0.9 007.32 116,750 
NFVIINC JLNE~S 1091 3ET AVE ~.9 007.16 40,530 

IL -~LS~----------+1~009~13~ET~A~\'V~E~------+---~-~70~0C7~.J1~~-~125;~,,5 ~100~ 
DVOVICH :x, DER 1270 ~W 2: JTH AVE 1.2 001 ~8 94,530 
CJYE~, LA B & CAROL A 1851 NW C . AVE .7 007. 17 T ,760 

~ \N TRUST & ::JI oRS" , CARL TRUST 0.9 001.28 209,100 
•INDUST AI. PARK OWNERS OF LC ·s 1- 0.6 001.28 -

PALM, DAVID D & E , M 22 JO NW QUATAMA RD 1.2 001.28 212,150 
PEAPER, HI'-'MAHD D AND ~AYLENEA_ 2.1 007.16 229,740 
PELL LUZ 350 NW OOD AVE 2.3 007.16 
"t: I I E 'AITH-Pt I t:M::>ON, 1.0 156,750 
't:l ~SON MICHELLE& ltHH1 494NW I FNOXST 4.0 007.17 ?nQ ?An 

PHIPPS, . L 23050 NW GHEs''f;;T'-;iNJ;,:ellU_:_T . .:e. S;lT'-------t----;-;; --f.OS:C0-71' .2~8-f-;<----~ 111;,;1! 9"-;;,1::'C 11 0~ 
..ASTER, MICHEL 640 NW 23iSfAVE 1.0 001.28 215,230 

POHLMAN, Cl A 'NCE I & DONNA TRL>~::;;;=t:~~:;::------t---47-'i .. 9~00;-::7'~--32-+T-~214-"',9~40 
, • I & 1 J Ll 23755 SW BASEi::liliER~CD=----t---_;;. 4 . .7~0~C07;,;c'··3'.7-2-f-r""'-'-301=,040'-j 

I PORT OF POR' _AND, THE A-1 IN:AVIATION'PROPERTY 4.8 007.16 -
IPOR"OF POR _AND, THE A"IIN:AVIAliUN 'HUI" "y 4.8 007.16 -
IPRI , ARTHUR J JR 3445 NW 313TH AVE 0.5 007.17 92,630 
I PREVOST, ARTHUR R• J JR 3445 NW 313TH AVE 0.3 007.17 24,600 
IPU fZOLU, DAVID M & A 0.3 001.28 126,300 

R & R 4495 NW QUINAULT CT 0.5 001~ 205,810 
I RABEL <lit::> 130 LAK :AVE, STE 200 2.1 001.28 

• 

'N • L. ~~ &I NW AI f1FR >T 0.3 001.28 106,010 
oRS • G 0.8 007.16 ',51 0 
oRS, C • G 0.4 . 0 91 ,920 

~S, EUGENE ALVA 1405SE RD 1.0 007.16 139,530 
I RIVAS, ; R 19045 NW WALKER RD 1.2 051.50 

. MARITAL TRUST & "" FAMII YTRUST 1.9 001.28 165,040 
~ TRUST & TRUST - 001~'-----~--;:-;;';C 3:,,";23110:-J 
IROSE-NOFF, MARILYN J AND HVI:lt:H I JOE 2.4 001.28 260,070 
I ROTHLISI ~RY 965 NW 230TH AVE - 001.28 130 930 
ISABO, WILLIAM D TRUST & FAYE E TRUST 5.7 001.37 1 

, PAUL & . LEE 22810 NW FIRST 3.2 001.28 163,220 
, JESUS & NERI~DA P 0.3 007.16 108,440 

DO, AL J & BUGI\RlN;Ei 3ETH 0.5 007.16 137,350 
IER C AS J & r.AI • E 7176 SE I ST 1.3 n?A.?7 113,870 

.TZ. NILLIAM E & I ITA S 1031 SE TfH AVE 1.1 007.16 68,930 

.TZ, E & I ITA S 1031 SE 7TH AVE 0.5 007.01 
3COHER, 'AIMICIA R& TOOD R 0.6 007.27 47,960 

'FAMILY LIVING TRUST AC oM BY MARVIN E 0.4 001~ 174,780 
RANDYG POBOX101436 0.6. 118,150 

I TH, KIRTIKANT V & HYA 0.0 001.27 520 
TH, KIRTIKART , K 3< THE HI_LS DR 5.5 001.28 14,930 
TH, KIRTIKART iYA K 3< THE HI LS DR 0.8 001.27 132,500 

3HETH, I I AI V/S~HYA K 331 THE HILLS DR 0.4 001.28 ,300 
JVN, JOH~ ~iSJ TRUSTEES 5207 SE t·'A' I ST 1.9 . 0 194,460 

3PECIAL PRC•PE -YVI LLC c/o JS SHARON L 1.2 007.17 101,760 
UGL 670 SW :WOOD AVE 0.4 007.16 140,090 

rE' 'ARD, >EAN L & 1 23890 W BASELINE RD 4.1 007.32 0 
rE' 'AR rANLEY D AND ADELIA H - 001.28 83,510 

I STOUT, TIM W 22830 NW BIRCH ST 0.3 001.28 149,050 
ISW. MICHAEL & 'AI MICIA 3.6 007.16 182,590 
rEAGUE, RONALD NOEL 13700 NW 281ST ~ 4.8 007.16 79,530 

ITH GARY L & CATHY A 124960 SW HA: . RD 0.9 ~;:_:1.2~CO __ r,;--:i-';11•6~7,80s;·CO:-J 
ITH JN,MARTHAB 1600NW 1.1 .16 182,800 
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:X UNTY 
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f430r\iv\i'231STAVE 1.0 001.28 '""" 
1420 NW 231ST AVE 3.1 001.28 303.710-
JWil.FERT ; R TRUSTEE 1.0 001.28 83.110 
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IPOBOX966 1.5 001.28 16.750 
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Affected Properties 

Tax Mao and Tax Lot Site Address Tax Mao and Tax Lot Site Address 
IN233DCOI300 IOONE43RDAVE IN234AD03000 22875 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IN234AD04400 I 025 NW 228TH AVE I N234AD02900 22880 NW BIRCH ST 
I S206DOO 1500 1031 SE 7TH I N234AD0060 I 22890 NW ALDER ST 
IN233AC00500 I 055 NW BROOKWOOD AVE IN234AD04700 22890 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IS204DAOOIOO I 070 SW BROOKWOOD AVE IN234AD05100 22920 NW CHESTNUT AVE 
IS204DAOOIOI 1070 SW BROOKWOOD AVE IN234ADOIOOO 22930 NW ALDER ST 
I S206DOOI300 1091 SE 7TH AVE IN234AD01700 22930 NW BIRCH ST 
IN234AD03300 1115 NW 228THAVE IN234AD02400 22945 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IN234AD03200 1135 NW 228TH AVE IN234AD05300 22970 NW CHESTNUT ST 
I S204DA00200 1150 SW BROOKWOOD AVE IN234AD02100 22975 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IN?34AD02000 1160 NW 230TH AVE IN234AD05600 22975 NW DOGWOOD ST 
I N234ADO 1900 1180 NW 230TH AVE IN234ADOIIOO 22980 NW ALDER ST 
IS203BB00800 121 SE54THAVE IN234AD05400 22990 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IN234AC00300 1250 NW 231ST AVE IN234AC00600 23015 NW BIRCH ST 
I N234AD00900 1255 NW 228TH AVE IN234ACOIOOO 23030 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IN234AD01400 1270 NW 230TH AVE IN234ACOIIOO 23050 NW CHESTNUT ST 
IN234AD00401 1345 NW 228TH AVE I S203AB00200 23300 W BASELINE RD 
IS208CCII400 1405 SE MORGAN RD IN234CA01600 23550 NW OELRlCH RD 
I S203CAI7000 1440 SE IMLAY AVE I N234CDO I 000 23675 W BASELINE RD 
I N236ABO 1300 1710 NW 193RD PL IN234CDOI200 23755 W BASELINE RD 
IN325DB04400 1851 NW CONNELL AVE I S203BA00400 23890 W BASELINE RD 
IN236ADOOIOO 19045 NW WALKER RD I S203BBOO I 00 24030 W BASELINE RD 
1N236ABOI500 19285 NW WALKER RD IN234CD05500 24075 W BASELINE RD 
IN236ABOI200 19385 NW WALKER RD IN234CD05600 24085 W BASELINE RD 
IN230CC02200 1950 NW GLENCOE RD I S203BB00300 24100 W BASELINE RD 
I N325DD03600 2185 NW GLENCOE RD IS209AD05500 24500 SW WITCH HAZEL 
IN235CD02000 21940 NW QUATAMA RD IS209AD05600 24550 SW WITCH HAZEL 
IN235CD02200 21960 NW QUATAMA RD IS209AD03400 24960 SW WITCH HAZEL 
IS210BAOI501 2205 SE IMLAY AVE IS204ADOIIOO 24980 SW OZARK LN 
I S202BB00300 22135 W BASELINE RD I S204ADO I 000 24995 SW OZARK LN 
IN235CBOI600 22?65 NW QUATAMA RD IS204AA00200 25000 W BASELINE RD 
IN235CBOI500 22315 NW QUATAMA RD IS204AD01200 25030 SW OZARK LN 
IN235CC00600 22390 NW QUATAMA RD IS204AD00900 25035 SW OZARK LN 
I N235CC00700 22420 NW QUATAMA RD IS210ACOI201 2505 SE 67TH AVE 
IN235CBOJ300 22495 NW QUATAMA RD IS204AD00901 25095 SW OZARK LN 
IN235CC00800 22500 NW QUAT AMA RD IS204ADOI300 25100 SW OZARK LN 
IN235CBOI200 22515 NW QUATAMARD IS204AD00801 25145 SW OZARK LN 
IN235CBOOIOO 22520 NW ELM ST IN325AC00500 273 NW LENOX ST 
IN234DD08000 22525 W BASELINE RD IS211BC02300 2740 SE 73RD AVE 
IN235CB00200 22570 NW ELM ST IS2JIBCOI703 2835 SW CORNELIUS PASS 
IN234DD07100 22720 NW QUATAMA RD IN234CC00500 285 NW 242ND AVE 
IN234DA02100 22750 NW FIRST IS211BC01700 2875 SW CORNELIUS PASS 
IN234AD02600 22810 NW BIRCH ST IS210AD01701 2885 SE 73RD AVE 
IN234DA02200 22810 NW FIRST IS2JIBC02500 2900 SE 73RD AVE 
IN234AD02700 22830 NW BIRCH ST IS21 JBC01702 2905 SW CORNELIUS PASS 
I N234AD02800 22860 NW BIRCH ST IS211BC02600 2920 SE 73RD AVE 
IN234DAO 1300 22860 NW ELM ST IN230BA00700 29800 NW EVERGREEN ST 
IN234DD07800 22865 W BASELINE RD IS3010001600 308 SW WOOD ST 
IN234AD00501 22870 NW ALDER ST IS3010001700 310 SW WOOD ST 



Tax Mao and Tax Lot Site Address Tax Mao and Tax Lot Site Address 
1 N325ABO 1400 31550 NW CAMP IRELAND IN234DAOI400 715NW228THAVE 
1 S209DA00200 3265 SE BROOKWOOD AVE JS210AD00501 7176 SE JOHNSON ST 
1N228BC00200 3366 NW 264TH AVE I S210AD00402 7220 SE JOHNSON ST 
1 S210CB00900 3370 SE BROOKWOOD AVE I S202CB00900 7275 SE FRANCES ST 
1 N325ACO 1100 3445 NW 313TH AVE IS? IIBC02200 7390 SE JOHNSON ST 
1N325AC01000 3475 NW 313TH AVE I N234DAO 1700 740 NW 228TH AVE 
1N234DD07000 350 NW 231ST AVE IN234DA0160o 755 NW 227TH AVE 
1N325AB02002 3660 NW 313TH AVE 1N235DB00400 770 NW CORNELIUS PASS 
1N229BA00500 3700NW 15TH AVE 1 S204ACO 1200 815 SW BROOKWOOD 
1 N228BBOO 100 3755 NW 264TH AVE 1S204AD00800 910 SWBROOKWOODAVE 
1N230AB01300 3760 NW JACKSON SCHOOL 1N234DA00500 915 NW 228TH AVE 
1N228BB00200 3845 NW 264TH AVE I N233AC00700 945 NW BROOKWOOD AVE 
1N230BA01300 3865 NW JACKSON SCHOOL 1N234AC01400 965 NW 230TH AVE 
1N234CA01100 393 NE 60TH AVE 1 S204ACO 1002 965 SW BROOKWOOD AVE 
1N234DD06800 400 NW 23JST AVE IN234AD05000 975 NW228TH 
JN234CAOJOOO 409 NE 60TH AVE 1N233AC00600 985 NW BROOKWOOD AVE 
1N?34DD06700 420NW23JST AVE 1N234AD05500 990 NW 230TH AVE 
1N234DD06900 420 NW 231ST AVE 1N234AC01300 995 NW 230TH AVE 
1N233DC00200 440 NW BROOKWOOD AVE 1N228BC00100 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N325ACO 1400 494 NW LENOX ST 1N230CC02000 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N325AC01300 495 NW LENOX ST 1N234AC00200 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1S203CB07100 5080 SE PATTERSON ST 1N234AC02IOO NO SITE ADDRESS 
1 S203B000708 5207 SEPATTERSON ST 1N234AD00800 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1 S203BC00200 5301 SEPATTERSONST 1N234AD01101 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N2230000302 5340 NW CROENI RD 1N234AD06000 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1 S203CB 12400 5438 SEPATTERSON ST 1N234AD09500 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N2230000300 5450 NW CROENI RD IN234CD00600 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N233DB00700 565 NW BROOKWOOD AVE IN234CD01IOO NO SITE ADDRESS 
1S210CA02100 5757 SE DAVIS RD lN234DAOlOOI NO SITE ADDRESS 
IN233DA02800 600 NW BROOKWOOD AVE IN234DD08100 NO SITE ADDRESS 
IS203BD00900 600I SE LOIS ST IN234DD14700 NO SITE ADDRESS 
IS203CAI7100 6051 SE FRANCES ST IN235BD00800 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N227DC06600 6091 NE CORNELL RD IN23 5BDO 1000 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N233DA02700 610 NW BROOKWOOD AVE 1N235BD01100 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N235CB00800 630 NW 227TH AVE 1N235BD01200 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N234DA02500 640 NW 231ST AVE 1N235CBO 1000 NO SITE ADDRESS 
I S203DC00200 6466 SE FRANCES ST 1N235CB01100 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N233DA02400 650 NW BROOKWOOD AVE IN235CD02103 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1 S203ADO 1200 6510 SE BOR WICK ST 1N325AC01200 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N234DAOI002 655 NW 229TH AVE IN3360002100 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N234DAOI500 665 NW 228TH AVE 1 S202BD00500 NO SITE ADDRESS 
IS204AD00401 670 SW BROOKWOOD 1S202BD00501 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1S210AD00300 6809 SE JOHNSON ST 1 S203BC00300 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N234DA01800 700 NW 228TH AVE 1S210AD00404 NO SITE ADDRESS 
1 S204AD00400 700 SW BROOKWOOD 1S210CBOIIOO NO SITE ADDRESS 
1N234DAOI900 705 NW 227TH AVE 



3. Hillsboro Annexation History Map (1984 to 2008) 



City of Hillsboro 
Annexation History 

1984 to 2008 
1 inch equals 1,000 feet 
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$64,501,370 $17,867,440 $82,408,960 $29,109,270 



4. Island Taxlots: County Land Use Designation and Use 
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s. City Comprehensive Plan Map 



City of Hillsboro 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
CJ hb_TaxiOts 

• ... • Mello Urbatl Gtowih Boundary 

<:::> ~boro Cily llmtls 

Q NE28thAveiE Ma .nS1tee1 Pler'IAfea 

Tana5bourne Town Cetlter P1M Atea 

c::> Wfch Hazel Vllage Plan lvea 

c:::::> IVea 71 &Aru69 (Mel10 UGB Ex~At ... t Decembef2002) 

School Ostnd. BoYI'KSary ........ 

1.000 2.000 J.ooo 4,CUI ~.aoo e.CI:IO 1,000 •.ooo ,, .. 

- Ope,S...,.(OS) 

- Co-c<al(C) 

-FioodPla~(FP) 

- ~~uMt.,(l) 

Resldellt.allow~(Rl)(J.7lklttsiNetAre•) 

~ Re51deftt.a Medn.un OensJy (RM) {S..16 Un.tsiNet Acnl) 

- Rcsldoot•al H.gh O.nstly (RH) ( 17·23 Untls/Net kre) 

~ RculcnMI MICI RM O.nstty (RMR) (24·30 UnltSINetActe) 

- Stahon Community Plant~tngAtaa {SCPA) 

M4lled VM (J.tU) 

Pubk: F~y (PF) 

"' 

December 2008 
DISCLAIMER: 
--------~., ... __ _ --..... c;-,.-. .. _ .. _ _ .,_...,...u ... _ . ..,.._ ., .... _ ....... __ .. ___ .. .., .. - ... a..·• _.,._...,..,.._-.. ·--....-..a.--.. filll•••'"·------------l)ol•-lo---..... - ... --.... ,.. __ .. _____ ., ... --... -- ... 
C..,. fiiK-- •• .. __. .. _..,.,_ __ ,.,_ __ ..,_ .. _______ .. _., ... -. 
SOURCE: 

:r.:=e.~-:.~~;.. - .e...-.... """'-'l.­___ ,_, 
... ..._..._..0.~ 
H).4ft~t~ 

tH IEatt,.._hu ll 
Haabont,Or~tftU 

.... l'ww'ouA ..... N..OUI~O...,....., 

·•· • 



6. Public Outreach Materials - Hillsboro Island Annexation Q&A 



Hillsboro Island Annexation 

"Bringing Hillsboro Together" 

General Information About Annexation 

What are County Islands and how were they formed? 

County islands are unincorporated enclaves located within Hillsboro's city limits. The islands were formed 
as surrounding parcels voluntarily annexed into the City over the past 25 years. 

How many islands are there in Hillsboro- and where are they located? 

There are 76 islands totaling 285 acres distributed among 189 tax lots. The islands are scattered around 
the city with concentrations in south and southeast Hillsboro. 

Are these islands eligible for annexation to Hillsboro? 

All islands are eligible for annexation. Since 1984, the City of Hillsboro has considered annexation upon 
formal request by property owners. 

Why does Hillsboro want to annex the islands? 

County islands pose service challenges. They are served by Washington County or other service providers 
that must cross into Hillsboro to deliver services. This can result in overlap, duplication and confusion 
particularly for emergency response situations. Island residents also use City services- such as our roads 
- but they do not pay Hillsboro taxes. Annexing the islands will resolve service delivery problems and 
inequities, ensuring all of Hillsboro receives full services. 

Why is Hillsboro annexing the islands now? 

Cost savings and efficiency are driving timing for the island annexation initiative. The City and six other 
island service providers can no longer afford to serve so many overlapping territories- and these costs are 
projected to increase over time. With annexation, emergency response times will improve along with 
service efficiencies. In addition, code enforcement will be uniform throughout Hillsboro. 

Do existing City of Hillsboro and Washington County policies support the island annexations? 

The future of the County islands is governed by the City of Hillsboro-Washington County Urban Planning 
Area Agreement (UPAA), which establishes the City as the long-term service provider and ultimate source 
of local governance. Under this agreement, islands must be annexed before converting to urban uses or 
receiving urban (City) services. 

What are the potential benefits of annexation for area property owners? 

Annexed properties will benefit from efficient delivery of services including faster emergency response. 
Island residents will also gain access to a wider range of programs and services and will gain direct 
participation in City decisions - including the ability to vote. 

What will annexation cost? 

Property owners will eventually experience an increase in property taxes in line with the expanded range of 
services they will receive. For example, the owners of a home assessed at $160,000 (different from market 
value) in a typical island annexed today can expect to see their property tax bill increase between $278 and 
$344 per year. 

-MORE-



What services will change? 

Currently, island residents are located in various districts for fire protection, parks, water and sewer service. 
Street lighting, road maintenance and law enforcement are provided by Washington County. When 
annexed, residents will receive most urban services from the City of Hillsboro. 

Will property owners be required to pay any annexation filing fees? 

No. The City of Hillsboro will pick up the cost of filing fees which run between $1 ,410 to $1 ,660. 

Will property owners be required to pay a zone change fee when they are annexed into the City? 

No. The City does not charge the $2,265 zone change fee when properties are annexed. 

Will island property owners be required to hookup to City utilities? 

No- not unless public health is threatened. Sewer hookup is required only if septic systems fail. Hookup to 
City drinking water is voluntary. 

How do the City and other service providers benefit from island annexations? 

Washington County and other regional service providers will save money by eliminating overlapping service 
areas and duplicative services. Hillsboro will benefit from elimination of subsidized services for island 
property owners. Hillsboro residents will enjoy having all contiguous neighborhoods subject to the same 
codes and ordinances. 

Do Oregon state statutes dictate how cities annex islands? 

Yes. ORS 222.750 outlines the procedures for Island Annexation which Oregon cities may enact by 
resolution or ordinance. Island annexation is subject to referendum. 

Do Hillsboro residents have to vote to approve the island annexations? 

No. The Hillsboro City Charter does not require a vote on annexation actions although annexations are 
subject to referendum. 

How long will it take for Hillsboro to annex its County Islands? 

Hillsboro's island annexation program could be finished in 2009 if the City Council adopts a single 
annexation ordinance. Final annexation of residential properties, however, would not become effective 
before 2012. 

Are residential and other properties affected differently by island annexations? 

Yes. Under Oregon law, the effective date for annexation of residential properties (residential zoning I in 
residential use) is delayed a minimum of three years after an annexation ordinance is adopted. There is no 
delay for non-residential properties. 

How can I get more information about Hillsboro's island annexation? 

For more information contact Dan Rutzick of the Hillsboro Planning Department staff at 
503-681-5358 or visit the island annexation webpage at 
www.ci.hillsboro.or.us/Pianning/lsland Annexation.aspx. If you would like to be kept informed, up-to-date 
materials can also be forwarded to you. Three community meetings were held: on Monday, November 17; 
Wednesday, November 19; and Thursday, November 20. A public hearing is scheduled for Tuesday, 
December 16. For more details, go to the annexation webpage. 

Rev. 12/01/2008 



Hillsboro Island Annexation 

"Bringing Hillsboro Together" 

Frequently Asked Questions 
for Island Property Owners 

When will my property become part of Hillsboro? 

The effective date for annexation of residential properties (residential zoning I in 
residential use) will be delayed for three years after City Council adopts the 
annexation ordinance. There is no delay for non-residential properties. 

What if I want to join Hillsboro now, and not wait for three years? 

Hillsboro will continue to accept applications for voluntary annexations from eligible 
properties. The process takes about six to eight weeks. Filing fees will be waived for 
island properties and the City will handle the paperwork. 

What are the benefits of annexation? 

Emergency response times will improve, along with service efficiency. Hillsboro will 
take the place of six agencies that currently serve the island areas, and will become 
the permanent provider of urban services and the single point of contact. As 
Hillsboro residents, you won't have to pay extra to use parks and recreation facilities 
or take classes. And island residents can finally have a direct say in decisions that 
affect their neighborhood and greater Hillsboro community. 

Will I pay higher property taxes after annexation? 

Yes. Upon annexation, property owners will eventually see an increase in property 
taxes, reflecting the expanded range of services they will receive. For example, the 
owners of a home assessed at $160,000 (different from market value) in a typical 
island annexed today can expect to see their property tax bill increase between $278 
and $344 per year. Hillsboro's tax rate compares favorably with neighboring full 
service communities. 

Will island property owners be required to hookup to City water and sewer 
service? 

No- not unless public health is threatened. Sewer hookup is required only if septic 
systems fail. Hookup to City drinking water is voluntary. 

Will property owners be required to pay annexation filing fees? 

No. The City of Hillsboro will pick up the cost of filing fees saving you between 
$1,410 and $1,660. 

-MORE-



Will property owners be required to pay a zone change fee when they are annexed 
into the City? 

No. The City does not charge the $2,265 zone change fee when properties are 
annexed. 

Will my service providers change? 

When the annexation is final, island residents will receive most urban services­
including police and fire protection- from the City of Hillsboro. Clean Water Services 
will continue to provide wastewater treatment and stormwater management. East of 
Cornelius Pass Road, properties will continue to be served by Tualatin Valley Water 
District. 

Will my street address change? 

Annexation does not trigger a change in street address. Street addresses for sorne 
annexed properties may eventually change to conform with Hillsboro's system, but a 
public process will take place before that happens. These changes will help improve 
response to police and fire emergencies. 

Does the zoning change on my property? 

Yes. Island properties will change to City zoning once annexation is final. In most 
cases, the zoning designation for the County aligns closely with City zoning. Current 
uses won't be affected as long as no change occurs in those uses. 

Can I keep my farm animals? 

Under current City policy, island property owners will be allowed to keep the same 
number and type of farm animals they have when annexed to Hillsboro. The City will 
provide an opportunity for owners and residents to register their livestock and will 
provide more detailed information to annexed property owners prior to the annexation 
becoming final. 

Will my children's school district change? Will they attend a different school? 

No- annexation has no effect on your children's school district or the school they 
attend. 

Will there be a vote on Hillsboro's island annexation? 

The island annexation must be approved by Hillsboro City Council. Oregon law does 
not require consent of island property owners or a vote on island annexation. 

How do Hillsboro citizens benefit from annexation? 

City taxpayers will no longer pay for uncompensated City services in island areas. 
Island property owners and neighbors living nearby or right next door will be subject 
to the same codes and ordinances. 

How can I get more information about Hillsboro's island annexation? 

For more information contact Dan Rutzick of the Hillsboro Planning Department staff 
at 503-681-5358 or visit the island annexation webpage at 
www.ci.hillsboro.or.us/Pianning/lsland Annexation.aspx. If you would like to be kept 
informed, up-to-date materials can also be forwarded to you. Three community 
meetings were held: on Monday, November 17; Wednesday, November 19; and 
Thursday, November 20. A public hearing is scheduled for Tuesday, December 16. 
For more details, go to the annexation webpage. 

Rev. 12/01/2008 
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CITY OF HILLSBORO 

m 
To: Mayor Tom Hughes and Hillsboro City Council 

From: Chief Lila Ashen brenner 

Date: 9116/2008 

Re: County Island Annexation 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my support for the annexation of the unincorporated county 
islands that are within our city. My goal as the Chief of Police for the City of Hillsboro is to provide the 
very best public safety service to our community. The recent conversations surrounding county island 
annexation provides an opportunity to remedy an ongoing disconnect between law enforcement services as 
well as enhance overall public safety. 

Eliminating the unincorporated areas will eliminate jurisdictional confusion, the potential for liability, 
inequity of variations in ordinances and philosophy of code enforcement. For our patrol officers, it will 
eliminate the potential for misapplication of ordinances at the officer level. Currently if a County Deputy is 
dispatched into our city on an emergency call they often times come from another district, creating 
additional dangers and driving at higher rates of speed through our city to respond in a timely manner. 
Hillsboro officers may not even be aware of the call that is within our boundaries. One example of this was 
a shooting that occurred on a small county island in the area of TV Highway near Cornelius Pass Road. 
The shooting occurred during a traffic stop and Hillsboro Police supervisors were not aware of the actions 
due to the jurisdictional differences. This poses tremendous threat to our officers, our community and 
potentially County Deputies who could benefit from our assistance. 

Annexing the islands within the city is more efficient. When we have neighbors that are in a dispute it is 
more efficient to have only one police agency deal with the issues. Residents run the risk of a duplication 
of services as well as mixed messages due to the differences in city and county ordinances and 
philosophies. You may have heard of. a recent neighborhood dispute between a city and county resident 
that to date has generated 38 calls for service to the Hillsboro Police Department and 15 calls for service to 
the Washington County Sheriffs Office. In this case we have disparity in the neighborhood dispute where 
the complainant lives in the city and the offending neighbor lives in the County. The City code is more 
restrictive than county codes. The city's citizen must live with the restrictions not imposed on his neighbor. 
This leaves them feeling as they are being treated unfairly. At times these issues can negatively impact 
property values. 

Consistency in service is a key equation for quality of life issues. The Hillsboro Police Department is 
committed to providing quality service and enhanced livability to all its residents. The annexation of the 
county islands is a significant step in making our city whole and furthering our public safety mission. 



ANNEXATION OF UNINCORPORATED AREAS WITHIN THE CITY LIMITS 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

The process of annexation is a partnership. The Police Department is planning so that if 
residents in Hillsboro's Unincorporated Areas (HUA's) are annexed, it will be prepared 
to provide the same level of services that are consistent, fair, and equal to all residents. 
This will allow us to assist these neighborhoods maintain continuity and local control in 
their neighborhoods and to ensure government efficiency. 

Eliminating the unincorporated areas will eliminate jurisdictional confusion, the potential 
for liability and inequity of variations in ordinances and philosophy of code enforcement. 
For patrol officers, it will eliminate the potential for misapplication of ordinances at the 
officer level. 

If WCCCA does dispatch a County Deputy into our city on an emergency call 
they have to come from another district, creating additional dangers and driving at 
higher rates of speed through our city to respond in a timely manner. Hillsboro 
officers may not even be aware of the call that is within our boundaries. (Scruggs 
shooting) 

If we respond to a call at an HU A and the officer is not aware that it is county 
jurisdiction we have the potential of improperly applied ordinances and liability. 

Of the calls in these neighborhoods that involve individuals who live in the city 
and the HUA law enforcement provides duplicated services at these times, 
delivering different messages and solutions. 

Annexing the islands within the city is more efficient. When we have neighbors 
that are in a dispute it is more efficient to have only one police agency deal with 
the issues. (Recent neighbor dispute -one county/one city residence- 38 calls to 
HB and 15 to County) 

We have disparity in neighborhood disputes where the complainant lives in the 
city and the offending neighbor lives in the County. The City code is more 
restrictive than county codes. The city's citizen must live with the restrictions not 
imposed on his neighbor. This leaves them feeling as they are being treated 
unfairly. At times these issued can negatively impact property values. 

Many times both police agencies must meet to develop strategies in order to 
provide services. This type of service is not fiscally responsible and often there is 
no common ground for solutions since County and City codes are quite different. 



During priority calls WCCCA dispatches the closest unit, in most cases HPD is 
the first unit. Many times dispatch is confused about jurisdiction, this also causes 
response delays. 

Consistency in service is a key equation for quality of life issues. 

Police presence is a deterrent to crime. Patrolling neighborhoods demonstrates a higher 
level of presence and has been shown to be a significant factor in reducing crime. 

• I have talked with Sheriff Gordon and he agrees it makes sense for Hillsboro to 
annex these properties 

• County codes are more lax than City. 
o County allows 4 disabled abandoned vehicles on a property (forever). 

The city allows none 
• County allows livestock. One person has 14 peacocks that are not confined. We 

work with the owner to clean up after them in the church parking lot ... 
• Orenco neighborhood issue- often major feuds are between HUA and city 

property 
• County has a different requirement for dealing with the condition of the property 

than the city 
• The County has longer compliance dates than the City of Hillsboro 
• County Code Enforcement is not a consolidated unit- they are in different 

departments depending on the issue. Difficult for us to coordinate 
• City deals with nuisance properties, county generally does not 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

To: Alwin Turiel 

cc: 

From: Peter Martins 

Date: September 22, 2008 

Re: Extraterritorial Water Extensions 
County Island Annexation 

Water Department 

Memorandum 

The Water Department provides extraterritorial water services to properties that comply with the 
Washington County's zoning requirements; are approved by Washington County for service, and are also 
approved by the Hillsboro Utilities Commission and Hillsboro City Council. The extraterritorial process 
occurs for all properties outside of the UGB and is not utilized for county islands within the Hillsboro city 
limits. A copy of our current extraterritorial water service procedures is attached for your review. 

Properties approved for extraterritorial service are charged a higher systems development, connection, and 
service installation fees (currently $8,689 for a residential service) while those inside the City limits are 
charged a lower fee ($7, 129 for a residential service). "Islands" inside the City limits are currently required 
to annex into the City prior to providing water service. Once annexation is complete, the property will be 
serviced at the in-town lower system development, connection, and service installation rate ($7, 129). The 
owner of the "island" does not have the opportunity to remain an "island" and get water service from the 
City. Therefore, the owner is not eligible to go through the extraterritorial water service process. 

From a water system standpoint, the annexation and resulting water service supply to existing "island" does 
not impact the existing water system in a positive or negative manner. Therefore, the Water Department is 
neutral on the county island annexation subject. 

Hillsboro Civic Center 
150 East Main, Third Floor 
Hillsboro, OR 97123-4028 

Office; 503-615-6702 
Fax: 503-615-6595 



CITY OF HILLSBORO 

September 29, 2008 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Mayor Tom Hughes and City Council Members 
Sarah Jo Chap len, City Manager 

Gary Seidel, Fire Chief 
John Rinier, Fire Marshal 

County Island Issues 

From the fire department's point of view, the "county islands" issue can be grouped into 
three main areas; Emergency Response, Code Enforcement, and lost revenue. 

Emergency Response: As major part of our daily function, it is essential that we respond 
as quickly as possible to emergencies. In order to achieve this, it is imperative that we 
are able to find addresses without any complications. Because many of the "county 
islands" addresses are not aligned with our city addressing convention, confusion can 
and has occurred. The confusion may begin with the initial call for help where the 
individual is confused to their location because of conflicting address ranges, like 4-digit 
numbers versus 5-digit numbers. Even the simple directional locators, like NW orNE 
can cause confusion. Sometimes there is confusion between our dispatch and our 
responding units over the same issue. 

Code Enforcement: Another part of our operation requires us to enforce the Oregon Fire 
Code. Although this is easily accomplished inside the city under the Municipal Code, it 
is not the same for the "county islands". Because we are not the true authority having 
jurisdiction, we can not enforce our city adopted Fire Code. These areas would fall 
under Washington County District #2 authority which lacks funding and resources to 
manage a code enforcement program. 

Open burning complaints, another area of code enforcement, causes issues when we 
respond. Because of our lack of authority and favorable rules for burning within the 
county, our response to the complaints often are not resolved and neighboring city 
properties are continually affected by individuals who know about the conflict 

Lost Revenue: Over the past several years we have responded to calls for service in the 
"county islands" areas without compensation. Our data shows that we averaged 30 
responses per year at a cost to the city of approximately $51,000. This is based on an 
average operational cost of $1700 per response. 



s. Island Service Providers Map 
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e. City Attorney's Memorandum : 
"County Islands & Other Annexation Methods" 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Beery Elsner 
& Hammond LLP 

MEMORANDUM 

Honorable Mayor and Hillsboro City Council 

Pamela J. Beery, City Attorney's Office 

Armexation ofislands: Legal Framework 

September 25, 2008 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 

The Council is considering whether to establish a policy addressing annexation of all islands 
within the City's corporate limits. An earlier memorandum from the Planning Department 
surmnarized the options for annexation of islands. This memorandum further discusses the legal 
issues associated with the available options, excluding the "Urban Service Agreement 
Annexation" option pursuant to ORS 195.205. That option requires development of an 
annexation plan and an updated urban service agreement with Washington County and affected 
service providers, and is not designed to implement the potential policy direction at issue here. 

Annexation of islands triggers financial and political issues that extend well beyond the legal 
framework. Moreover, the Council's selection of an approach based on legal requirements and 
limitations in and of itself can set a political discussion in motion, as discussed more fully below. 

The City currently has in place an Urban Planning Area Agreement with Washington County 
governing coordination of planning in identified areas, and development permitting prior to 
annexation. Not surprisingly, the islands in the City are identified as being within the City's 
active planning area. In those areas, the City and County have agreed that conversion to urban 
uses in the islands will not occur prior to annexation, and that the County will not approve a 
development proposal in the area that would "require urban services or would not facilitate 
redevelopment to an urban level of development upon annexation to the City." The City also has 
an ORS Chapter 195 agreement with Washington County and affected service providers 
(commonly known as "SB 122" agreements based on the law that enacted the requirement). All 
annexations must comply with these agreements in terms of service delivery. These issues are 
addressed more fully in the planning staff annexation issue paper accompanying this 
memorandum. 
The City's annexation policy has historically been to await a request from the property owner 
prior to considering rumexation. This policy has resulted in over 600 annexations comprising 
7,500 acres of land to the City between 1984 and 2008. Nevertheless, many "islands" that are 
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legally County territory now exist within the City limits, producing an irregular boundary from a 
service delivery standpoint. At last count, staff had identified 80 such islands comprised of over 
200 tax lots. 

The statutes do not require a uniform application of any of the available options to all county 
islands. The Council is free to select a policy that addresses some islands now and others at a 
later date, or divides them based on common service delivery issues that should be addressed, 
location, or other factors. The Council may also wish to consider first conducting an outreach 
campaign designed to elicit requests for annexation from willing property owners, and 
subsequently determining a course of action as to the remaining islands after the consent areas 
are annexed. 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

A. Statutory Context 

The City Charter has no annexation provisions. Any method used by the City to annex some or 
all of the County islands is, thus, subject to Oregon statutory requirements and procedures 
pertinent to the selected method. Annexations are also subject to the procedural and substantive 
requirements of Metro; those are not analyzed here as they do not specifically impact the 
determination of whether the island annexation method should be selected, but rather address the 
delivery of urban services to the proposed annexation territory. 

The two mechanisms for annexing islands pursuant to state statute may be distinguished based 
on whether property owner or elector consent (or vote) is required. The two mechanisms are: 

1. Island Annexation under ORS 222.750 (consent not required); and 
2. a. Annexation based on written consent under ORS 222.125 (100% of landowners 

plus 50% or more electors in the territory consent), ORS 222.170(2) (double 
majority consent) or ORS 222.170(1) (triple majority consent); or 

b. Annexation with election under ORS 222.120( 4) (election in the affected 
territory). 

Following is a more detailed overview of the legal requirements and issues associated with each 
of these statutory provisions. 

{00005714; 1 } 
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B. Annexation Options 

(1) Island Annexation (ORS 222.750) 

(2) The fundamental legal requirement applicable to all annexations is that territory proposed 
for annexation must be contiguous to the city or separated only by a public right of way 
or a stream, bay, lake or other body of water. ORS 222.111(1). In the island annexation 
context, this principle has resulted in some interesting political and legal battles in recent 
years, because by definition island annexations do not require consent from the affected 
property owner(s). 

Unincorporated territory surrounded by the city may be annexed under ORS 222.750. The 
authority to annex under ORS 222.750 also extends to tenitory bounded by city boundaries and a 
body of water such as a stream, bay or lake. However, in a recent decision from the Oregon 
Supreme Court, the island annexation statute has been interpreted to require annexation of the 
entire island, because to allow annexation of a portion of an island does not comply with the 
contiguity requirement. Cos teo Wholesale, et al v. City of Beaverton, 343 Or. 18, 161 P.3d 926 
(June, 2007). This interpretation can make annexation of islands challenging when multiple lots 
and owners are within a single island, as Beaverton experienced in the Costco case. 

(3) Legislative amendments to the island annexation statute 

Legislative changes to the island annexation statute in 2007 also create special new limitations 
on am1exation of islands, including: 

• Limitation of the use of roadways as the factor creating contiguity to 25% of the 
perimeter of the territory; 

• Requiring delay of a minimum of three years in the effective date of annexation of 
residential lands (except upon transfer of ownership of the property); 

• Requiring that such annexations be by non-emergency ordinance, subject to referendum; 
• Requiring a vote of both the city residents and the territory to be annexed if the city 

charter requires voter approval of annexation. 1 

(4) Annexation Consent and Election Requirements- excluding the island approach 

As an alternative to the island mmexation approach, state law provides a series of options to 
demonstrate support in the territory to be annexed and in the city before annexation can proceed. 

1 It is interesting to note - but not directly relevant for our purposes - that special provisions have also been enacted 
prohibiting annexation of prope1iies owned by Tektronix ( 1987) and Nike (2005) as islands without written consent 
from the property owner. 

{00005714; I } 



September 25, 2008 
Page4 

Put simply, the law requires a combination of signed petitions or consents to annexation; 
otherwise a vote is required. If the requisite number of consents to annexation is obtained under 
ORS 222.125 or 222.170, a city is not required to submit the issue of annexation to voters in the 
territory to be annexed, or to city voters unless required to do so by the city charter.2 ORS 
222.120. These annexation methods are summarized in Appendix A. 

ORS 222.120(2) requires a public hearing when the city council does not call an election. If all 
owners and at least one-half of the electors in the territory proposed for annexation consent in 
writing to annexation prior to the public hearing, the city council may declare the territory 
annexed following the hearing. ORS 222.125. It is worth noting that a hearing may also be 
required to fulfill due process considerations for individual applications, to address withdrawal 
from special districts as discussed below, and to satisfY ORS 197.763 hearing requirements for 
decisions on land use applications. In any case, conducting a hearing constitutes sound public 
policy. 

If all affected property owners do not consent to annexation, there are still two other mechanisms 
that allow the city to dispense with an election in the affected territory. Consents may consist of 
either a majority of the electors coupled with the owners of more than half the affected land area 
(ORS 222.170(2) - the "double majority" consent) or consent from one-half of the owners who 
own at least one-half of the area to be annexed and which area comprises at least one-half of the 
assessed value of the territory to be annexed (ORS 222.170(1)- the "triple majority'' consent). 
Though the "triple majority" consent approach to annexation had been held unconstitutional in 
1987, it has been revived by the Oregon Court of Appeals in a recent decision out of the City of 
Madras. Morsman v. City of Madras, 203 Or. App. 546, 126 P3d 6, review denied, 340 Or. 483 
(2006). The earlier decision was Mid-County Future Alternatives v. Portland Metro. Area 
LGBC, 82 Or. App. 193, 199-201, 728 P.2d 63 (1986), modified 83 Or. App. 552, 733 P.2d 451 
(1987), review dismissed, 304 Or. 89 (1987). 

Annexation elections may be held at general or special elections in compliance with election law 
requirements as provided by ORS 222.130 through 222.160. 

Where the results of an election in the territory favor annexation and the city council has not 
submitted the issue to city voters (but provided notice and a hearing), then a resolution or 
ordinance setting the final boundaries including a legal description must be included in the city's 
proclamation of annexation. ORS 222.150. Where both a city vote and a territory vote are 
required, they can occur at the same time or at different times within one year. 

2 For example, Banks, North Plains and Sherwood have charter requirements for a vote of city residents on 
annexations. As such, they cannot take advantage of consent annexations. 
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C. Delayed annexation and taxation 

In both the island annexation context, and under other annexation options, a city can delay the 
effective date of an annexation for up to 10 years. ORS 222.180. An annexation proposal may 
provide for a special rate of taxation for up to ten years. ORS 222.111(3). The proposed special 
rate must be at a specified ratio of the highest rate of taxation for other property in the city (e.g. 
three-quarters or one-half of the highest rate of taxation) and may not exceed the highest rate of 
taxation for other property in the City. The rate may increase from year to year and is effective 
no earlier than the first fiscal year following the effective date of annexation. The assessed value 
of the annexed property may be included in revenues for the current fiscal year by a 
supplemental budget or incorporated into the tax revenues for the following fiscal year. The 
county assessor must provide the assessed value of the property within 20 days upon official 
request. Verification of proposed revenue by the Department of Revenue must be coordinated 
with the county assessor's office after annexation. ORS 222.030. 

The same rules concerning taxation and effective date apply to island annexations. The city 
could complete an island annexation but delay its effective date to allow property owners an 
ability to develop the property or obtain lease provisions that reflect new tax rates when they take 
effect. However, as noted above, the effective date of island annexations of residential land are 
now required to be delayed a minimum of three and a maximum of ten years, unless the property 
is sold, in which case the annexation becomes effective immediately upon transfer of ownership. 
ORS 222.750(5). 

D. Potential legal and political challenges 

Because annexation of islands can be controversial, such annexations could encounter resistance 
from at least some property owners (due to property tax consequences, differences in regulations, 
and related factors). In addition to challenging the process used to annex particular properties, 
the constitutionality of such annexations may be challenged. A reviewing court would apply 
"rational basis scrutiny" to such challenges, which is a low threshold deferential to the Council's 
detennination and which examines whether there are legitimate ends served by the annexation 
action. Morsman v. City of Madras, 203 Or. App. 546 (2006). 

Reducing jurisdictional confusion and administrative and service inefficiencies created by 
"islands" of unincorporated territory surrounded by a city have been recognized as legitimate 
legislative ends pursued by the Oregon Legislature in its enactment of the island annexation law 
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in 1963. The statute thus survived a direct constitutional challenge in the case of Kane v. City of 
Beaverton, 202 Or. App. 431, 523-24 (2005). 

As noted above, however, the recent Supreme Court decision in the Costco v. Beaverton case 
demonstrates that there is room for interpretation in the island annexation statutes. The 2007 
Oregon Legislature narrowed the application of the law (in new legislation favoring property 
owners), but created ambiguities that are as yet unresolved. For example, the three to ten year 
delay in the effective date for island annexation of residential property is unclear in its 
application and is being debated in the urbanization forum steering conunittee meetings. The 
measurement of the 25% right of way limitation could create ambiguities depending on the 
configuration of the island in question. The 2007 law changes have not themselves been tested 
in court. 

Finally, even if we have consent of "any owner of real property" within the island, we are 
required to enact an ordinance or resolution "subject to referendum" if we use the island 
annexation approach. If the political climate is such that the island annexation approach is 
disapproved of by city residents, even those not directly affected, we could face a referendum 
and election. Not only is an election costly and the outcome uncertain, but it has the potential to 
galvanize interested parties and could do potentially long term damage to the city's image and 
public support for a variety of programs and initiatives. In order to mount a referendum, an 
elector of the city would need to file a prospective petition with the City Recorder within 30 days 
of the effective date of the annexation decision (ORS 250.255 to 250.355), and then would need 
to gather the signatures of at least I 0 percent of the qualified voters of the City (Oregon 
Constitution, Article IV, § 1(5)) in order to trigger an election. 

E. Impact on Service Districts 

The islands in Hillsboro are served by a myriad of service districts. These are identified in a 
spreadsheet developed by city staff. When as in this case the proposed territory for annexation 
includes less than the entire area of a particular service district, the proposal may provide that the 
part of the service district inside the territory to be annexed is withdrawn from the district. 
Unless the service district is a water supply, a water control or a sanitary district, the effective 
date of withdrawal is the effective date of annexation. ORS 222.111(4). The dates for formal 
withdrawal of domestic water supply districts, water control districts, or sanitary districts after 
annexation are determined under ORS 222.465.3 

3 In broad summary, the effective date will be July 1 of either the current or subsequent year, depending on the date 
of the annexation and withdrawal. This is intended to allow the affected district to adjust its budget and service 
delivery plans on a fiscal year basis. 
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ORS 222.520 provides the process to follow when annexing less than an entire district as defined 
by ORS 222.510. Those districts include rural fire districts, water districts and sanitary districts 
or authorities. The process requires that the City Council conduct a public hearing and make a 
detennination as to whether the proposed withdrawal is "for the best interest of the city." 
Evaluation of the proposed withdrawal in conjunction with provisions in the applicable urban 
service agreement should also be undertaken in each case. The hearing on this issue is generally 
combined with the hearing on the annexation itself. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Council may lawfully use the island annexation statute to annex some or all of the existing 
county islands in the City. If sufficient consents can be obtained, use of the other statutory 
options can be pursued without an election in the affected territory. Conducting an election in 
the affected territory will be problematic due to the scattered location and multiple property 
ownerships that do not conform to a particular precinct. It might be possible to group some of 
the islands but the vote will still need to be tabulated based on electors in each island. Where no 
electors reside within an island, property owner consent alone can be used (100% of owners, or 
the triple majority formula of half the owners, who own half the land having at least half the 
assessed value of the area). 

Council may wish to consider an outreach program designed both to inform the public of our 
plans and to determine whether consents can be obtained in the affected areas. This could reduce 
the number of areas requiring use of the island annexation method. 

The islands in question should be analyzed in terms of how and whether they can meet the new 
statutory limitation affecting island annexations (less than 25% surrounded by right of way). 
The financial impact of the 3 to 10 year delay in the effective date for residential properties 
should also be assessed. 

Following on Appendix A is an abbreviated summary of the consent and election requirements 
for the various annexation options. 

Sincerely, 

;!J:::Jir=t 
PJB:lmp 
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Appendix A 
Statutory annexation methods 

Oregon statutes provide a range of consent or election-based annexation methods. They are 
summarized below. 

Annexation with Election in Affected Area only (ORS 222.120(4)): 
• Area election and approval from a majority of voters in the territory required for annexation. 
• Public hearing prior to election required. 
• No vote of city electors required. 
• Subject to referendum. 

Landowner Consent Annexation (ORS 222.125): 
• Written consent from all property owners and majority of electors in the territory required. 
• No prior public hearing required. 
• No election required. 
• Subject to referendum. 

Double Majority Annexation (ORS 222.170(2)): 
• Written consent from majority of electors who also own a majority of the territory required. 
• No election required. 
• Subject to referendum. 

Triple Majority Annexation (ORS 222.170(1 )) 
• Written consent from majority oflandowners who also own a majority of the properties 

representing a majority of the assessed value within the territory required. 
• No election required. 
• Subject to referendum 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• i 

By contrast, the island annexation statute allows annexation without either consent or an election 
in the circumstances provided by statute: 

Island Annexation (ORS 222.750): 
• No consent required. 
• Election, if required by City charter, must include both city electors and electors in the 

island 
• Subject to referendum. 
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10. ORS 222.750 



Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 222 

ANNEXATION OF CONTIGUOUS TERRITORY 

222.110 [Repealed by 1957 c.613 § 1 (222.111 enacted in lieu of 222.110)] 

222.111 Authority and procedure for annexation.(!) When a proposal containing 
the terms of annexation is approved in the manner provided by the charter of the 
annexing city or by ORS 222.111 to 222.180 or 222.840 to 222.915, the boundaries of 
any city may be extended by the annexation of territory that is not within a city and that is 
contiguous to the city or separated from it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, 
lake or other body of water. Such territory may lie either wholly or partially within or 
without the same county in which the city lies. 

· <~).f. p~op(J~<!l.f()fM~tlX<tg()H <lft~I,I}f()rfJ~.~~iiiw~Y.~e't.hitiated. by.th~Iegislatiye 
bodyofthecity,Onjts own mot!~l); ()r]Jy iJ: p(i\i,tiont()the legi~latiyepodyOftlie city by·· ... 

oV(ners,o(reai.pi6.Pefiyin_tht~te~i~6rYt6b,~~*~xe~.C . , . X.· . •. • .•. · ............. • .. •.:.······· .. 
1 

•· it> .. ·.: .. ·.·.·.· .•. • ... ~.< ._._,,.:: - '-:-_,;<-·'.' <--_-c: .-· .. --· - - -, _, .. '·'<::::);:--:;:;,:.>·" ·:.·;_-(~}?/~{'::::'.;;., .,,>>o-:- - t-;" -.c.:,· . __ -,_ ·?-:-,;. ,' < - . 

·;,'(~frh~g~ifr6~&~iof~~?~ii(J~~~frf~YJ~~tti~f;'dp\:i#i.~~s~·~r:#§t·~C>r-6tha~;'fq'~, 
~llfls~a)1~e~sbeginni~g;\Vith theJirstfisc:yearaft~;the ann~xatio)1 t~ei;~:est,:t~e; 

teq1tOrfil:t a. iit~ qtheftb.l!P. tJi(fiiti<l Whic:h.:tlle pi'O,pi,isa.l a\gho[i;?:~~lO,i:tiJ,aJ .fis(;:\l,I year Hi ; 

( 4) When the territory to be annexed includes a part less than the entire area of a 
district named in ORS 222.510, the proposal for annexation may provide that if 
annexation of the territory occurs the part of the district annexed into the city is 
withdrawn from the district as of the effective date of the annexation. However, if the 
affected district is a district named in ORS 222.465, the effective date of the withdrawal 
of territory shall be determined as provided in ORS 222.465. 

(5) The legislative body of the city shall submit, except when not required under ORS 
222.120, 222.170 and 222.840 to 222.915 to do so, the proposal for annexation to the 
electors of the territory proposed for annexation and, except when permitted under ORS 
222.120 or 222.840 to 222.915 to dispense with submitting the proposal for annexation to 
the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall submit such proposal to the 
electors of the city. The proposal for annexation may be voted upon at a general election 
or at a special election to be held for that purpose. 
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(6) The proposal for annexation may be voted upon by the electors of the city and of 
the territory simultaneously or at different times not more than 12 months apart. 

(7) Two or more proposals for annexation of territory may be voted upon 
simultaneously; however, in the city each proposal shall be stated separately on the ballot 
and voted on separately, and in the territory proposed for annexation no proposal for 
annexing other territory shall appear on the ballot. [1957 c.613 §2 (enacted in lieu of 
222.110); 1959 c.415 §1; 1967 c.624 §13; 1985 c.702 §7] 

222.115 Annexation contracts; recording; effect. A contract between a city and a 
landowner relating to extraterritorial provision of service and consent to eventual 
annexation of property of the landowner shall be recorded and, when recorded, shall be 
binding on all successors with an interest in that property. [1991 c.637 §4] 

........ 222.z~oA.Iirie*~tion of ft.J.i,iicorporai~d, territorY:surrourided by City: c 15 AS.ti~~<:l • 
1 •. -.n·thi· · ·s··_·_._•s· .. ··e··_·c·_·u·o· n· ;.'f•,:·· · · · · '"' · • '''"·'·•'' • ... t · '•'''/ .. _·.•.·_:.·.· ... •.·· · ';'-::··-/o"'.,)::'>.·: _,_, ~' 0:~'/-;:';;"}:C}i:;,:-•,-':;·:::'•' '>i;·,,·<:· 

(a) "Creek" ,means a natural course of water that is smaller than, and often tributary 
to, a river, but is not shallow or intermittent. 

(b) "River" means a large, continuous and natural stream of water that is fed along its 
course by converging tributaries and empties into an ocean, lake or other body of water. 

(3) This section does not apply when the territory not within a city: 

(a) Is surrounded entirely by water; or 

(b) Is surrounded as provided in subsection (2) of this section, but a portion of the 
corporate boundaries of the city that consists only of a public right of way, other than 
Interstate Highway 5, constitutes more than 25 percent of the perimeter of the territory. 
[e.g., "cherry stem annexation"] 

(4) Unless otherwise required by its charter, annexation by a city under this section 
must be by ordinance or resolution subject to referendum, with or without the consent of 
any owner of real property within the territory or resident in the territory. 
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annexation approved. The city recorder or other officer performing the duties of the city 
recorder shall: 

(a) Cause notice of the delayed annexation to be recorded by the county clerk of the 
county in which any part of the territory subject to delayed annexation is located within 
60 days after the city proclaims the annexation approved; and 

(b) Notify the county clerk of each county in which any part of the territory subject to 
delayed annexation is located not sooner than 120 days and not later than 90 days before 
the annexation takes effect. 

(6) Notwith~ta!ldiJ1g subsection (5) of this section, property that is subject to delayed· 
an!l.e.xation becomes part of the city immediatelyup611 transfer of owriership. · ' 

(7) This section does not limit provisions of a city charter, ordinance or resolution 
that are more restrictive than the provisions of this section for creating or annexing 
territory that is surrounded as described in subsection (2) of this section. 

(8) If a city charter, ordinance or resolution requires the city to conduct an election in 
the city, the city shall allow electors, if any, in the territory proposed to be annexed to 
vote in the election on the question of annexation. If the governing body of the city finds 
that a majority of the votes cast in the city and the territory combined favor annexation, 
the governing body, by ordinance or resolution, shall proclaim the annexation approved. 
The proclamation shall contain a legal description of each territory annexed. [Amended 
by 1963 c.444 §1; 1985 c.702 §16; 2007 c.654 §1; 2007 c.706 §1] 

Note: Section 2, chapter 654, Oregon Laws 2007, provides: 

Sec. 2. (I) The amendments to ORS 222.750 by section 1 of this 2007 Act apply to an 
ordinance or resolution adopted on or after the effective date of this 2007 Act [June 27, 
2007] that declares an annexation approved. 

(2) ORS 222.750 (7) applies to a provision of a charter, ordinance or resolution 
enacted before, on or after the effective date of this 2007 Act. [2007 c.654 §2] 

Note: Section 2, chapter 706, Oregon Laws 2007, provides: 

Sec. 2. The amendments to ORS 222.750 by section 1 of this 2007 Act apply to an 
annexation under ORS 222.750 that takes effect on or after the effective date of this 2007 
Act [January 1, 2008]. [2007 c.706 §2] 
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(Temporary provisions relating to annexation of certain industrial lands) 

Note: Sections 3 and 10, chapter 737, Oregon Laws 1987, provide: 

Sec. 3. (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, when property: 

(a) Is property on which no electors reside; 

(b) Is zoned for industrial uses; 

(c) Has sewer and water lines paid for and installed by the property owner; and 

(d) Has an assessed valuation, including improvements, of more than $7 million 

that property can only be annexed by or to a city after the city receives a petition 
requesting annexation from the owner of the property. 

(2) Property described in subsection (1) of this section shall not be included with 
other territory as part of an annexation, or annexed under ORS 222.750, unless the owner 
of the property consents to the annexation in the form of a petition for annexation. 

(3) This section applies to property that, on September 27, 1987, was within the 
jurisdiction of a local government boundary commission. [1987 c.737 §3; 1997 c.516 
§14] 

Sec. 10. Section 3, chapter 737, Oregon Laws 1987, is repealed on June 30, 2035. 
[1987 c.737 §10; 1989 c.226 §1; 1997 c.226 §1; 2005 c.844 §8] 

Note: Sections 7, 8 and 11, chapter 539, Oregon Laws 2005, provide: 

Sec. 7. Section 8 of this 2005 Act is added to and made a part of ORS 222.111 to 
222.180. [2005 c.539 §7] 

Sec. 8. ( 1) A lot, parcel or tract may not be included in territory proposed to be 
annexed unless the owner of the lot, parcel or tract gives written consent to the 
annexation, if the lot, parcel or tract: 

(a) Is zoned for industrial use or designated for industrial use zoning in an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan; 

(b) Is land on which no electors reside, unless one or more electors living on-site are 
employed or engaged to provide security services for the industrial user of the land; 

(c) Has an assessed value of more than $2 million, including improvements; and 

(d) Is in unincorporated Jackson County, either: 
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(A) Within the urban unincorporated community of White City, west of Oregon 
Route 62; or 

(B) Within the urban growth boundary of the City of Medford, west of Oregon Route 
99. 

(2) After annexation of a lot, parcel or tract described in subsection ( 1) of this section, 
the development rights that apply to the lot, parcel or tract under the industrial zoning 
classification applicable to the lot, parcel or tract when it is annexed are retained and run 
with the lot, parcel or tract. 

(3) As used in this section, "urban unincorporated community" means an 
unincorporated community that: 

(a) Includes at least 150 permanent residential dwelling units; 

(b) Contains a mixture of land uses, including three or more public, commercial or 
industrial land uses; 

(c) Includes areas served by a community sewer system; and 

(d) Includes areas served by a community water system. [2005 c.539 §8] 

Sec. 11. Sections 2, 4, 6, 8 and 10 of this 2005 Act are repealed June 30,2016. [2005 
c.539 § 11] 

Note: Sections 5, 6, 7, 9 (2) and 11, chapter 844, Oregon Laws 2005, provide: 

Sec. 5. (1) Notwithstanding any provision of ORS 195.205 to 195.225, 199.410 to 
199.534, 222.111 to 222.180, 222.750 and 222.840 to 222.915, property described in 
subsection (2) or (3) of this section may not be annexed by or to a city unless the city 
receives consent to the annexation from the owner of the property in the form of a 
petition for annexation. 

(2) Property for which annexation is limited by subsection (1) of this section is 
property: 

(a) That is composed of one or more lots, parcels or tracts that: 

(A) Are owned by the same individual or entity, including an affiliate or subsidiary of 
the entity; 

(B) Are contiguous or are separated from each other only by a public right of way, a 
stream, a bay, a lake or another body of water; and 

(C) Together comprise at least 150 acres; 
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(b) On which no electors reside; 

(c) That was zoned for industrial, employment or transit-oriented employment uses on 
December 31, 2004; 

(d) That has private, on-premises security services; and 

(e) That has an assessed valuation, including improvements, of more than $12 
million. 

(3) Subsection (l) of this section applies to a lot, parcel or tract that is owned by the 
same individual or entity, including an affiliate or a subsidiary of the entity, that owns the 
property described in subsection (2)(a) of this section if the lot, parcel or tract: 

(a) Is within two miles of the property described in subsection (2)(a) of this section; 
and 

(b) Contains 10 or more acres that are contiguous or separated from each other only 
by a public right of way, a stream, a bay, a lake or another body of water. 

( 4) A city may not obtain approval of an owner for annexation under this section by 
requiring or requesting that the owner waive remonstrance or agree to annexation in order 
to receive utility service or other city services located in the city right of way at the same 
price the city charges an owner of similar property that is within the city. [2005 c.844 §5] 

Sec. 6. An area of land within the urban growth boundary of the metropolitan service 
district established in the Portland metropolitan area may not be annexed under ORS 
222.750 if: 

( 1) The area of land is larger than seven acres and is zoned for industrial use; 

(2) The land is owned by an Oregon-based business entity that has been in continuous 
operation, either directly or through a predecessor, for at least 60 years; and 

(3) The business entity employs more than 500 individuals on the land. [2005 c.844 
§6] 

Sec. 7. An area of land within the urban growth boundary of the metropolitan service 
district established in the Portland metropolitan area may not be annexed under ORS 
222.750 if: 

(l) The area of land is larger than 14 acres and is zoned for industrial use; 

(2) The land is owned by an Oregon-based business entity that has been in contiimous 
operation on a portion of the land for at least 40 years; and 
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(3) The business entity employs more than 300 individuals on the land. [2005 c.844 
§7] 

Sec. 9. (2) Sections 5, 6 and 7 of this 2005 Act apply to an annexation of territory 
approved on or after March 1, 2005, and to an annexation of territory proposed on or after 
the effective date of this 2005 Act. [2005 c.844 §9(2)] 

Sec. 11. (!)Sections 5, 6 and 7 of this 2005 Act are repealed on June 30, 2035. 

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1) of this section, unless this section is amended, 
sections 5 and 6 of this 2005 Act are repealed five years after June 30, 2035. [2005 c.844 
§ 11] 
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11. Island Annexation Ordinance (Sample Draft) 



ORDINANCE NO. 
CITY OF HILLSBORO 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY INTO THE CITY OF HILLSBORO, 
OREGON AND WITHDRAWING THE TERRITORY FROM THE [INSERT 

APPLICABLE SPECIAL AND SERVICE DISTRICTS] 

WHEREAS, under ORS 222.750, as amended by 2007 Oregon Laws Chapter 
654, the City of Hillsboro initiated annexation of territory surrounded by the corporate 
boundaries of the City (File No. ); and 

WHEREAS, the proposed annexation territory is all zoned and used as residential 
real property and consists of_ tax lots totaling _ acres of land all surrounded by and 
adjacent to existing City boundaries; and 

WHEREAS, the specific tax lots to be annexed include: 

[insert affected tax lot numbers]; and 

WHEREAS, the City provided notice that the City Council would consider the 
annexation petitions, consistent with the applicable notice requirements of (1) applicable 
provisions of Metro Code Chapter 3.09, (2) applicable provisions of the 2006 
Washington County-Hillsboro Urban Planning Area Agreement, and (3) applicable 
provisions of ORS 222.111 and 222.120, and ORS 222.750; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the proposed annexation and held a 
public hearing at its regularly scheduled City Council meeting on (date); 
and 

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the proposed annexation is consistent with the 
City's Urban Growth Management Agreement and does not require the consent of 
owners of the affected real properties. 

Now, therefore, based on the foregoing, 

THE CITY OF HILLSBORO ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The City Council declares the territory described in Exhibit B, and 
depicted in Exhibit A is annexed to Hillsboro 
effective .1 If the ownership of any lot annexed is 
transferred prior to that date, the lot will be deemed annexed to the 
City immediately, pursuant to ORS 222.750(6).2 

1 Effective date must be at least three years and not more than 10 years from the date of this Ordinance for 
property zoned for and in use as residential (ORS 222.750(5)). 
2 This sentence would not be needed for non-residential annexations. 
City of Hillsboro 1 
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Section 2. 

Section 3. 

Section 4. 

Section 7. 

The City Council adopts the Annexation Staff Report to the City 
Council dated , as its findings in support of 
this Ordinance. 3 

The annexed territory is withdrawn from the [insert affected 
special and service districts] effective _______ _ 
If the ownership of any lot annexed is transferred prior to that date, 
the lot will be deemed immediately withdrawn from these 
Districts.4 

The City Recorder is directed to: 

1. Provide the notice and file a copy of this Ordinance to 
annexation consistent with ORS 222.180 and ORS 
222.750; 

2. Mail a copy of this ordinance to Metro including the 
required fee consistent with Metro Code Chapter 
3.09.030(e); and 

3. Mail a copy of this Ordinance to Washington County and 
any other necessary ~arties consistent with Metro Code 
Chapter 3.09.030(e). 

The Council declares that this ordinance takes effect 30 days from 
its adoption by the Council and that all territory is annexed to the 
City effective three years from this adoption date as provided by 
ORS 222.750(5).6 If the ownership of any lot annexed is 
transferred prior to that date, the lot will be deemed immediately 
annexed to the City as provided by ORS 222.750(6)7 

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS_ day of ___ , 2008. 

CITY OF HILLSBORO ATTEST: 

Mayor Tom Hughes Amber Ames, City Recorder 

3 As with any land use decision, additional findings may need to be developed to respond to public hearing 
testimony. 
4 The last sentence would not be needed for a non-residential island annexation. 
5 This Metro Code section is included witbin tbe Notice Requirements heading. Although not specifically 
listed in the expedited annexation process, tbis notice should be sent to Metro following completion of all 
annexation decisions to assure accuracy in mapping. 
6 This phrase can be modified to state a sooner effective date if tbe affected property is not zoned for and in 
use as residential land. 
7 The last sentence would not be needed for a non-residential island annexation. 

City of Hillsboro 2 
Ordinance No. ___ _ 
Annexing Territory- Case Number ___ _ 



HBI$I><>t<> lslnod Anne~at>on- Cily Council 
D¢<:~mb<!r2,2!Jrlll 

• What's proposed 

• Reasons for island annexation 

• Annexation impacts I benefits 

• Community outreach I public comment 

• Policy issues 

• Next steps 

Hillsl><>r<> loland AnoeXIlti;m. City Council 
December 2, 2008 



~· · Goun~ Islands - Facts & Figures : 
/' \ 

~ Source: Washington County Assessor, 2008 

Hi!Wboro:> Island ArlMnlklro - City Council 
o.>cember J!, 2COS 

• Island parcels often lack 
public amenities. 

• County/City nuisance 
ordinances inconsistent 
(abandoned vehicles, 
noise, etc.) 

• Hillsboro sidewalks and 
bike paths disconnected. 

Hll!$b<>rn h>lnn<l Ann~xntwn • City Counell 
D<>cember 2, Z'JUB 

i ~ ~ ~ " ~ \ ' 

: Issues:. Emergency, Sta{WJces. · · ·:. 
' ' ~ """ ~ 0 

HIIW:>ruo;. lslnr.d Anne)(alion- Chy Council 
O<'<:emberl!, 2008 

• Patchwork service areas 
delay dispatch 
instructions to 
responding units. 

• Emergency responders 
come from greater 
distances to reach 
islands. 

• Hillsboro Police not 
always notified of island~ 
based calls. 

: · · · Issues: Fiinancial · · · . 
\ ' ~ ' \ 

• Hillsboro Fire Department responds to 30 
service calls I year at an unreimbursed 
cost of $1 ,700 per call ($51 ,000 per 

• City forgoes $140,000 I year 
in property tax revenues. 

Hillsbom !*land Anno><MI<>n • C~y C<>uncll 
Oo~cmbor 2. 201">8 



Hillsboro ialan<l AnMution -CilvCouncll 
O.,ccml><!r 2, Zorn! 

'"' " ' '~ ~ -c'\ ~ ~ > \ 

'.:r·;~ J~illsl5ofo Bomj:l~el:len~ive elan · , 
\ " ~" ~ ' ' " 

The Comprehensive Plan calls for ... 

"the eventual annexation of all urban 
unincorporated properties into the cities." 

Htllsb<>ro !smrt<i AnMx~lion- City Councif 
O"""mbar 2, 2!.1~6 

.. 

· · Existing 8olicies Sl.lRROrt . · 
· . Annexation . 

Hill~boro lslond AnM)tati<>l1 - C..1ty Council 
Oncemb&r 2, 20L'll 

.. 

. · .u.Jrban 81anning Area Agreements: . · 
UJ RAA - 2006 , · .· 

"Ensure the Nme/y, orderly, and efficient extension of public 
facilities and u~ban services through "the eventual annexation 
of all urban umncorporated properties into the cities." 

"Negotiate with the s_ervice d_is_trictf currently providing services 
and address serv1ce provJston 1ssues for annexation." 

"The City will support proposed annexation of in fill areas." 

Hlllst>Ofo l$land Anncxut!on- C~y Coum:i! 
Occ~ml»t ~- 20011 



·. ·. . . VVasllington Gounty . 
· · 1!!./rbanization Eo rum - 2008 ·. 

"Complete communities can best be accomplished by 
fu!l~service cities." 

"Future growth and development will be directed to cities." 

"Cities should demonstrate their policy commitment to 
govern all urban areas identified as their 
responsibility." 

Hlllsb<>ro !~land ll.nn<nm~ion- CityC<>un<:il 
DOl<:ember 2. 200$ 

. · Gounty Iiana t!.lse · 
• · Designation & t!.lse · 

143 Residential properties eligible for three-year delay 

46 Properties not subject to delay (City Council option) 

Kil!~bom lgkJn<l AnnNall<>n • City Council 
December 2. Z'"JilB 

/ 
/' 

• No consent required 

• Annexation of residential properties (zoned for I 
in residential use) delayed three years I or until 
parcel sold 

• Subject to referendum 

Hill$bora leland Arme)tl>tion • City Council 
Q<><:ember 2, :!Otlll 

Salem 

Prineville 

Hll!el>or<> l~l~nd Anno)«<ti<>n. C"y Co~ncil 
Oocornb<>< 2. :<(!!)ll 

Annexed 18 islands, 80 
properties, 220 acres 
(2005-2008). 

Annexed 200 parcels, totaling 
$21 million in assessed value 
(2006). 

" 



'' ;, ' ; 

''"'orty ;,,. annexed in 2008. 

Hfllsboro Island Annexation- City CouMII 
D""~mber 2. 20~6 " 

' , ': ,,, ' , · Frevern:ie lmQ~ct 9n , · • . 
s ·,~Service Broviders- 2009-2012 77otals · 

Estimated Revenue Loss• (per year) - less than 0. 1 
percent of annual budget except for Fire District #2 

Enhanced Sheriff Patrol 

Urban Road Maintenance 

TVF&R 

THPRD 

Fire District #2 
* Estimate based on 2008-2009 operating 
budgets and property taxes 

Hillsboro lslan<l Anne~~tion- City counol( 
Oecembe' 2, 20!\6 

$37,235 

$6,913 

$4,304 

$2,412 

$45,520 

. Revenue Impact on ,,· .' 
Service Brovitlers - 2009 . · · 

Estimated Revenue Loss· (per year) 

Enhanced Sheriff Patrol 

Urban Road Maintenance 

TVF&R 

THPRD 

Fire District #2 

" Estimate based on 2006-2009 operating 
budgets and property taxes 

Hlllsbor<> lolnnd Anne..,tion - Cfly Council 
o ... emb~r 2, 200<1 

$6,196 

$1,163 

$601 

$1,529 

$7,663 

. . 

Gomrnunit~ Gutreacn ®naerwa£: , 
• Island property 

owners 

- Notified every property 
owner 

-Two-way 
communication with 
about half 

• Service providers 

• Hillsboro residents 

Hil\slloro lslan<l Annoxll1kon- CHy C<>uncil 
0<><Ctnl><ll2,21106 



',:, ~,: &ornrnunity: G>citr:eacn, , ~ , , ' 
" ' ' ' ' 

Annexation information, web page 
Mayor's letter to island property owners 
Letter to Hillsboro neighbors 
Community meetings: Nov. t7, 19, 20 
CP09, Rotary 
Hearing notice 
Argus, Oregonian coverage 
TVCTV 
City Views newsletter 
E·mail/ telephone inquiries 

logged 

Hll!$b<>t<> Island Anoe~allon. City Co,.ncll 
December 2, .al06 

. Annexation Benefits: · 
; : · Staff Recommendations . , 

• Waiver of annexation fee 

• Waiver of zone change fee 

• Farm animals can stay- per current City 
policy 

• Island residents pay no fee surcharge to 
use City services 

HiUs~ro !slnn<l Anrn>•~tir>o. c~ Connell 
O<>e<>~n!mr 2, zooa 

I ncr eased taxes are not the primary 
concern for most property owners. 

Farm animals!! and farming practices 

Sewer and water hookup required? 

Road maintenance after annexation? 

Delay annexation longer than three 
years 

Service delivery during interim period? 

Why now? 

Hol!sb"'O lsl~nd An!><'l<l>tlon ·City Council 
D~cembOf 2, 200S 

' " ' ", ~1' 
·. . No .A.nnexation Eiling E;e~s , ;~.,. 

• The City of Hillsboro will pick up the cost 
of filing fees, saving island property 
owners $1,410 to $1,660. 

• The City also does not charge annexed 
properties the $2,265 zone change fee. 

HBisb<>r<> !t.land Al'\nolUiti<m. Cit~ Counc;l 
O<!<:~mber 2. 200$ 



Under current City policy, annexed island 
property owners may keep the same 
number and type of farm animals. 

Hollsbora Island AnMxalion ·City Council 
Oeceml>or 2. moa 

Oct. 7 

Oct- Dec 

Oct-Jan 

Nov. 26 

Dec.16 

Jan. 5, 19 

City Council authorizes staff to develop 
annexation I zone change ordinances 

Jan. 20 Communicate decision to island property owners 

Jan -ongoing Implementation 

Hllf•bort> lolun<l Al1n¢ulion. C!ty couneU ~~ 
D¢.,..ml>~r 2, 2!Kl8 

: . Eolicy Becommendations .. 

-' Delay annexation three years for residential 
properties in residential use (ORS 222.750). 

-' Pursue immediate annexation of non­
residential islands and adjacent rights-of-way. 

-' Do not extend City services to island properties 
until they are annexed. 

-' Continue accepting applications for voluntary 
annexation of island properties. 

Hillsboro lolond Annexation. City Council 
OBCemb<>r 2, 20L'II 

.. 
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