PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
City Commission Chambers - City Hall
625 Center Street, Oregon City, Oregon 97045
February 8, 2010 at 7:00 p.m.

The 2010 Planning Commission agendas, including staff reports, memorandums, and minutes are available
from the Oregon City Web site home page under meetings.(www.orcity.orq)

CALL TO ORDER
PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of eight properties totalling
approximately 53 acres.
Recommend approval of the proposed annexation and to set the election for May 18, 2010 to
the City Commission for their consideration at the February 17, 2010 public hearing.

b. L 08-01 6 Month Code Update
INFORMATION

a. 2009 Planning Applications
Staff: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director

ADJOURN

Video Streaming & Broadcasts: The meeting is streamed live on Internet on the Oregon City’s Web site at
www.orcity.org and available on demand following the meeting. The meeting can be viewed live on Willamette Falls
Television on Channels 23 and 28 for Oregon City and Gladstone residents; Channel 18 for Redland residents; and
Channel 30 for West Linn residents. The meetings are also rebroadcast on WFTV. Please contact WFTV at 503-
650-0275 for a programming schedule.

City Hall is wheelchair accessible with entry ramps and handicapped parking located on the east side of the
building. Hearing devices may be requested from the City Recorder prior to the Commission meeting. Disabled
individuals requiring other assistance must make their request known 48 hours preceding the meeting by
contacting the Planning Dept. at 503-722-3789.
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Agenda Item No. 3a.
Meeting Date: 08 Feb 2010

il E

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
PRESENTER: Pete Walter, Associate Planner

COMMISSION REPORT: CITY OF OREGON CITY

AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of eight properties
totalling approximately 53 acres.

Agenda Heading: Public Hearing

Approved by: Larry Patterson, City Manager

SUBJECT:

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Recommend approval of the proposed annexation and to set the election for May 18, 2010 to the City
Commission for their consideration at the February 17, 2010 public hearing.

BACKGROUND:

At the January 25, 2009 Planning Commission hearing, AN 09-02 was continued until February 8, 2010 to
allow staff time to prepare responses to oustanding concerns raised during the Planning Commission
hearing. The attached staff memo summarizes those responses.

BUDGET IMPACT:

FY(s):
Funding Source:

ATTACHMENTS:
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Pete Walter

From: replinger-associates@comcast.net
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2010 9:23 PM
To: Pete Walter

Cc: Nancy Kraushaar; Tony Konkol
Subject: Re: Ziegler Annexation AN 09-02
Pete:

I don't think there is any specific formula that is generally recognized as a basis for the proportional
share for TPR. | think the important thing is for us to develop what we think is appropriate and share
that with ODOT, which is the agency whose facility will be affected by the regional growth of which
this development is a part.

We have established a formula applicable to the various improvements on OR 213 and used those
for Red Soils and proposed the same for the Community College. | think we can review those for
possible application to the 213/Redland improvements.

With the new SDC fee schedule, which | understand accounts for improvements to the ODOT
system, it may be that we no longer need to apply a specific proportional share for the Highway 213
corridor as we have in the past. A conference call to discuss this with Nancy, Tony, and Bill K. may
be appropriate.

If you have already figured that out and you simply want me to provide the explanation, the formula,
and calculations based on the prevous examples, | can do that. | should be available by phone most
of the week. Please let me know.

John

John Replinger, PE

Replinger & Associates LLC

6330 SE 36th Avenue

Portland, OR 97202
503-719-3383
replinger-associates@comecast.net

----- Original Message -----

From: "Pete Walter" <pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us>

To: replinger-associates@comcast.net

Cc: "Nancy Kraushaar" <nkraushaar@ci.oregon-city.or.us>, "Tony Konkol" <tkonkol@ci.oregon-
city.or.us>

Sent: Friday, January 29, 2010 9:50:34 AM GMT -08:00 US/Canada Pacific

Subject: RE: Ziegler Annexation AN 09-02

John,

There is one other thing the PC requested information on.
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How are new SDC'’s going to be applied and what is the process for developing a proportional share analysis to
address ODOT’s concerns with development of the annexation area?

The SDC question should be pretty straightforward and I’'m getting information from Nancy Kraushaar on that, however |
do not know to what extent the TPR can be satisfied with “proportional share” improvements.

As you know, the city has approved proportional share for re-zonings that affected failing intersections for subdivisions
approved within existing city limits (for example the Hollow Point Estates (ZC 08-02) and Parker Knoll subdivision (ZC 08-
03), and ODOT approved of the same approach for the re-zoning from R-10 to R-6 of the former Centex property on
Leland Road (ZC 07-03).

Please could you provide a brief discussion on that as well?

Thanks,

Pete

Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner
pwalter@orcity.org

Community Development Department
Planning Division

221 Molalla Avenue, Ste. 200

Oregon City, Oregon 97045
503-496-1568 Direct

503-722-3789 Front Desk
503-722-3880 Fax

Website: www.orcity.org

Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to permit forms,
applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection information, application checklists, and
much more. You can request inspections online, and if you are a contractor, you can even apply for permits online.

Zoning and other Tax Lot Information - Quickly and easily view, print, and save maps and reports of your property.
Property Zoning Report

Online Mapping is available at OCWebMaps

e
\ @ Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

From: replinger-associates@comcast.net [mailto:replinger-associates@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2010 10:53 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Ziegler Annexation AN 09-02

Pete:

Questions have been raised about the traffic analysis procedures and requirements associated with
the Ziegler Annexation request (AN 09-02).

It is my opinion that the annexation by itself has no traffic impact. The parcels being considered for
annexation currently have five dwelling units. There is no reason to expect the annexation into the
city will result in any traffic increase from these dwellings. As such, no traffic analysis required for the
annexation.
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| have a copy of the TIA prepared by Dunn Traffic relating to the possible development of the Ziegler
property under zoning that would be applicable under the City jurisdiction. The analysis is complete
with regard to short-term impacts, but based on issues raised by ODOT, some additional analysis will
be required by the applicant to show compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). This
analysis will be required when the applicant seeks to rezone the property.

I have not performed a detailed review of the TIA and recommend that be delayed until such time as
the applicant makes application for rezoning or other actions that define a specific development
proposal. As indicated above, some additional work related to TPR compliance will be required. | am
prepared to work with you and the applicant's engineer to more clearly define the scope for additional
analysis when a specific proposal is offered.

Sincerely,

John Replinger, PE

Replinger & Associates LLC

6330 SE 36th Avenue

Portland, OR 97202
503-719-3383
replinger-associates@comecast.net

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 5 of 157



‘'saloe g6 Ajprewixoidde Buljeiol seiuadold ybia

JO uonexauue ue Jo eaoidde Bunsanbal siueandde ayl "z0-60 NV eg

/G| Jo g ebeyd

[ City of Oregon City
P.O. Box 3040
It} 625 Center St
ﬁl‘_ Qregon City, OR 97045
u (503) 657-0891

OREGON
CITY www orcity org

This map is not suitable for survey, engineering, legal, or
navigation purposes. Errors and omissions may exist.

Map created with OCMap 2010

02/01/2010




‘'saloe g6 Ajprewixoidde Buljeiol seiuadold ybia

JO uonexauue ue Jo eaoidde Bunsanbal siueandde ayl "z0-60 NV eg

.G\ Jo , ebeyd

1996 and 100-year
floods

City of Oregon City

P.O. Box 3040

625 Center St

Qregon City, OR 97045
(503) 657-0891

www orcity org

This map is not suitable for survey, engineering, legal, or
navigation purposes. Errors and omissions may exist.

Map created with OCMap 2010

02/01/2010




|

ERrur

‘'saloe g6 Ajprewixoidde Buljeiol seiuadold ybia

JO uonexauue ue Jo [eaoidde Bunsanbai siueoldde ayl "20-60 NV €€

1996 and 100-year
floods

City of Oregon City

P.C. Box 3040

625 Center St

Oregon City, OR 97045
(503) 657-0891

www orcity org

This map is not suitable for survey, engineering, legal, or
navigation purposes. Errors and omissions may exist

Map created with OCMap 2010

02/01/2010

.G Jo g abed




‘'saloe g6 Ajprewixoidde Buljeiol seiuadold ybia

JO uonexauue ue Jo [eaoidde Bunsanbai siueoldde ayl "20-60 NV €€

.G Jo 6 abed

1996 and 100-year
floods

City of Oregon City

P.O. Box 3040

625 Center St

QOregon City, OR 97045
(503) 657-0891

www orcity org

This map is not suitable for survey, engineering, legal, or
navigation purposes. Errors and omissions may exist

Map created with OCMap 2010

02/01/2010




Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project is to improve operations and safety on OR 213 between the I-205
Interchange and the Redland Road overcrossing in order to:

. Maintain acceptable operational and safety levels on OR 213 and the 1-205
Interchange. This section of OR 213 is designated as an expressway and serves as an
important southeast Portland metropolitan area north-south transportation facility.

o Avoid or minimize instances of traffic on OR 213 backing up from the Washington
Street/Clackamas River Drive intersection into the 1-205 Interchange and the mainline
freeway.

. Allow for continued development along and around this section of OR 213 and the

surrounding area, which is within the city limits of Oregon City and the urban growth
boundary of the Portland metropolitan area.

The project is needed for the following reasons:

o Current traffic demands frequently exceed the capacity of OR 213 through the project
area. This creates traffic backups on OR 213 at both the Washington Street/Clackamas
River Drive intersection and the Redland Road intersection, which occasionally extend into
the 1-205 Interchange and onto the freeway itself.

. Highway speeds (posted at 45 mph and 55 mph) combined with signalized intersections
and high traffic volumes increase the risk of accidents. This section of highway has a
Safety Investment Program (SIP) rating of 3. The signalized intersections of Washington
Street/Clackamas River Drive and Redland Road are in the top 10 percent of Safety
Priority Index System (SPIS) sites. See Appendix A for accident information.

. The area immediately adjacent to and surrounding this section of highway is within the
city limits of Oregon City and the urban growth boundary of the Portland metropolitan
area. This area has capacity for continued development, which will add to the traffic
demands on OR 213.

Project Units and Phasing Plan

The project team has developed this project under an assumption that long-term improvements along
this section of OR 213 will be developed in a three-unit, three-phase approach. The three units are
described below.

1. Unit 1 includes OR 213 from the south end of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Bridge,
where Cascade Highway South begins, to the crossing of the unnamed tributary of Abernethy
Creek. Unit 1 also includes Clackamas River Drive from approximately Melinda Street to OR
213; Washington Street from OR 213 to west of the Home Depot; and the two jughandle
connectors.

2. Unit 2 includes OR 213 from the crossing of the unnamed tributary of Abernethy Creek to the
north end of the Redland Road Overcrossing, and Redland Road.

Final Design Acceptance Package OBEC Job No. 517-2
OR 213: 1-205 - Redland Road Overcrossing (Oregon City) Page 2
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3. Unit 3 is the 1-205 Interchange, which includes the 1-205 Park Place Frontage Road and the I-
205 ramps. The frontage road begins at the south end of the UPRR Bridge and runs north
across [-205 on the interchange bridge.

The three proposed phases include the following:

1. The evaluation of the design and impacts of Phase 1 is described later in this DAP. Phase 1
includes the full build out of Unit 1, and minor changes within the Unit 3 interchange area to
improve safety and operations until the entire interchange can be further upgraded. The
complete build out of the Unit 3 interchange will be designed under a future project and
DAP. The minor changes within Unit 3 included in Phase 1of this project are limited to striping
changes, installation of median barrier, concrete island modifications, and rail upgrades to
the UPRR Bridge and the 1-205 Bridge. The partial build-out design changes will allow for
the addition of a third northbound (NB) lane approaching the interchange, which will improve
the operations of the interchange and OR 213. The third lane will be created by narrowing
the median, travel lanes, and shoulders. Safety improvements within Unit 3 will include rail
upgrades to the UPRR and 1-205 Bridges.

2. The second phase includes a full build-out design for all of Unit 2. The evaluation of the
design and impacts, and more detailed information on the scope of Phase 2 can be found
later in this DAP.

3. Phase 3 is not described in this DAP. Phase 3 includes recognized improvement needs within
the Unit 3 interchange area that have a high cost-to-benefit ratio and a high probability of
not being compatible with future changes to the I-205 Interchange. The recognized needs
include the widening or replacement of the UPRR and 1-205 Bridges and the connecting
roadways, which would allow for standard median, lane and shoulder widths through the
interchange area under this project. The project team recommends that Phase 3
improvements be deferred until the scope of I-205 Interchange modifications is better
defined. The full upgrade to the interchange should be included in the Phase 3 project.

The benefits of using this three-unit, three-phase approach include the following:

° Minimization of the risk of constructing a significant level of improvements during Phase
1and Phase 2 that do not fit the future reconstruction of the 1-205 Interchange.
Reconstruction of the interchange is likely to occur within the design life of facilities built
as part of this project; however, the extent of future modifications is unknown. Therefore,
it is not possible at this time to plan large-scale improvements within the interchange area
to match future interchange reconstruction.

. Containment of costs and impacts of the Phase 1 and 2 projects so they can be completed
as soon as possible at a budget commensurate with available funding. In addition, the
two phases will be eligible for additional federal or state funding that may become
available.

. Ability to make critical operational and safety improvements at the Washington Street
and Redland Road intersections at this time while improvements to address less significant
needs within the interchange area can be delayed. This will allow those changes to be
better coordinated with the future interchange improvements and minimize the risk of
constructing "throw away" improvements.

Phases of development and construction of the project are discussed in more detail below.

Final Design Acceptance Package OBEC Job No. 517-2
OR 213: 1-205 - Redland Road Overcrossing (Oregon City) Page 3
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Phase 1

Phase 1 of the project, which is the only phase currently funded for construction, includes full build-out
improvements within Unit 1 and minor improvements in the Unit 3 I1-205 Interchange area. As
mentioned above, full build-out improvements for Unit 3 will take place in Phase 3, which will be
designed in a future project.

Unit 1

Unit 1 improvements in Phase 1 include realignment of Washington Street and Clackamas River
Drive to cross under OR 213 at a new bridge. The existing street connections will be modified so
they connect OR 213 with the realigned Washington Street and Clackamas River Drive. These
modifications combine to create a jughandle intersection configuration that eliminates left turns and
east-west cross movements at the OR 21 3 intersection, reducing the number of signal phases from
eight to two. Phase 1 also involves roadway widening and channelization changes on OR 213 to
accommodate three travel lanes in each direction and right-turn lanes both southbound (SB) and NB
at the jughandle intersection. The OR 213 roadway and the new bridge will be constructed to
accommodate 12-foot travel lanes; 10-foot shoulder widths, including 2 feet shy distance; and an 8-
foot-wide median. However, for Phase 1, striping and shoulder barrier will be used north of the
jughandle intersection to taper lane widths to 11 feet and shoulder widths to 6 feet at the existing
UPRR Bridge. This configuration will remain in place until the Unit 3 UPRR Bridge is replaced; the
width of the new structure will match the width of the newly constructed Phase 1. The continued use
of the existing UPRR structure to accommodate 1-205/OR 213 movements will depend on future
improvement of the I-205 Interchange. If a wider structure at the UPRR Bridge location does become
part of the future interchange modifications, the Phase 1 striping would be modified and the
shoulder barrier relocated to provide the 12-foot lanes, 10-foot shoulders, and 8-foot median used
throughout the remainder of the design for the current project.

Unit 3

Unit 3 improvements in Phase 1 will be limited to the work required to make channelization
modifications to allow for the addition of a third NB lane between the UPRR Bridge and 1-205 NB
ramps, and to eliminate left turns and cross movements at the NB 1-205 ramp terminals. The
additional NB lane will be provided by reducing the median to 6 feet, the travel lanes to 11 feet,
and the outside shoulders to 6 feet in width. The work included to make these channelization
modifications include striping changes, installation of concrete median barrier, and alterations to
concrete islands. As described under Unit 1, above, in the event the UPRR Bridge is replaced as a
future Phase 3 project these reduced widths would be increased to an 8-foot median, 12 foot lanes,
and 10 foot shoulders. The project team recommends that a decision on this issue be delayed until a
design is developed for the 1-205 Interchange. The Phase 1 work in Unit 3 will also include rail
retrofits to the UPRR Bridge and the I-205 Bridge to increase the safety of these structures until they
are replaced as part of a Phase 3 project.

More detailed information about the scope of this Phase 1 work is found in later sections of this DAP
and in the attached plans.

Final Design Acceptance Package OBEC Job No. 517-2
OR 213: 1-205 - Redland Road Overcrossing (Oregon City) Page 4
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Phase 2

Phase 2 of the project includes full build-out improvements within Unit 2. Construction for Unit 2 is
currently not funded; however, the City is pursuing funding for this phase of construction. It would be
possible to split Phase 2 into sub-phases, as described in the Unit 2 section that follows.

Unit 2

Phase 2 improvements are located entirely in Unit 2 and include widening OR 213 to accommodate
the upgrade of the NB left-turn lane at the Redland Road intersection, the construction of a SB right-
turn lane at the Redland Road intersection, and the addition of a third through travel lane in each
direction. Phase 2 also includes widening and channelization changes on Redland Road. As
described in Unit 1, above, the widening of OR 213 will accommodate 12-foot travel lanes and 10-
foot shoulders, including 2 feet of shy distance. The median in this section of OR 213 will be 8 feet
wide with a median barrier, except at the Redland Road intersection where it will be 20 feet wide
to support a NB left-turn lane. Redland Road will be widened to provide two 12-foot travel lanes
approaching OR 213, one 12-foot travel lane approaching Abernethy Road, a 14-foot median, and
two 6-foot shoulders. Additional widening of Redland Road will be included at the Abernethy Road
end of the alignment to provide a 12-foot-wide right-turn lane.

Due to funding constraints, it is anticipated Unit 2 may need to be developed and constructed in two
sub-phases (2A and 2B). The project team currently envisions Phase 2A to include construction on OR
213 for the SB right-turn lane, the third SB through travel lane, and the upgrade of the NB left-turn
lane. Phase 2A would also include widening of Redland Road. Phase 2B would include the addition
of the third NB through lane on OR 213. More detailed information about the scope of this work is
found in later sections of this DAP and in the attached plans.

Phase 3

Phase 3 improvements, not addressed in this DAP, are located in the Unit 3 I-205 Interchange area.
The scope of the Phase 3 work cannot be fully defined at this time because of the unknown
configuration of the future 1-205 Interchange. The major cost items in Unit 3 that should be
addressed in a future Phase 3 project are widening or replacing the UPRR Bridge; widening or
replacing the 1-205 Bridge; and widening the connecting roadway. These improvements have been
separated into a future phase because the safety and operational benefits of addressing these
substandard design elements are considered less significant than those gained by the Phase 1 and
Phase 2 improvements included in this DAP.

Design Exception approvals are being pursued for the substandard design elements for the Phase 1
and Phase 2 projects that are part of this DAP. Draft versions of the requests are included in
Appendix B and further discussed in the Design Exceptions section of this report, below.

Design Standards/Design Criteria

ODOT facilities and facilities under ODOT jurisdiction will be developed using ODOT design
standards. City and County facilities will be developed using local and American Association of
State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) design standards. Facilities include:

Final Design Acceptance Package OBEC Job No. 517-2
OR 213: 1-205 - Redland Road Overcrossing (Oregon City) Page 5
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Oregon City, OR
Transportation SDC Study

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In April 2008, the City of Oregon City contracted with Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc. (FCS
GROUP), and its subconsultant DKS Associates, to perform a transportation system development charge
(TSDC) study. Oregon City is a growing city experiencing increasing demands on its transportation
infrastructure. The City’s latest transportation system plan identified a number of improvements that are
needed to maintain and expand system capacity over the next two decades. With the study, the City wished to
implement an equitable, adequate, and defensible transportation SDC that would generate funding to meet
the needs of growth without unduly burdening existing residents and business owners.

Consistent with these objectives, the following general approach was used to calculate the City’s
transportation SDC:

¢ Development of Policy Framework. In this step, we wrote issue papers defining key policy issues,
describing alternatives, and providing recommendations for City staff and the Oregon City
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC). The result was a set of recommendations on key TSDC
policy issues that provided guidance for the technical analysis and input for the City Commission to
consider in its decision on adoption. The issue papers and resulting TAC recommendations are included

as Appendix A.

¢ Conduct Technical Analysis. In this step, we worked with City staff and the project engineer to finalize
the TSDC project lists, isolate the recoverable portion of existing and planned facility costs, and calculate
proposed fees. The technical analysis is included as Appendix B.

¢ Assemble Documentation and Presentation. In this step, we wrote the report describing the
recommended policies and resulting charges, and drafted the adopting resolution.

SECTION 2: SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
METHODOLOGY

A system development charge is a one-time fee imposed on new development (and some types of re-
development) at the time of development. The fee is intended to recover growth’s fair share of the costs of
existing and planned facilities that provide the necessary capacity to accommodate future development.

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 223.297 - 223.314 defines SDCs and specifies how they shall be calculated,

applied, and accounted for. By statute, an SDC is the sum of two components:

¢ areimbursement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements a/ready
constructed or under construction, and

¢ an improvement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements to be
constructed in the future.

The reimbursement fee methodology must be based on “the value of unused capacity available to future
system users or the cost of the existing facilities”, and must further consider prior contributions by existing
users and gifted and grant-funded facilities. The calculation must also “promote the objective of future system
users contributing no more than an equitable share to the cost of existing facilities.” Reimbursement fee
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proceeds may be spent on any capital improvements related to the systems for which the SDC is applied —
i.e., transportation SDCs must be spent on transportation improvements.

The improvement fee methodology must include only the cost of projected capital improvements or portions
of improvements needed to increase system capacity for future users. In other words, the cost(s) of planned
projects or portions of projects that correct existing deficiencies, or do not otherwise increase capacity for
future users, may not be included in the improvement fee calculation. Improvement fee proceeds may be
spent only on capital improvements, or portions thereof, which increase the capacity of the systems for which
they were applied.

A.REIMBURSEMENT FEE METHODOLOGY

The calculation of the reimbursement fee, described in detail in Section III, is fairly straightforward under the
approach taken. In short, it is the dollar cost of unused, available, system capacity divided by the capacity it
will serve. The unit of capacity used becomes the basis of the fee. In addition to the cost or value of the
system, Oregon law (ORS 223.304) requires that the reimbursement fee methodology also incorporate the
following:

¢ “Ratemaking principles employed to finance publicly owned capital improvements”, taken to mean that
the fees must be calculated to equitably recover appropriate costs;

¢ “Prior contributions by existing users”, taken to mean that the cost of contributed assets should not be
included in the reimbursement fee basis;

¢ “Gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons”, taken to mean that gifted or grant-
unded assets should not be included in the reimbursement fee basis; an
funded hould not b luded in th b fee b d

¢ “Other relevant factors identified by the local government imposing the fee”.

Finally, the methodology must promote the objective of future system users contributing no more than an
equitable share to the cost of existing facilities.

Most of the City’s arterial and collector streets were once County roads or State highways, which were
ultimately funded through general tax sources. When considering deducting tax-funded infrastructure costs
from the fee basis, it is most important to acknowledge that all transportation system users pay taxes —
whether or not their properties are developed. Hence, a developer can argue that he / she has already paid for
a share of that portion of the transportation system that has been constructed with tax revenues. This is unlike
a water, sewer, or stormwater service, in which there are usually ratepayers to catch up with and reimburse,
and is a strong argument for reducing the reimbursement fee cost basis by the corresponding portion of
system value that has been funded by tax sources — including system infrastructure that was once part of the
County or State system.

On the other hand, a strong argument can be made that previously paid SDCs need not be deducted from the
reimbursement fee cost basis. If the previously paid charges have funded facilities that still have unused
capacity available for growth, then the cost of that capacity must be included in the reimbursement fee cost
basis in order for new customers to pay for a full share of the capacity that will serve them.

Therefore, we recommend that the City base the TSDC reimbursement fee entirely on the cost of unused
capacity provided by infrastructure constructed using previously collected SDCs. This recommendation is
further discussed in Issue Paper #1, provided in Appendix A.
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B.IMPROVEMENT FEE METHODOLOGY

The improvement fee calculation, like that of the reimbursement fee, is straightforward. In short, it is the
eligible dollar cost of capacity-increasing capital projects divided by the capacity they will serve. Again, the
unit of capacity used becomes the basis of the fee. The overriding issue to consider in the improvement fee
calculation is the identification and separation of capacity-increasing capital costs.

We recommend that the City utilize the “capacity” method to allocate costs to the improvement fee basis.
Under the capacity approach, the cost of a given project is allocated to growth proportionately by the capacity
made available for growth. As an example, assume we are allocating the $1 million cost of adding a lane to an
existing roadway to meet existing demand as well as the needs of growth. If the new lane provides capacity for
500 trips and 200 meet an existing deficiency and 300 are for growth, then the allocation to the improvement
fee basis would be 300 / 500 = 60% of $1 million, or $600,000. This recommendation is further discussed in
Issue Paper #2, provided in Appendix A.

C. CALCULATION SUMMARY

In general, an SDC is calculated by adding the applicable reimbursement fee component to the applicable
improvement fee component. Each separate component is calculated by dividing the eligible cost by the
appropriate measure of growth in capacity. The unit of capacity used becomes the basis of the charge. A
sample calculation is shown below.

Reimbursement Fee | ‘ Improvement Fee ‘ ‘ SDC
Eligible cost Eligible cost of planned
of capacity in capacity-increasing
existing facilities . capital improvements = SDC ($ / unit)
Growth in system Growth in system
capacity demand capacity demand

D.SDC (IMPROVEMENT FEE) CREDITS

The law requires that credits be provided against the improvement fee for the construction of qualified public
improvements. Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that, at a minimum, credits be provided against the
improvement fee for

“the construction of a qualified public improvement. A ‘qualified public improvement’ means a capital
improvement that is required as a condition of development approval, identified in the plan and list adopted
pursuant to ORS 223.309 and either:

(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development approval; or

(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development approval and
required to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the particular development project to
which the improvement fee is related.”

The law further states that credits

“may be granted only for the cost of that portion of such improvement that exceeds the local government’s
minimum standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the particular development project or property.”
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The challenge is to craft a credit approach that meets statutory requirements and the City’s assumed general
objectives for cash flow, prioritization of capital projects, and orderly but sustained development. It must be
noted that we believe it is important for the City to retain as much control as possible over the prioritization
and implementation of its capital plan(s). These plans are created to address total system needs — not just the
needs of growth. Without control over how and when those needs are addressed, the re-prioritization of
projects over time can leave important City needs unmet. To avoid this outcome, credits should:

¢ be only for the portion of the agreed-upon or planned cost of capacity in excess of that needed to
serve the particular development;

¢ not be transferable to other developers;
¢ be for planned projects only; and
¢ be provided only upon completion of a “qualified public improvement”.

We recommend that the City maintain its current SDC credit policy, which is in compliance with statutory
requirements and incorporates our recommended guidelines. This reccommendation is further discussed in
Issue Paper #3, provided in Appendix A.

It is important to note that the possession of credits does not necessarily obligate the City to provide cash
redemption for SDC credits. In order to provide full compensation to developers while also minimizing the
financial risk to the City, we recommend that the City’s credit policy include cash reimbursement only from
SDCs generated by the build out of the development in question. As a result, the City will have the ability to
choose the timing and the improvements from a healthy cash position. This recommendation is further
discussed in Issue Paper #4, provided in Appendix A.

E. INDEXING CHARGE FOR INFLATION

Oregon law (ORS 223.304) allows for the periodic indexing of system development charges for inflation, as
long as the index used is

“(A) A relevant measurement of the average change in prices or costs over an identified time period for
materials, labor, real property or a combination of the three;

(B) Published by a recognized organization or agency that produces the index or data source for reasons that are
independent of the system development charge methodology; and

(C) Incorporated as part of the established methodology or identified and adopted in a separate ordinance,
resolution or order.”

We recommend that Oregon City continue to index its TSDC to the Engineering News Record (ENR)
Construction Cost Index (CCI) for the City of Seattle, and adjust the charge annually as per that index.

SECTION 3: TSDC CALCULATION

The City’s existing transportation SDC is based on projected trip generation by land use. Specifically, new
development is charged by added average daily trips (ADTs). Existing residential transportation SDCs are
provided below: [Commercial charges vary by land use type.]

> FCS (

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 22 of 157



Oregon City, OR
Transportation SDC Study

Existing Transportation SDC

ADTs Improvement Total
Development Type per Unit Fee TSDC
Single Family 9.60 $ 1,885 |$ 1,885
Apartments (per living unit) 6.53 $ 1282 |$ 1,282

Both the existing and the proposed vehicle charges are based on trip generation statistics provided in the most
recent edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 7rip Generation manual for each land use
type and development size. However, the proposed charges are based on P.M. peak-hour trips (P-HTs). Peak-
hour trips are defined as the average trip rate during the peak hour of adjacent street traffic — which usually
coincides with the traditional commuting peak periods of 7 am to 9 am or 4 pm to 6 pm. Transportation
engineers commonly use peak-hour trip estimates to assess transportation performance and determine system
needs. Average daily trips, as measures of total traffic volume, are not generally used to size a system —
although they are typically used to estimate maintenance requirements.

The proposed charges continue to adjust for linked, or pass-by, trips. There is documentation presented in
ITE Trip Generation that a significant percentage of trip ends associated with specific land uses are a result of
linked, or pass-by, trips. The recommended SDC basis of adjusted P.M. peak-hour trips is further discussed
in Issue Paper #5, provided in Appendix A.

Furthermore, the proposed TSDC includes an additional bike/ped component. The related reimbursement
and improvement fees for the bike/ped charge are based on estimated bike/ped trip generation rates by land
use type. The inclusion of these alternative modes of transportation is discussed in Issue Paper #6, provided in

Appendix A.
The calculation of the proposed TSDC is summarized below and provided in detail in Appendix B.

In order to estimate the number of P.M. peak-hour and bike/ped trips to be generated by growth over the
planning period (ending in 2030) — the denominators in both the reimbursement and improvement fee
calculations — the following approach was taken.

DKS Associates consulted the 2005-2030 Metro Travel Demand Model to provide an estimate of total
peak-hour trip growth within the urban growth boundary (UGB) during the study period. Trip
projections reported for the Beavercreek Concept Plan and Park Place Concept Plan Areas were adjusted
to reflect higher growth rates assumed in the Concept Plans and the actual ITE trip rate for single-family
residential developments. The result was an initial UGB peak-hour trip total of 24,892 for 2005 and a
forecasted 2030 total of 48,339 trips.

Therefore, during the study period, new development within Oregon City’s UGB was expected to
generate 23,448 P.M. peak-hour trips.

Additionally, growth in bicycle, pedestrian, and transit trip generation was estimated. First, as such trip
generation is closely related to average daily trips, the forecast of peak-hour trip growth was converted to
234,476 ADTs based on the standard assumption of a 1:10 ratio between peak-hour trips and average
daily trips. Second, U.S. Census travel data for the Portland Metro area indicated that 12% of total
average daily trip generation generally consists of bike/ped trips. Accordingly, based on the 12% share for

W
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bike/ped trips and the 234,476 ADT growth estimate in vehicle trips, total average daily trip growth —
including bike/ped trips — during the period was estimated to total 266,450.

¢ Therefore, during the study period, new development within the UGB was expected to generate 31,974
bike/ped trips per day.

B. REIMBURSEMENT FEE CALCULATION

In order to estimate the cost of unused capacity in the existing transportation system — the numerator in the
reimbursement fee calculation for the vehicle charge — the following approach was taken.

¢ Itis important to first recall that the City’s transportation infrastructure has been largely contributed
and/or funded by general tax sources, leaving only unused capacity in SDC-funded infrastructure eligible
for reimbursement. FCS GROUP found $7,775,416 of historical transportation SDC (improvement fee
only) expenditures from FY 1993 through FY 2001. Current unused capacity was calculated by reducing
the SDC expenditure total for each year proportionally by the estimated trip growth that has occurred
since that year. The resulting total of unused capacity in the existing system was $6,208,392.

¢ Based on forecasted growth of 23,448 P.M. peak-hour trips, the resulting reimbursement fee was $264.78
per peak-hour vehicle trip.

C.IMPROVEMENT FEE CALCULATIONS

The following approach was taken to determine the cost of capacity-increasing capital improvements for
inclusion in the improvement fee cost bases.

¢ DKS Associates provided the 2008 list of capital projects needed to increase vehicle capacity within the
UGB. The sum of this list of project costs in current dollars was $312,918,784, of which the City was
expected to be responsible for $244,939,884.

¢ DKS Associates then determined the extent to which each improvement provided capacity for future
development. The preferred basis for these TSDC allocations was growth's share of total future peak-hour
trips at the site of improvement. When such data was unavailable, baseline projections of vehicle/capacity
(V/C) ratios were utilized to determine existing system deficiencies. The resulting total of eligible costs

was $158,455,615.

¢ Finally, the beginning FY 2007 transportation SDC fund balance — $1,614,627 — was deducted from the
eligible cost total to (1) recognize that the fund balance is available for spending on the project list and (2)
prevent new users from paying for those project costs twice. The resulting net total of $156,840,988 was
the improvement fee cost basis.

¢ Based on forecasted growth of 23,448 P.M. peak-hour trips, the resulting improvement fee was
$6,689.01 per peak-hour vehicle trip.

¢ Additionally, DKS Associates provided a 2008 list of capital projects needed to increase bike/ped capacity
within the UGB. The sum of this list of project costs in current dollars was $13,260,367.

¢ To assign project costs to the bike/ped TSDC cost basis, an allocation equal to growth’s share of future
vehicle trip generation — 48.5% — was applied. The sum of each project’s growth allocation resulted in a
total $6,432,131 of improvement fee-eligible costs.
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¢ Based on forecasted growth of 31,974 bike/ped trips, the resulting improvement fee was $201.17 per
bike/ped trip.

D.RECOMMENDED SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
The recommended TSDC of $7,000 per peak-hour vehicle trip and $202.51per bike/ped trip is the sum of

the related reimbursement fees and improvement fees, adjusted by an administrative cost recovery factor of
0.67%, or $46 per vehicle trip and $1.34 per bike/ped trip. The administrative cost recovery factor was
derived by dividing projected annual TSDC accounting and administrative costs, including the amortized
cost of this study, by forecasted annual vehicle and bike/ped TSDC revenues. The resulting recommended
TSDC:s for a comprehensive list of land uses are provided immediately following this section.

Note that given the relatively small amount of data on bicycle and pedestrian trip generation by land use, it is

recommended that the following bike/ped trip groupings be utilized to assess the bike/ped SDC:
Daily Bike/Ped Trip Generation and SDC (Per Unit of Development

Group Trips_ SDC .

per Unit per Unit
Group 1 0.1 $ 20.25
Group 2 0.2 $ 40.50
Group 3 0.4 $ 81.00
Group 4 0.6 $121.51
Group 5 1.0 $ 202.51
Group 6 2.0 $ 405.02

Assignments to each group are made by land use designation, as shown in the Bike / Ped TSDC schedule
following this section.

E. SDC IMPLEMENTATION

There are two transit and limited-parking corridors or areas within the City — the designated regional center
and Molalla Avenue. Such corridors are suitable for higher residential densities, high-volume non-residential
uses, and mixed use properties. Traffic modeling has shown that developments in such areas have lower
vehicle trip generation rates.

To account for the expected reduction in residential vehicle trip generation, we recommend that the City
provide a 10% discount on the TSDC for residential developments within these areas. Similarly, non-
residential developments in such areas should be assessed a TSDC for the lesser of either their estimated trip
generation rate or the trip rate for the Shopping Center land use. This recommendation is further discussed in
Issue Paper #7, provided in Appendix A.

Finally, in July 2007, the Portland area metropolitan service district (Metro) published a report detailing the
various approaches to crafting system development charges (SDCs) that promote full and equitable cost
recovery. The report noted that the validity of each approach varied by jurisdiction. As such, to the extent
practical, the City’s TSDC was designed to be consistent with the five key SDC practices and policies
recommended in the report:

¢ full cost recovery,
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impact-based SDCs,

recognition of cost variations by location,
green design,

and technical vs. policy-based solutions.

These recommendations are further discussed in Issue Paper #8, provided in Appendix A.
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Vehicle TSDC (1)

ITE - Peak-Hour
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips

Pass-By
Trip
Factor

Adjusted

P-HTs TsSDC Units

Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use. Examples:
Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing equipment 0.98 1 0.98 $ 6,860 KSF
assembly, power stations.

Industrial Park areas that contain a number of industrial and/or related facilities

130 |Industrial Park : 0.86 1 0.86 $ 6,020 KSF
(mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).

General Light

10 industrial

Facilities that convert raw materials into finished products. Typically have

140  |Manufacturing : : " 0.74 1 0.74 $ 5,180 KSF
related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically

151  |Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access point. 0.26 1 0.26 $ 1,820 KSF
Example: U-Store-It.

210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 1.01 1 1.01 $ 7,070 bu

220  |Apartment Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the same 0.62 1 0.62 $ 4340 bU
building. Qu and all types of apartment buildings.

230 |Condo/Townhouse Rg;ldenllal Condqmlnlum/Townhuqses under single-family ownership. 0.52 1 0.52 $ 3,640 bU
Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure.
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent foundations.

240  [Mobile Home Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, recreation rooms, 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4130 buU
pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to apartments or

253  |Elderly Housing condos. Sometimes in self-contained villages. May also contain medical 0.17 1 0.17 $ 1,190 bu
facilities, dining, and some limited, retail.

310 |Hotel Lodging facility Fr)at may include restaurants, lounges, meetlng_rgoms, and/or 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4130| Room
convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these facilities.

320 |Motel Sleeping accommodations and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking and 0.47 1 0.47 $ 3,290| Room

|little or no meeting space.

Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs. Some
430 |Golf Course have driving ranges and clubhouses with pro shops, restaurants, lounges. 274 1 2.74 $ 19,180 Hole
Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.

Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following land

Multipurpose

435 - uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper boats, go- 5.77 1 5.77 $ 40,390 Acre
Recreation Facility .
carts, and driving ranges.
437 |Bowling Alley Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small lounge, 354 1 3.54 $ 24,780 Lane
restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including swimming
493  |Athletic Club pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball courts. 5.76 1 5.76 $ 40,320 KSF
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including YMCAs,
Recreational often including classes, day care, meeting rooms, swimming pools, tennis
495 ‘Community Center  |racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms, & food service. 1.64 1 164 $ 11,480 KSF
520 * |Elementary School _|Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 0.28 1 0.28 $ 1,960 | Student
522 |Middle School :Ilégh;.:hizlwes students that completed elementary and have not yet entered 0.15 1 0.15 $ 1,050 | Student
530 |High School Public. Serves students that middle or junior high school. 0.14 1 0.14 $ 980 | Student
540 é\;n":é/ECommumly Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 0.12 1 0.12 $ 840 | Student
560 |Church Contains wor;hlp area and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, dining 0.66 1 0.66 $ 4620 KSE
area and facilities.
565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 13.18 0.33 4.35 $ 30,450 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 0.82 0.33 0.27 $ 1,890 | Student
500 |Library Publ\p or Private. Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, sometimes 7.09 1 7.09 $ 49,630 KSF
meeting rooms.
591 Lodge/Fraternal Include‘s a club house with dining and drinking facilities, recreational and 0.03 1 0.03 $ 210 | Member
Organization entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include
710 |General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack bars, and 1.49 1 1.49 $ 10,430 KSF
service retail facilities.
Single Tenant Office Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms, file
715 Bui\%\n storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other service 1.73 1 1.73 $ 12,110 KSF
9 functions.
720 Medical-Dental Provides diagnosis and outpatient care on a routine basis. Typically operated 372 1 372 $ 26,040 KSE
Office by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office buildings
750 |Office Park and support services such as banks & loan institutions, restaurants, service 15 1 15 $ 10,500 KSF
stations.
Research & Single building or complex of buildings devoted to research & development.
760 May contain offices and light fabrication facilities. 1.08 1 1.08 $ 7,560 KSF
Development Center
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common
270 |Business Park roadway system. Tenant space is flexible to accommodate a variety of uses. 1.29 1 1.29 $ 9,030 KSE

Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically includes a mix of
offices, retail &

9

> FCS

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 27 of 157



Oregon City, OR
Transportation SDC Study

Vehicle TSDC (2)

Pass-By
ITE P Peak-Hour . Adjusted .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips Trip P-HTs TSDC Units
Factor
Building Materials & Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812 9 lumber. May include yard storage and shed storage areas. The storage areas 4.49 1 4.49 $ 31,430 KSF
Lumber ;
are not included in the GLA needed for trip ]
813 Discount Super A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery dept. 387 0718 2.78 $ 19,460 KSF
Store under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that typically
814 |Specialty Retail specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, investment, 271 1 271 |$ 18970 | KSF
dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof. Does not
815 |Discount Store include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free-standing Discount 506 0475 24 $ 16,800 KSF
uperstore.
816 Hardware/Paint Typically free-standing buildings with off-street parking that sell paints and 284 0.450 218 $ 15260 KSE
Store hardware.
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock. May
Nursery/Garden have large green houses and offer landscape services. Typically have office,
817 Center storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not yard and storage 38 1 38 $ 26,600 KSF
GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed,
owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site parking to serve its KSF
820 [Shopping Center own parking demand. May include non-merchandising facilities such as office 3.75 0.393 1.47 $ 10,290
: : N Leasable
buildings, movie theatres, restaurants, post offices, health clubs, and
recreation like skating rinks and amt ts.
841 |New Car Sales New Car with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 2.64 1 2.64 $ 18480 KSF
848 |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a large 415 0.617 256 $ 17,920 KSF
storage or warehouse area.
850 |Supermarket Free-stavdlngvgrocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 10.45 0.265 2.76 $ 19,320 KSF
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 |Convenience Market Sells convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & Wine. 52.41 0.282 14.8 $ 103,600 KSF
Does not have gas pumps.
880 ;I:?Lr::cy wl/o drive |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.42 0.327 275 $ 19,250 KSE
881 ;}:s;r;ﬁcy w/ drive  |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.62 0.383 3.3 $ 23,100 KSF
890 |Furniture Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 0.46 0.157 0.07 $ 490 KSF
911 % |Walk-In Bank Usually a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive-up 33.15 0.270 8.95 $ 62,650 KSF
May have ATMs.
912  |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 45.74 0.270 1235 |$ 86,450 KSF
931  |Quality Restaurant :‘ljgul:)quallty eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than one 7.49 0.288 215 $ 15050 KSF
932 High Turnover Sit-  |Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 10.92 0315 3.44 $ 24,080 KSE
Down Rest.
933 * 1':';5: Food w/o Drive- |Fast Food but no drive-through window 26.15 0.265 6.94 $ 48,580 KSE
934 'T'irs; Food With Drive{Fast Food with drive-through window 34.64 0.265 9.2 $ 64,400 KSE
936 * |Drinking Place Contains a bar where alcoholic beverages and snacks are serviced and 11.34 0315 358 $ 25060 KSE
possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool tables
Sell gasoline and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not have Fueling
944 |Gas Station c 1ce Market and/or Car Wash. 1386 0235 326 |S 22820 posiion
asiseon it |59 623 Convenere Ware e ey P, v o
945  |with Convenience in faciit ! pair. fneiu - 13.38 0.123 165 |$ 11,550 9
Position
Market
Gas/Service Station fﬂellmgI gas, mC(?:\;en‘lﬁl?ceerarkit,i andn%arr Waixrsh are the primary business. Fuelin
946 * |with Convenience ay &lso contaln faciitles for service and repair. 13.33 0.382 509 |$ 35630 19
Position
Market, Car Wash
947 Self-Service Car Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to park and 5.54 1 5.54 $ 38,780 Wash
Wash wash. Stall
NOTES:

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Seventh Edition.

Peak-Hour Trips: Weekday, peak-hour of adjacent street traffic. Most often, one hour between 4 and 6 p.m.

Pass-By Trip Factor reflects diverted linked trips in addition to pass-by trips.

ITE codes identified with asterisks (*) include information derived from the ITE manual (e.g., the pass-by factor is derived from pass-by counts for a similar land use or
are as estimated by traffic engineers).

Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area
DU = dwelling unit
Room = number of rooms for rent
Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled
Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees
Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space
Lane = number of bowling lanes

Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, based on land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.

10

> FCS

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 28 of 157



Oregon City, OR
Transportation SDC Study

Bike/Ped TSDC (1)

ITE . Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped :
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group Trips sDC Units

Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use. Examples:

Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing equipment 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF

assembly, power stations.

130 |Industrial Park Inqustrial Park areas that cpntain a number of industrial and/or related facilities 1 01 $ 2025 KSE
(mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).

Facilities that convert raw materials into finished products. Typically have

General Light

110 Industrial

140 |Manufacturing related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions. 2 02 $ 4050 KSF
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically

151  |Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access point. 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
Example: U-Store-It.

210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 5 1 $ 20251 DU

220 |Apartment Re_nt_al Dwelling Umfs within the same building. At least 4 units in ‘the same 4 06 $ 12151 DU
building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment buildings.

230 |Condo/Townhouse Rx_a;ldentlal Condelnlum/'_I’ownhoL_lses under smgle‘-famlly ownership. 4 06 $ 12151 DU
Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure.
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent foundations.

240 |Mobile Home Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, recreation rooms, 3 0.4 $ 81.00 DU
pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to apartments or

253  |Elderly Housing condos. Sometimes in self-contained villages. May also contain medical 3 0.4 $ 81.00 DU
facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.

310  |Hotel Lodglng.faclllty ?I?at may |n.clude restaurants, Iounges, meellng.r.oums, and/or 3 04 $  81.00 Room
convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these facilities.

320 |Motel Sleeping accommodations and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking and 2 02 $ 4050 Room

|little or no meeting space.

Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs. Some
430  |Golf Course have driving ranges and clubhouses with pro shops, restaurants, lounges. 1 0.1 $ 2025 Hole
Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.

Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following land
uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper boats, go- 6 2 $ 405.02 Acre
carts, and driving ranges.

Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small lounge,

Multipurpose

435 Recreation Facility

437  |Bowling Alley 3 0.4 $ 81.00 Lane
restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including swimming

493 |Athletic Club pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball courts. 5 1 $ 20251 KSF
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including YMCAs,

495 Recreational often including classes, day care, meeting rooms, swimming pools, tennis 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF

Community Center |racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms, & food service.

520 * |Elementary School |Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 3 0.4 $ 81.00| Student
522 |Middle School Ei:lra‘h;:&hiz‘rves students that completed elementary and have not yet entered P 02 $ 4050 | Student
530 |High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 1 0.1 $ 20.25]| Student
540 quer;ll;);/eCOmmunlty ‘Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 1 01 $ 2025 Student
560 |Church Contains wors_hlp area and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, dining 3 0.4 $  81.00 KSF
area and facilities.
565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 1 0.1 $ 20.25| Student
500 |Library Pubh‘c or Private. Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, sometimes 6 5 $ 405.02 KSF
meeting rooms.
591 Lodge{Frgtemal Include_s a club house with dmnjg and drinking facilities, recreational and 4 06 $ 121.51 | Member
Organization entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include
710 |General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack bars, and 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF
service retail facilities.
" . |Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms, file
715 :L?”ng;Tenant Office storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other service 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF
9 functions.
720 MeglcaI-Denlal Provides dlagnos|§ and oulp‘a‘uent care ona routine basis. Typically operated 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF
Office by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office buildings
750 |Office Park and support services such as banks & loan institutions, restaurants, service 4 0.6 $ 12151 KSF
stations.
Research & Single building or complex of buildings devoted to research & development.
760 May contain offices and light fabrication facilities. 2 0.2 $ 4050 KSF
Development Center
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common
770 |Business Park roadway system. Tenant space is flexible to accommodate a variety of uses. 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF

Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically includes a mix of
offices, retail & wholesale.
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Bike/Ped TSDC (2)

Oregon City, OR

Transportation SDC Study

ITE . Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped -
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group Trips sbC Units
B . Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
Building Materials & .
812 lumber. May include yard storage and shed storage areas. The storage areas 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
Lumber . . N "
are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 Discount Super A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery dept. 1 01 $ 2025 KSF
Store under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that typically
814 |Specialty Retail specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, investment, 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF
dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
. centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof. Does not
815 | Discount Store include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free-standing Discount B 01 $ 2025 KSF
uperstore.
816 Hardware/Paint Typically free-standing buildings with off-street parking that sell paints and 1 01 $ 2025 KSF
Store hardware.
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock. May
817 Nursery/Garden have large green h‘ouses ‘anvd offer Iapdschpg services. Typically have office, 1 01 $ 2025 KSE
Center storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not yard and storage
GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed,
owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site parking to serve its KSF
820 |Shopping Center own parking demand. May include non-merchandising facilities such as office 2 0.2 $ 4050 Leasable
buildings, movie theatres, restaurants, post offices, health clubs, and
recreation like skating rinks and amusements.
841 |New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
848 |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a large 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF
storage or warehouse area.
850 |Supermarket Free-standing grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851  |Convenience Market Sells convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & Wine. 6 5 $ 405.02 KSF
Does not have gas pumps.
880 Pharmacy w/o drive |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 04 $  81.00 KSE
through
881 Pharmacy w/ drive  |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 04 $  81.00 KSF
through
890 Furniture Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank U_sually a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive-up 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF
windows. May have ATMs.
912 |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
931  |Quality Restaurant E;?Jt:)quallty eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than one 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF
932 High Turnover Sit-  |Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 3 0.4 $ 8100 KSF
Down Rest.
933 * _IF_:fi Food w/o Drive- |Fast Food but no drive-through window 5 5 $ 405.02 KSF
934 :_2?‘5 Food With Drive|Fast Food with drive-through window 6 P $ 405.02 KSF
936 * |Drinking Place Cum_alns a bar where alcoholic beverages and snacks are serviced and 1 o1 $ 2025 KSF
possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool tables
944 |Gas Station Sell gasvollne and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not have 1 o1 $ 2025 Fue_ll_ng
Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. Position
Gasisenice aton (5911 024 Convenirce Marot i e i baees, oy o
945  |with Convenience | it i pair. inciu : 1 0.1 $ 20.25 g
Position
Market
Gas/Service Station S‘elllngl gas, ?qn\;en}ﬁlllwcefMarkel, and Cdar Wz?\sh are the primary business. Fuein
946 * |with Convenience ay also contain facilities for service and repair. 1 01 $ 2025| Fuel ?1
Market, Car Wash ositio
947 Self-Service Car Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to park and 1 o1 $ 2025 Wash
Wash wash. Stall
NOTES:

Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area

DU = dwelling unit

Room = number of rooms for rent

Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled

Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees

Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space

Lane = number of bowling lanes

Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, by land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.

> FCS

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.

Page 30 of 157

—
[}



Appendix A

Issue Papers

Appendix A < FCS GROUP

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 31 of 157



ISSUE PAPER #1
Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis

Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that the reimbursement fee
calculation methodology must be based on:

ISSUE

(A) “Ratemaking principles employed to finance publicly owned capital
improvements;

(B) Prior contributions by existing users;

(C) Gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons;

(D) The value of unused capacity available to future system users or the
cost of the existing facilities; and

(E) Other relevant factors identified by the local government imposing
the fee.”

This issue paper addresses two questions regarding the application of this
language to reimbursement fees for the City’s transportation system. First,
what is an appropriate measure of the “cost of the existing facilities” -- or the
related “value of unused capacity” available for growth? Second, how should
one consider in the calculation prior contributions by existing users, and
gifts or grants?

Regarding the first question of considering the cost and related value of
(unused capacity in) the system, there are several alternative approaches for
establishing the initial reimbursement fee cost basis:

ALTERNATIVES

=  Original cost less depreciation. Use the original cost of existing
facilities less the accumulated depreciation on those facilities as a
measure of value.

=  Original cost. Use the original cost of existing facilities at the time
they were constructed.

= Replacement cost less depreciation. Use the replacement cost of
existing facilities less the accumulated depreciation on those facilities
as a measure of value.

= Replacement cost. Use the escalated cost of existing facilities as a
measure of what they would currently cost to construct.

In considering these alternatives, it is important to note that the purpose of
the reimbursement fee is not to fund the replacement of the system. System
replacement is commonly funded through taxes and/or rates. Rather, the
purpose of the fee is to pay back those who funded construction of the
system for their investment in available capacity. The reimbursement fee
represents a “buy-in” to the cost of unused capacity in the existing system, to
catch up with those who funded the existing system.

ANALYSIS

The original cost less depreciation approach recognizes that the value of
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the system to the new user may be better reflected by depreciated cost,
because the new user is connecting to assets of diminishing useful lives.
However, this approach discounts the investment made by existing system
users. Existing customers have borne the full cost burden of building excess
capacity for future needs, with little benefit to themselves, and should
recover those costs. If depreciated cost is used, then existing customers are
not fully reimbursed for their investments in excess capacity.

The original cost approach simply requires the new user to reimburse
existing users for their investment in the system — in terms of the invested
cost. This “buy-in” puts them at par with the existing user. Further, by using
unadjusted original cost, it protects the new user from paying both a full
share of the existing system plus a full share of the cost of expanding the
system. It is clearly an approach that considers the “cost” of the existing
system.

A perhaps valid alternative would be to use replacement cost less
depreciation. In order to address the issue of value, both to an existing user
and to a connecting customer, replacement cost provides a valid measure.
The current replacement cost of the system must be appropriately
discounted for depreciation in order to incorporate the concurrent reduced
useful life of the asset. This approach clearly considers the “value” of the
existing system.

The replacement cost approach (unadjusted for depreciation), while an
adequate measure of the cost of replacing the system, certainly overstates the
value of the system to the new user. We do not recommend this approach,
because it does not “promote the objective of future system users
contributing no more than an equitable share to the cost of existing
facilities” — as also required by Oregon Revised Statute. Rather, it ignores the
fact that users of the system pay for the replacement of the system as needed
in ongoing taxes and/or rates. It should not be new development’s
responsibility to pay for the replacement value of a system if taxes and/or
rates also are being used for system replacement.

Once the system valuation approach is chosen, it is next necessary to
consider in the calculation prior contributions by existing users, and gifts or
grants. It seems clear that gifted or grant-funded facilities were provided at
generally no direct cost to existing users. As such, their costs should be
deducted from the reimbursement fee cost basis.

Prior contributions by existing users are a more complicated issue. Prior
contributions by existing users of the transportation system consist primarily
of taxes paid over time and previously paid SDCs. Most of the City’s
arterial and collector streets were once County roads or State highways,
funded ultimately through general tax sources. When considering deducting
tax-funded infrastructure costs from the fee basis, it is most important to
acknowledge that all transportation system users pay taxes — whether or not
their properties are developed. Hence, a developer can argue that he / she has
already paid for a share of that portion of the transportation system that has
been constructed with tax revenues. This is unlike a water, sewer, or
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stormwater service, in which there are usually ratepayers to catch up with
and reimburse, and is a strong argument for reducing the reimbursement fee
cost basis by the corresponding portion of system value that has been funded
by tax sources — including system infrastructure that was once part of the
County or State system.

On the other hand, a strong argument can be made that previously paid
SDC:s need not be deducted from the reimbursement fee cost basis. If
previously paid charges have resulted in a fund balance, then that balance is
earmarked for future projects and has nothing to do with the amount that
should be reimbursed to existing users. If the previously paid charges have
funded facilities that still have unused capacity available for growth, then the
cost of that capacity must be included in the reimbursement fee cost basis in
order for new customers to pay for a full share of the capacity that will serve
them.

We recommend that the City base the TSDC reimbursement fee entirely on
the cost of unused capacity in infrastructure constructed using previously
collected SDCs. This approach acknowledges that the original cost of the
transportation system less both the cost of gifted or grant-funded facilities
and the cost of those facilities or portions of facilities funded with tax
revenues is effectively equal to SDC-funded infrastructure.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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ISSUE PAPER #2
Improvement Fee Cost Basis

Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that the improvement fee calculation
methodology must consider the cost of projected capital improvements
“needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is related.”
The law further requires that the fee “be calculated to obtain the cost of
capital improvements for the projected need for available system capacity for
future users.” In this issue paper, we evaluate a number of approaches that
can be used to identify and allocate the growth-related portion of a project
cost to the fee basis.

ISSUE

Three alternative approaches to determining the capacity-increasing, growth-
related, portion of planned project costs are provided below:

ALTERNATIVES

= The “capacity” method. The cost of a given project is allocated to
the fee basis proportionately by the capacity made available for
growth.

* The “incremental cost” method. The cost of the project being
considered is first estimated as if it were to be constructed to meet
existing needs only, then the difference between that amount and the
project total is allocated to the fee basis as a measure of the
incremental additional cost of sizing a project to meet the needs of
growth.

* The “causation” method. If construction of a project is “caused” by
growth, then the entire project cost is allocated to the fee basis.

Under the “capacity” approach, the cost of a given project is allocated to
growth proportionately by the capacity made available for growth. As an
example, assume we are allocating the $1 million cost of adding a lane to an
existing street to meet existing demand as well as the needs of growth. If the
new lane provides capacity for 500 trips and 200 meet the existing deficiency
and 300 are for growth, then the allocation to the improvement fee basis

would be 300 / 500 = 60% of $1 million, or $600,000.

ANALYSIS

Ideally, the most directly applicable measure of capacity demand would be
used as the basis for allocation. For allocating transportation projects,
estimated growth in daily or peak-hour trips is commonly used. It is also
acceptable to use a reasonable and understandable substitute for such
information, if the demand measure is not readily available in a complete,
accurate, and usable form.

Under the “incremental cost’ approach, the cost of the project being
considered is first estimated as if it were to be constructed to meet existing
needs only. The estimated added cost of sizing it to meet the needs of
growth is the portion of the project cost allocated to the improvement fee
basis. Using the example above, it might be that the cost of adding the lane
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would be $800,000, if it were needed only to meet the existing deficiency.
The incremental additional cost to meet the needs of growth would be only
$200,000. So, using the incremental cost approach, only $200,000 would be
allocated to growth as part of the improvement fee basis.

Under the “causation” approach, a second step is added to the allocation
process, after first determining that the project being considered has a
capacity-increasing element. In the second step, we ask the question “would
the project be necessary if not for growth?” If the answer to this question is
“no”, then we would allocate 100% of the project cost to growth and the
improvement fee cost basis under the rationale that growth is causing the
project to be constructed. If the answer is “yes”, then we would use either
the incremental cost or the capacity method to allocate the project cost
between existing development and growth to determine the project cost
share to be included in the improvement fee cost basis.

Of the three allocation methods, the causation method most aggressively
allocates costs to growth. It is potentially the most difficult to defend
because it, in essence, allocates the cost of non-capacity increasing portions
of projects to the improvement fee cost basis if growth causes them to be
constructed. While a logical approach, it may be open to challenge due to
the specific language contained in ORS 223.

The incremental cost approach, while easily defensible, very conservatively
assigns costs to growth. It will usually result in the smallest allocation to the
improvement fee cost basis. The capacity approach, easily defensible and
commonly used, is easy to understand and apply. While less aggressive than
the causation method, it usually results in an appropriately higher allocation
to the improvement fee basis than the incremental cost approach.

We recommend that the City utilize the “capacity” method to allocate costs
to the improvement fee basis. Although many communities in Oregon have
considered the causation approach, most use the capacity approach or a
variation to allocate costs to the improvement fee basis.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is worth pointing out that even within the capacity approach, there are
several ways to perform the allocation, including incorporating volume or
maximum demand in lieu of current capacity.
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ISSUE PAPER #3
Credits / Adjustments

Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that, at a minimum, credits be
provided against SDC improvement fees for

ISSUE

“the construction of a qualified public improvement. A
‘qualified public improvement’ means a capital improvement
that is required as a condition of development approval,
identified in the plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS
223.309 and either:

(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the
subject of development approval; or

(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property
that is the subject of development approval and required to be
built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the
particular development project to which the improvement fee
is related.”

The law further states that credits

“may be granted only for the cost of that portion of such
improvement that exceeds the local government’s minimum
standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the particular
development project or property.”

Finally, the law [223.304(5)(d)] also specifies that credits must be used
within ten years of issuance.

Given these legal guidelines, what is a reasonable SDC credit approach that
meets statutory requirements and the City’s general objectives for cash flow,
prioritization of capital projects, and orderly but sustained development?

Oregon law effectively establishes the minimum that a public agency must
do with regard to SDC credits. However, the following language in ORS
223.304(5)(c) has opened the door for cities to offer more than the legal

minimum.

ALTERNATIVES

“This subsection does not prohibit a local government from
providing a greater credit, or from establishing a system
providing for the transferability of credits, or from providing a
credit for a capital improvement not identified in the plan and
list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309, or from providing a
share of the cost of such improvement by other means, if a
local government so chooses.”

There are two primary issues related to the provision of SDC credits. These
and their associated policy alternatives are provided below.
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1. How much should be credited?
®  The amount of the current project improvement fee;

= The full actual cost of excess capacity even if greater than the
improvement fee;

= The full cost of excess capacity even if greater than the improvement
fee as a portion of the planned project cost.

2. How should the City handle requests for credits for the construction of
public improvements that are not in the adopted capital improvement
plan and list?

= Do not provide credits for construction of improvements that are
not in the adopted capital improvement plan and list;

= Provide credits for the excess capacity in improvements constructed
that are not in the adopted capital plan and list;

= Provide credits for the excess capacity in improvements constructed
that are not in the adopted capital plan and list, but only in special
circumstances.

System development charge credits for development make sense as they
encourage private enterprise to help solve, on a prospective basis, community
needs. However, to the extent that the City provides credits in excess of
minimum legal requirements, the practice may lead to a loss of institutional
control over the construction of projects in the capital plan.

ANALYSIS

By constructing projects for credits (and/or cash reimbursement), a
developer is imposing a construction schedule on the City, which may be in
conflict with the City’s established priorities. Due to such credit practices,
SDC funds may not accrue as expected and the schedule of the CIP may be
inverted or shuffled. This may be acceptable in some cases however it may
not be acceptable in others. It may result in the equivalent of building floors
before pouring a foundation.

The fundamental choice the City faces is to either grant full credit —
potentially in excess of the legal minimum and acknowledge that this will
lead to occasional re-ordering of CIP projects — or to constrain the credit
policy to the legal minimum. In this context, analysis on the specific
questions raised above is provided below.

1. How much should be credited? The City’s existing credit policy allows
for privately-provided construction cost estimates and receipts to
supersede planned project expenditures. The result is that SDC credits
may exceed the SDC revenues that the City will ultimately collect for
the project. It is our interpretation that the legal minimum would
require a city only to grant a credit up to the amount of the
improvement fee that would have been paid, while the extra capacity
portion of the cost of constructing a qualified public improvement
might be substantially more than that. In this case, the full cost of that
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extra capacity is truly a saved cost to the city in question. One way to
prevent cost over-runs from impacting city resources for other projects
would be to credit the over-sizing cost — but as determined by the lesser
of the actual cost and the city-planned cost. The credit amount could
also be set through mutual agreement between a city and developer in
order to protect a developer from being held to outdated project cost
estimates. [This is essentially the City’s current practice.]

2. How should the City handle requests for credits for the construction of
public improvements that are not on the adopted plan and list? Granting
credits for the construction of projects that are not on the project list
used to calculate the SDC jeopardizes the ability of a city to fully recover
remaining SDC-eligible project costs. Done on a routine basis, this
practice would make it almost impossible for a city to construct its
planned projects with SDC revenues.

We recommend that the City maintain its current credit policy, particularly

RECOMMENDATIONS = ;¢1y respect to the need to limit credits to the planned or agreed-upon cost
of the “qualified public improvement” constructed by the developer. We
believe that it is important for the City to retain as much control as possible
over the prioritization and implementation of its capital plan(s). These plans
are created to address total system needs — not just the needs of growth.
Without control over how and when those needs are addressed and at what
cost, the reprioritization of projects over time can leave important needs
unmet while depleting the City’s ability to fund necessary improvements. To
avoid this outcome, credits should:

= be for the portion of the agreed-upon or planned cost of capacity in
excess of that needed to serve the particular development. Itis
important to note that while credits under this approach could
exceed the amount of the improvement fee, they are only “paper”
credits. The issue of cash redemption of those credits is addressed in
Issue Paper #4;

* not be transferable to other developers;

= be for planned projects only; and

= be provided only upon completion of a “qualified public
improvement”.
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ISSUE PAPER #4

Cash Redemption of Credits

Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 requires that credits be provided against

ISSUE the improvement fee component of system development charges (SDCs).
Although required by statute to allow credits to be applied to future system
improvement fees, some cities also allow SDC credits to be redeemed for
cash. Should Oregon City provide for the cash redemption of SDC credits?
There are several alternative policies that the City may adopt regarding the

ALTERNATIVES cash redemption of credits. The following is a list of potential options:

= Allow credits to be redeemed for cash from SDCs generated from the
subsequent build out of the development in question;

= Allow for credits granted to be redeemed for cash, if fund balances
allow;

= Provide cash redemption for a portion of the total credit issued;

= Provide cash credits at a fraction of full value, reducing the amount
of the total credit issued;

=  Grant only non-cash credits, redeemable to reduce future SDC
improvement fees — per current policy.

ANALYSIS ORS 223.304 requires that credits be granted to a developer only for the

“cost” of that portion of an improvement that exceeds the capacity needed to
serve that particular development (up to the amount of the improvement
fee). There is no provision for cash reimbursement. The statute does allow
for “providing a share of the cost of such improvement by other means, if a
local government so chooses.”

We understand that the City does not currently provide cash credits.
Instead, developers may apply credits to reduce the improvement fee
component of their SDC. In those cases where a developer has SDC credits
remaining after paying off their improvement fee, the developer may apply
excess credits in the future if additional SDCs are incurred within five years
or they may allow the credits to expire.

If the City allows credits to be redeemable for cash, there exists the potential
for cash balances intended to fund near-term capital projects to be paid out
as cash credits on low-priority developer-provided improvements.
Furthermore, in those cases where developers have excess SDC credits, a cash
redemption policy will result in immediate impacts to the City’s cash
position, rather than deferring such impacts until such time that developers
have incurred additional improvement fees.

Policies that limit the availability of cash redemption of credits can minimize
these impacts. Such policies may provide credits with any of the following
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limitations: (1) only from SDCs generated by the build out of the
development in question; (2) only when fund balances allow, after taking
into account near-term project needs; (3) redeemable for only a portion of
the total credit issued; or (4) redeemable at a fraction of the full credit value.

Of the four options noted above, the best compromise could be to provide
cash redemptions from SDCs generated by the build out of the development
in question. This would provide full cash compensation to developers for the
cost of improvements while protecting the City’s cash position and limiting
the disruption that the City experiences when projects are built out of
preferred order.

In general, providing cash credits will likely diminish City cash flows, and
limit the City’s ability to prioritize and construct capital projects as
scheduled. The likelihood of such problems is directly linked to the extent
that the City cash reimburses developers for credits. Accordingly, the City
can minimize the risk of depleting its ability to fund necessary improvements
by including limitations in its cash redemption policy.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to provide full compensation to developers while also minimizing
the financial risk to the City, we recommend that the City’s credit policy
include cash reimbursement only from SDCs generated by the build out of
the development in question. As a result, the City will have the ability to
choose the timing and the improvements from a healthy cash position.

Although other cities apply similar policies, the City may find that
implementation of the recommended approach requires too much manual
tracking and coordination among departments (e.g., building, public works,
and finance) to be feasible.
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ISSUE PAPER #5

Basis of Charging

Oregon Revised Statute 223.301 states that system development charges
cannot be

ISSUE

“determined by the number of employees of an employer
without regard to new construction, new development or new
use of an existing structure by the employer.”

There are a number of different, valid, bases for transportation system
development charges (TSDCs) that meet the above criterion. Given the data
available and the objectives of the City, what is the best charging basis to use
for its transportation SDCs?

The following are the most commonly used and accepted bases for
transportation SDCs:

ALTERNATIVES

= Average daily vehicle trips. Average daily vehicle trips are defined as
the average 24-hour total of all vehicle trips to and from a site.
[Average daily trips provide the City’s current TSDC basis. ]

= Peak-hour vehicle trips. Peak-hour trips are defined as the average
trip rate for the peak hour of adjacent street traffic, usually during
the traditional commuting peak periods of 7 am to 9 am (AM peak)
and/or 4 pm to 6 pm (PM peak).

There are also a number of adjustments that can be appropriately applied to
either of these bases.

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes a detailed
compilation of trip generation estimates by land use derived from survey
data. This data can be used to calculate average daily and peak-hour vehicle
trip generation rates by customer using available information such as land
use and building square footage.

ANALYSIS

Transportation engineers commonly use PM peak-hour trip estimates to
assess transportation performance and determine system needs. Average daily
trips, as measures of total traffic volume, are not generally used to size a
system. The number of average daily trips might determine the need for road
maintenance, but PM peak-hour estimates more directly determine the
necessary size of the system and its roadways.

Potential Adjustments
= Pass-By or Linked Trips

There is documentation presented in the ITE Trip Generation handbook,
7th Edition, that a significant percentage of trip ends associated with specific
land uses are a result of linked, or pass-by, trips. Linked trips are interim
stops between the trip origin and the final destination. Such stops count as
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trip ends for each interim destination, but the impact on the system is as a
single trip from the trip origin to the final destination. It would be
reasonable to incorporate linked-trip adjustments into the revised SDC
structure — particularly for retail land uses, for which there exists the greatest
amount of pass-by trip data.

= Trip Length

Some jurisdictions apply transportation SDCs that incorporate vehicle miles
traveled. In these cases, the estimated trip generation rate applied to a
development, for assessment purposes, is adjusted by the average length of
those trips — as compared to the average length of all trips systemwide. The
reasoning is that even if two given types of land use both generate the same
number of trips, if the average trip length associated with one development
is twice as long as the average trip length for the second development, the
land use with the longer trip length uses more of the transportation system
and it should therefore pay a higher transportation charge.

The average trip length of vehicles originating from a development is a valid
factor to take into account when evaluating a user’s utilization of roadway
capacity. Data shows that some land uses generate longer or shorter trips
than others, thereby impacting more or less of the roadway system.

Our research found average trip lengths for 45 common land uses.
Excluding residential land uses, the average trip factor of the remaining 38
land uses was 0.684, with a maximum trip length factor of 1.37 (industrial
and manufacturing land uses) and a minimum of 0.26 (gas station). The full
list of available trip length factors for non-residential land uses is provided
below.
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Trip Length
Land Use Code and Title Factor
110 - General Light Industrial 1.37
130 - Industrial Park 1.37
140 - Manufacturing 1.37
151 - Mini-Warehouse 0.54
493 - Athletic Club 0.85
520 - Elementary School 0.66
522 - Middle School 0.66
530 - High School 0.66
540 - Junior/Community College 1.06
560 - Church 0.68
565 - Day Care 0.68
590 - Library 0.57
710 - General Office 0.89
715 - Single Tenant Office Building 0.89
720 - Medical-Dental Office 0.89
750 - Office Park 0.89
760 - Research & Development Center 0.89
770 - Business Park 0.89
812 - Building Materials & Lumber 0.49
813 - Discount Super Store 0.38
814 - Specialty Retail 0.59
815 - Discount Store 0.38
816 - Hardware/Paint Store 0.49
817 - Nursery/Garden Center 1.06
820 - Shopping Center 0.38
841 - New Car Sales 0.81
848 - Tire Store 0.63
850 - Supermarket 0.37
851 - Convenience Market 0.37
880 - Pharmacy w/o drive through 0.37
881 - Pharmacy w/ drive through 0.37
890 - Furniture Store 1.06
911 - Walk-In Bank 0.42
912 - Drive-In Bank 0.42
931 - Quality Restaurant 0.54
932 - High Turnover Sit-Down Rest. 0.52
934 - Fast Food With Drive-Thru 0.28
944 - Gas Station 0.26

= Residential / Commercial Zones

Similar to the utilization of average trip length factors, another approach to
differentiating transportation impacts beyond simple trip generation is to
allocate roadway costs to broad customer classes by roadway type.

For example, in its development of a transportation utility fee structure, the
City assigned all roadways one of four categories: Collector, Residential /
Local, Arterial, and Other. The City determined that residential customers
would bear 100% of the burden of maintaining residential / local and
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“other” streets, 50% of the burden of maintaining collector streets, and none
of the burden of maintaining arterial streets.

If the City incorporated this approach into its SDC methodology, it could
apply the above residential allocations to transportation improvements on
the City’s SDC project list. SDC-eligible improvement costs would then be
classified as residential or non-residential, and each cost would be recovered
from its corresponding customer/development type.

With the City’s transportation maintenance utility, nearly 75% of the
annual revenue needs were designated for recovery from residential
customers. If the City’s planned transportation improvements were similarly
weighted to serve residential users, the TSDC for non-residential
developments would be reduced 50% while residential TSDCs would
increase by 50%.

System development charges are intended to recover from growth the share
of the capacity needed to serve it. Based on this general understanding, we
recommend the use of PM peak-hour trips as the basis for charging
transportation SDCs. It is important to note that certain development types
may be required to make local improvements to mitigate their impacts on
the transportation system during AM or off-peak hours. These requirements
would be over and above the system development charge due.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We also recommend that the City make adjustments to the trip generation
estimates for retail land uses, if not all non-residential land uses, in order to
recognize and account for the impact of pass-by trips. Estimates for such
trips, specific to land use, are reported in the ITE manual.

Although a part of the City’s existing charge structure, we recommend
foregoing a trip-length factor for the proposed TSDC. The City’s roadway
system, although expanding, may not be large enough to warrant the SDC
differentials that would result from the use of these factors.

Likewise, we recommend foregoing a commercial / residential split based on
street type. Such an approach would require additional tracking and
complexity, while providing arguable additional TSDC equity.
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ISSUE PAPER #6
Inclusion of Alternative Modes of

Transportation

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 223.299 defines a system development

ISSUE charge (SDC) as a fee for costs related to

“facilities or assets used for the following:

(A) Water supply, treatment and distribution;

(B) Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and
disposal;

(C) Drainage and flood control;

(D) Transportation; or

(E) Parks and recreation.”

Furthermore, ORS 223.304 requires that the improvement fee basis include
only the cost of projects “needed to increase the capacity of the systems to
which the fee is related”. Additionally, ORS 223.307 limits the expenditure
of improvement fee proceeds to capital improvements that increase system
capacity, specifying that such an increase may be established if a capital
improvement “increases the level of performance or service provided by
existing facilities or provides new facilities.”

Several different types of assets comprise a transportation system. The core
of such systems has typically consisted of roadways, traffic signals, bridges,
and State highways — facilities designed for vehicle capacity. However,
transportation systems clearly now include facilities designed to support
“alternative” modes of transportation, such as walking, biking, and public
transportation (transit). Given the above statutory requirements, should the
costs of alternative transportation facilities be included in the City’s
transportation SDC?

The City’s current TSDC does not include the costs of alternative mode
improvements. Therefore, the City has three options:

ALTERNATIVES

1. Retain the existing approach and include only facilities serving
automobile transportation.

2. Include the cost of facilities serving alternative transportation modes.
3. Include the costs of selected alternative mode facility types.

As stated previously, alternative transportation modes funded by TSDC
revenues can include bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit capital
improvements (buses, shelters, and terminals), bus pull-outs, park and ride
lots, signage programs, and light rail facilities.

ANALYSIS

When considering including planned project costs for a given type of
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alternative mode facility within the improvement fee component of the
TSDC, one prevailing question must be answered — does the alternative
mode facility increase system capacity to meet the needs of future users?
This can be a particularly difficult question to answer when a city’s
minimum standards (e.g., for sidewalks) may effectively mean that a system
is deficient against the standard as applied to its existing customer base.

Often, the determination of how much of each project’s cost is eligible for
inclusion in the improvement fee basis is made by estimating the percentage
reduction in vehicle trips due to the presence of the alternative
transportation mode. This generally results in a relatively small allocation to
growth, but is entirely consistent with the way the TSDC is based and
charged — on peak-hour vehicle trips. Charging a new customer for
improvements to the street system based on peak-hour trips and then adding
the full or even proportional cost of alternate modes also based on peak-hour
vehicle trips could essentially overcharge for each vehicle trip. The approach
used to allocate alternate mode facilities to growth must acknowledge and
account for this potential issue.

Generally, including the cost of alternative mode facilities in a TSDC is
most relevant when there is a demonstrated direct relationship between the
need for such facilities and development. On a policy level, the issue is more
a question of “who pays”. As alternative modes of transportation become
more desired, and often required, by cities, the need for funding those
facilities increases. If they are not included in the TSDC cost basis, then the
funding liability remains, and other sources must be relied upon.

Furthermore, TSDC revenues dedicated to alternative mode facilities can be
used as local matching funds for State and federal funding for such facilities.
Also, TSDC revenues could be used to help pay for debt service if such
facilities were funded with bonds.

We recommend that the City include the cost of facilities serving alternative

RECOMMENDATIONS 1 des of transportation within its TSDC, and equitably allocate the cost of
such facilities to growth.

%2 FCS GROUP Telephone (425) 867-1802 Page 2

tionSDC2008\Documentation\Issue Paper 6 - Alterna porta

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 47 of 157



ISSUE PAPER #7
Development in Transit and Limited-Parking

Areas (i.e., the Regional Center & Molalla Avenue)

Oregon Revised Statute 223.297 states that the purpose of system
development charges is to provide a uniform framework for the “equitable
funding” of capital improvements. With respect to transportation system
development charges (TSDCs), it is generally accepted that an equitable
TSDC must be roughly proportionate to each property’s relative use of
transportation capacity.

ISSUE

Transit and limited-parking corridors, such as the City’s designated regional
center and Molalla Avenue, are areas suitable for higher residential densities,
high-volume non-residential uses, and mixed use properties. Such
areas/corridors are centered along major bus routes and/or existing or
planned train lines. Traffic modeling has shown that developments in such
areas have lower vehicle trip generation rates.

Given the City’s objective to fully utilize both its regional center and Molalla
Avenue, is there a basis for distinguishing development there when assessing
TSDC:s that also maintains the equitable nature of the charge?

In assessing its TSDC to development in the regional center and Molalla
Avenue, the City has three basic options:

ALTERNATIVES

= Provide a distinction for development within the regional center and
Molalla Avenue.

= Provide a distinction for development within the regional center and
Molalla Avenue, and restrict such development to high-density uses.

= Make no distinction between development inside and outside the
regional center or Molalla Avenue.

The regional center is a transit and limited-parking area. In this designated
area, the City is building capacity for alternative modes of transportation —
such as walking, biking, and busing. One purpose of the regional center is to
reduce vehicle congestion, improve air quality, increase the utilization of
alternative transportation infrastructure, and reduce the overall cost and the
amount of land required to meet transportation demand.

ANALYSIS

High-density development near and within transit corridors like Molalla
Avenue can result in reduced trip lengths (due to the proximity of
destinations) and decreased trip counts (resulting from increased utilization
of transit facilities). In the long run, development clustered in transit
corridors could result in a significant reduction in the amount of roadway
capacity needed to serve City needs. Traffic modeling conducted by some
municipalities has shown that transit and limited-parking corridors can
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extend the service life of current roadway capacity by 20 or even 30 years.

In the short-term, the most reliable data of the information we reviewed
indicates that a combination of urban development and transit availability
can reduce residential vehicle trips between six to seven percent and fifteen
percent (from “Trip Reductions for Residential or Mixed Use Developments
within % Mile of a Transit Center”, ITE Trip Generation).

In addition to the reduced trip generation of residential developments, there
is also a cost-of-service basis for a TSDC credit for non-residential
developments. The higher density of development in mixed use areas and
transit corridors should allow visitors to park only once to visit more than
one commercial establishment. Accordingly, in such areas, the unit cost of
meeting transportation demand should be lower. This could serve as a basis
for lower transportation system development charges for non-residential
developments in the area.

To account for the expected reduction in vehicle trips generated by
residential developments within areas like the regional center and Molalla
Avenue, we recommend that the City provide a discount for such
developments in the amount of 10% of its TSDC.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Given the close proximity of non-residential establishments in high-density
areas, we recommend that non-residential developments in the regional
center be assessed a TSDC for the lesser of either their estimated trip
generation rate or the trip rate for the Shopping Center land use.

Finally, in order to ensure that the developments within the regional center
or on applicable sections of Molalla Avenue experience the reduction in
vehicle trips that is embedded within the TSDC charge structure, the City
should consider a policy of providing the above-mentioned TSDC
adjustments only for permitted uses in the regional center or on Molalla
Avenue. It should be the responsibility of the property owner to notify the
City of their eligibility for such TSDC adjustments.
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ISSUE PAPER #8
Metro Consistency

In July 2007, the Portland area metropolitan service district (Metro)

ISSUE published a report detailing the various approaches to crafting system
development charges (SDCs) that promote full and equitable cost recovery.
The report noted that the validity of each approach varies by jurisdiction.
Given the development characteristics and improvement needs within
Oregon City, which recommendations identified in “Promoting Vibrant
Communities with System Development Charges” could appropriately be
incorporated into the City’s transportation system development charge
(TSDC)?
The Metro report recommends five SDC practices/policies that are
ALTERNATIVES consistent with regional objectives:

= full cost recovery,

= impact-based SDCs,

= recognition of cost variations by location,

= green design,

= and technical vs. policy-based solutions.

ANALYSIS Full Cost Recovery

The 2007 Metro report recommends that local governments provide for full
cost recovery in SDCs by:

= basing each charge on a recently adopted capital improvements plan
projecting needs for at least 10 years,

* including a reimbursement fee component to recover the cost of
capacity in existing facilities serving growth,

* incorporating the planning and financing costs associated with
improvements as well as the costs of calculating SDCs and
accounting for their expenditures and revenues,

= adjusting fees annually to account for changes in costs, including
land and materials.

The City is currently updating a 20-year capital improvements plan,
developed for the 2001 Transportation System Plan. The updated list will
serve as the basis for the improvement fee, absent financing costs.
Additionally, as the City has previous TSDC revenues with which it has
funded capacity improvements, we have recommended that a
reimbursement fee component be incorporated into the City’s updated
TSDC. Similarly, the proposed TSDC methodology would incorporate the
costs of calculating the TSDC and accounting for revenues and
expenditures. Also, the City does adjust its fees annually according to
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changes in a regional construction cost index.
Impact-Based SDCs

In order to reflect the true costs of serving different types of development
and land uses, the Metro report recommends:

= differentiating TSDCs by type of dwelling and type of non-
residential land use;

= varying residential TSDCs by house size to reflect the fact that
“dwelling size is a potential indicator of the number of occupants,”
which relates to trip generation;

= varying residential TSDCs by the number of units per lot in
recognition that high-density development has less impact on
roadways and is less costly to serve per unit.

The proposed TSDC methodology differentiates the charge according to
type of land use, however distinctions related to housing size and homes per
lot have yet to be considered. Relatedly, the City’s current TSDC structure
includes an adjustment for the average length of the vehicle trips generated
by the various types of development.

Recognition of Cost Variations By Location

Since the location of a development is an important factor of the relative
cost of serving it, the Metro Report recommends that local governments
consider location-based SDCs, especially if development is expected in an
area with limited transportation infrastructure relative to projected demand.

A location-based TSDC would result in lower or discounted charges in the
downtown core, mixed use areas, and transit and limited-parking corridors
in recognition of the fact that developments in such areas generate fewer and
shorter vehicle trips.

The TSDC methodology proposed for the City’s updated charge provides
discounts for developments within high-density areas. Also, individual high-
density residential developments could be eligible for a discounted TSDC
after providing documentation of their reduced vehicle trip generation rates.

Green Design

The Metro Report notes that adopting green design standards has led to a
reduced need for additional infrastructure improvements. The Report also
recommends discounting TSDCs for green design features: transportation
demand management measures and site designs that may reduce vehicle trip
generation (for example, bicycle parking structures or reduced parking).

Although the City has yet to adopt design standards that would reduce the
capacity demand of future development, sites that incorporate green design
features are eligible for a discounted TSDC after providing documentation
of their reduced vehicle trip generation rates.
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Technical vs. Policy-Based Solutions

The Metro Report notes that either a technical or a policy basis can support
differences in the total TSDC assessed to a particular development. Both
bases reflect the infrastructure impact of development characteristics such as
land use, density, location, and design elements. However, policy-based
differences often have less supporting documentation and typically result in
a decrease in SDC revenues that must be funded from other governmental
revenues. On the other hand, technically-based charge variations can be
incorporated into the TSDC methodology to ensure full cost recovery. It is
our belief that such “technical” or cost-based variations are consistent with
the statutory requirement that ratemaking principles be used to develop the
SDC, or more specifically, the reimbursement fee.

RECOMMENDATIONs 14/ Cost Recovery

In order to ensure full recovery of costs required to meet the capacity
demands of growth, we recommend that the City use the 20-year project list
under development. The City should also update its capital improvement
plans as often as necessary to ensure that they are comprehensive in their
identification of required improvements to serve growth.

Additionally, the City should ensure that the construction cost index utilized
to annually adjust the TSDC is the most effective measure of changes in the
City’s cost of building transportation infrastructure.

Impact-Based SDCs

We recommend that the City continue to vary its TSDC by land use type,
without incorporating distinctions related to specific housing size and/or
homes per lot.

Recognition of Cost Variations By Location

We recommend that location-based considerations in the allocation of
planned transportation improvement costs be limited to dedicated high-
density areas for development (the Regional Center and Molalla Avenue).

Green Design

We recommend that the City provide for the use of alternative
methodologies to calculate individual TSDCs. Such a process would allow
documented site-specific trip generation estimates to supersede the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) estimates used to initially calculate the
applicable charge. For example, if it could be shown that the inclusion of
physical features like bicycle racks or parking limitations support reduced
trip generation rates, then that green design practice would be charged for
the lower trip generation. In addition, the TSDC adopting ordinance
should explicitly encourage green design and the resulting reduction in trip
generation.

Technical vs. Policy-Based Solutions
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Finally, we concur with the recommendation that technically-based
considerations in the TSDC be given preference over policy-based
approaches. Although there is sound reasoning underlying assumptions in
lower or greater vehicle trip rates and cost of service based on specific
development characteristics, distinctions in the transportation charge should
be supported by documented variations.
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Technical Analysis
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eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.
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3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.
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3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totall
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3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of
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3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of
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ing approximately 53 acres.

eight properties totall
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
TSDC by Land Use

FINAL

Table 7 TSDC | $ 7,000 | per P-HT

ITE Peak-Hour Pass-By | Adjusted

Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips Trip Factor P-HTs TSDC Units
Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use.

110 |General Light Industrial Examples: Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing 0.98 1 0.98 $ 6,860 KSF
equipment assembly, power stations.

130 |Industrial Park Ind_u_s_trlal P_ark areas that contain a r_\umber of industrial and/or related 0.86 1 0.86 $ 6,020 KSF
facilities (mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).

140 |Manufacturing Facilities t_hat convert raw materials into flnlshe&_i products: Typically have 0.74 1 0.74 $ 5180 KSF
related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically

151  |Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access 0.26 1 0.26 $ 1,820 KSF
point. Example: U-Store-It.

210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 1.01 1 101 $ 7,070 DU
Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the

220 Apartment same building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment 0.62 1 0.62 $ 4,340 DU
buildings.
Residential Condominium/Townhouses under single-family ownership.

230 |Condo/Townhouse Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure. 0.52 1 0.52 $ 3,640 DU
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent foundations.

240  |Mobile Home Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, recreation rooms, 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4,130 DU
pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to

253 |Elderly Housing apart(nents or ccndgs_. Somgumes in self-cqnl_amed wllage;. May_also 017 1 017 s 1,190 DU
contain medical facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.
Lodging facility that may include restaurants, lounges, meeting rooms,

310 |Hotel and/or convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these facilities. 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4,130 Room

320 |Motel Sleeplng accommoqmlons and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking 0.47 1 0.47 $ 3.290 Reom
and little or no meeting space.
Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs.

430 |Golf Course Some have driving ranges and clubhouses‘wnh pro shops, _r_e_staurants. 274 1 274 $ 19,180 Hole
lounges. Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.
Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following

435  |Multipurpose Recreation Facility |land uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper 5.77 1 5.77 $ 40,390 Acre
boats, go-carts, and driving ranges.

437 Bowling Alley Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small 3.54 1 354 $ 24,780 en
lounge, restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including

493 Athletic Club swimming pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball 5.76 1 5.76 $ 40,320 KSF
courts.
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including

495  |Recreational Community Center | YMCAS: often including classes, day care, meeting rooms, swimming 1.64 1 164 |$ 11,480  KSF
pools, tennis racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms,
& food service.

520 * |Elementary School Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 0.28 1 0.28 $ 1,960 Student

500 Middle School Public. S?rves students that completed elementary and have not yet 0.15 1 0.15 s 1,050 Student
entered high school.

530  |High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 0.14 1 0.14 $ 980 _ Student

540 Junior/Community College "Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 0.12 1 0.12 $ 840  Student

560 |cChurch C_optalns worship area and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, 0.66 1 0.66 $ 4,620 KSF
dining area and facilities.

565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 13.18 0.33 4.35 $ 30,450 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 0.82 0.33 0.27 $ 1,890 Student

500 Library Public or Private. Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, 7.09 1 7.09 $ 49,630 KSF
sometimes meeting rooms.

501 Lodge/Fraternal Organization Include.s a club house with dlnlr\g and drinking facilities, recreational and 0.03 1 0.03 s 210 Member
entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include

710 General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack bars, 1.49 1 1.49 $ 10430 KSF
and service retail facilities.
Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms, file

715  |Single Tenant Office Building storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other service 1.73 1 1.73 $ 12,110 KSF
functions.

720 |Medical-Dental Office Provides diagnosis and oulpauent care on a routlne_ basis. Typically 372 1 372 $ 26,040 KSF
operated by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office

750 |Office Park buildings and support services such as banks & loan institutions, 15 1 15 $ 10,500 KSF
restaurants, service stations.

760  |Research & Development Center |>19'€ building or complex of buildings devoted to research & 1.08 1 108 |$ 7,560 KSF
development. May contain offices and light fabrication facilities.
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common

770 |Business Park roadway system. . T_enam space is flexible to accommodate a_varle_ly of 1.29 1 1.29 $ 9,030 KSE
uses. Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically includes
a mix of offices, retail & wholesale.

FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802 Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL 4/3/2009

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of
eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.
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ITE . Peak-Hour Pass-By | Adjusted .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips Trip Factor P-HTs TSDC Units
Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812  |Building Materials & Lumber lumber. May |_nc|ude ygrd storage and shed slqrage areas. The_ storage 4.49 1 4.49 $ 31,430 KSE
areas are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 Discount Super Store A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery 387 0.718 278 $ 19,460 KSF
dept. under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that
814  |Specialty Retail typically specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, 271 1 271 $ 18970 KSF
investment, dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof.
815 |Discount Store Does not include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free- 2 OlTS) 24 $ 16800 h
standing Discount Superstore.
816 |Hardware/Paint Store ;’:E)cli(‘;aallslefree—standlng buildings with off-street parking that sell paints and 4.84 0.450 218 $ 15260 KSF
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock.
May have large green houses and offer landscape services. Typically
17 - M S . L ¥ X 26,
8 Nursery/Garden Center have office, storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not yard =S o 38 $ 6,600 KSH
and storage GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned,
developed, owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site
. king to serve its own parking demand. May include non-merchandising KSF
820 |Shopping Center parding Own par ! ! 3.75 0.393 1.47 10,290
pping facilities such as office buildings, movie theatres, restaurants, post offices, $ Leasable
health clubs, and recreation like skating rinks and amusements.
841 New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 2.64 1 2.64 $ 18,480 KSF
848 |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a large 415 0.617 256 $ 17,920 KSF
storage or warehouse area.
850 Supermarket Free-standing grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 10.45 0.265 276 $ 19,320 KSF
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 Convenience Market Sells convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & 52.41 0.282 148 $ 103,600 KSF
\Wine. Does not have gas pumps.
880 |Pharmacy w/o drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.42 0.327 2.75 $ 19,250 KSF
881 Pharmacy w/ drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.62 0.383 33 $ 23,100 KSF
890  |Furniture Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 0.46 0.157 0.07 $ 490 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank Usually a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive- 33.15 0.270 8.95 $ 62,650 KSE
up windows. May have ATMs.
912  |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 45.74 0.270 12.35 $ 86,450 KSF
931 Quality Restaurant :ﬁhhcgi.?;“y eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than 7.49 0.288 215 $ 15,050 KSF
932 High Turnover Sit-Down Rest. Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 10.92 0.315 3.44 $ 24,080 KSF
933 * _|Fast Food w/o Drive-Thru Fast Food but no drive-through window 26.15 0.265 6.94 $ 48,580 KSF
934 _ |Fast Food with Drive-Thru Fast Food with drive-through window 34.64 0.265 9.2 $ 64,400 KSF
Contains a bar where alcoholic beverages and snacks are serviced and
936 * |Drinking Place possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool tables 11.34 0.315 3.58 $ 25,060 KSF
: Sell gasoline and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not Fueling
944 Gas Station have Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. 1 ©23 3.26 $ 22820 Position
: " " Selling gas and Convenience Market are the primary business. May also .
945 Gas/Semce station with contain facilities for service and repair. Does not include Car Wash. 13.38 0.123 1.65 $ 11,550 Fuevll.ng
Convenience Market Position
Selling gas, Convenience Market, and Car Wash are the primary
. |Gas/Service Station with Fueling
946 Convenience Market, Car Wash business. May also contain facilities for service and repair. 13.33 0.382 5.09 $ 35630 Position
947 |Self-Service Car Wash Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to park 554 1 5.54 s 38780 Wash
and wash. Stall
NOTES:
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Seventh Edition.
Peak-Hour Trips: Weekday, peak-hour of adjacent street traffic. Most often, one hour between 4 and 6 p.m.
Pass-By Trip Factor reflects diverted linked trips in addition to pass-by trips.
ITE codes identified with asterisks (*) include information derived from the ITE manual (e.g., the pass-by factor is derived from pass-by counts for a similar land use or are as
estimated by traffic engineers).
Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area
DU = dwelling unit
Room = number of rooms for rent
Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled
Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees
Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space
Lane = number of bowling lanes
Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, based on land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.
FCS GROUP
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
Bicycle/Pedestrian Trip Generation Groups

FINAL

Table 8 Bike/Ped SDC per bike/ped trip
Group 1 0.1 Group 4 0.6
Group 2 0.2 Group 5 1.0
Group 3 0.4 Group 6 2.0
ITE - Bike/Ped Bike/Ped -
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group spC | Units
Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use.
110 |General Light Industrial Examples: Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing i $ 2025 KSF
equipment assembly, power stations.
130 |Industrial Park Ind‘uvs‘mal Pgrk areas that cqntam a number of industrial and/or related 1 $ 2025 KSF
facilities (mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).
140 |Manufacturing Facilities that convert raw materials into finished products. Typically 2 $ 4050 KSF
have related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically
151  |Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access 1 $ 20.25 KSF
point. Example: U-Store-It.
210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 5 $ 20251 DU
Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the
220 |Apartment same building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment 4 $ 121.51 bu
buildings.
Residential Condominium/Townhouses under single-family ownership.
230 |Condo/Townhouse Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure. 4 $ 12151 bu
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent
240 |Mobile Home foundations. Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, 3 $ 81.00 DU
recreation rooms, pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to
253 |Elderly Housing apanments gr cond.o.s.. Somgtlmes in self-cgmamed wllage§. May.also 3 $ 8100 DU
contain medical facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.
Lodging facility that may include restaurants, lounges, meeting rooms,
310 |Hotel and/or convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these 3 $ 81.00 Room
facilities.
320 |Motel Sleeping accommodations and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking 2 $ 4050 Room
and little or no meeting space.
Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs.
430 |Golf Course Some have driving ranges. and clubhouses.wnh pro shops, .r.e.staurants, 1 $ 2025 Hole
lounges. Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.
Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following
435 Multipurpose Recreation Facility [land uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper 6 $ 405.02 Acre
boats, go-carts, and driving ranges.
437 |Bowling Alley Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small 3 $ 8100 LETS
lounge, restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including
493 Athletic Club swimming pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball 5 $ 20251 KSF
courts.
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including
495  |Recreational Community Center YMCAs, oﬂen including classes, day cfare, _meetlng fooms, swimming 6 $ 405.02 KSF
pools, tennis racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms,
& food service.
520 * |Elementary School Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 3 $ 81.00 | Student
522 |Middle School Public. Serves students that completed elementary and have not yet 2 $ 4050 Student
entered high school.
530 |High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 1 $ 20.25 | Student
540  |Junior/Community College Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 1 $ 20.25 | Student
560 |Church Cpmams worship arga and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, 3 $ 8100 KSF
dining area and facilities.
565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 1 $ 2025 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 1 $ 20.25  Student
500  |Library Public or Private. Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, 6 $ 405.02 KSE
sometimes meeting rooms.
501 Lodge/Fratermnal Organization Include.s a club house with dining and drinking facilities, recreational and 4 $ 12151  Member
entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include
710 |General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack 6 $ 405.02 KSF
bars, and service retail facilities.
Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms,
715 Single Tenant Office Building file storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other 6 $ 405.02 KSF
service functions.
720 |Medical-Dental Office Provides diagnosis and outpatient care on a routine basis. Typically 1 $ 2025 KSE
operated by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office
750  |Office Park buildings and support services such as banks & loan institutions, 4 $ 12151 KSF
restaurants, service stations.
760  |Research & Development Center |>"9'€ building or complex of buildings devoted to research & 2 $ 4050 KSF
development. May contain offices and light fabrication facilities.

FCS GROUP
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ITE - Bike/Ped Bike/Ped -
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group sbc Units
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common
770 |Business Park roadway system.‘ Tfenant space is flexible to accommodate a_varlety of 1 $ 2025 KSF
uses. Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically
includes a mix of offices, retail & wholesale.
Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812 |Building Materials & Lumber lumber. May |}nc|ude ye}rd storage and shed stqrage areas. Thg storage 1 $ 2025 KSF
areas are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 |Discount Super Store A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery 1 $ 2025 KSF
dept. under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that
814  |Specialty Retail typically specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, 6 $ 405.02 KSF
investment, dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
. centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof.
815 Di it St N . " 1 20.25 KSF
\scount Store Does not include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free- $
standing Discount Superstore.
816 |Hardware/Paint Store Typically free-standing buildings with off-street parking that sell paints 1 $ 2025 KSF
and hardware.
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock.
May have large green houses and offer landscape services. Typically
817 Ni /Garden Cent " M- . : . 1 20.25 KSF
urserylGarden Center have office, storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not $
vard and storage GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned,
developed, owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site
. i i i i - KSF
820 |Shopping Center parking to serve its own parking demand. May include non: 2 $ 4050
pRing merchandising facilities such as office buildings, movie theatres, Leasable
restaurants, post offices, health clubs, and recreation like skating rinks
and amusements.
841 New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 1 $ 20.25 KSF
848 |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a 1 $ 2025 KSF
large storage or warehouse area.
850 |Supermarket Free-standing grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 1 $ 2025 KSE
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 Convenience Market Sglls convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & 6 $ 405.02 KSE
Wine. Does not have gas pumps.
880 |Pharmacy w/o drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 $ 81.00 KSF
881 |Pharmacy w/ drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 $ 81.00 KSF
890 |Furniture Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 1 $ 20.25 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank Usuglly a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive- 1 $ 2025 KSF
up windows. May have ATMs.
912  |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 1 $ 20.25 KSF
931  |Quality Restaurant :;gehhqolila:;lty eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than 1 $ 2025 KSF
932 |High Turnover Sit-Down Rest. Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. $ 8100 KSE
933 * |Fast Food w/o Drive-Thru Fast Food but no drive-through window 6 $ 405.02 KSF
934 |Fast Food with Drive-Thru Fast Food with drive-through window 6 $ 405.02 KSF
Contains a bar where alcoholic beverages and snacks are serviced and
936 * |Drinking Place possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool 1 $ 2025 KSF
tables
. Sell gasoline and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not Fueling
944 _|Gas Station have Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. ! S 2025 Position
Gas/Service Station with Selllng gas‘ gpd Convem‘ence Marketv are the pnmgry business. May also Fueling
945 . contain facilities for service and repair. Does not include Car Wash. 1 $ 2025 o
Convenience Market Position
a6+ Gas/Service Station with bSell.lng gas’,vI Conlvenlen([:e. Mfark‘ﬁ‘t‘, anfd Car Wash adre the.pnmary . s 205 Fueling
Convenience Market, Car Wash |PUSiNess: May also contain facilities for service and repair. . Position
047 |self-Service Car Wash Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to 1 $ 2025 Wash
park and wash. Stall
NOTES:

Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area

DU = dwelling unit

Room = number of rooms for rent

Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled

Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees

Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space

Lane = number of bowling lanes

Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, based on land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.
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TRANSPORTATION SDC
IMPLEMENTATION

Applicant submits
building permit
requiring an
SDC calculation

ubmission Date
to Planning or
Building

New Development Before

Determine initiated after May 1, 2009

category

After
February 1, 2011

New Tran Bike & Ped fee
applies to all new permits
Existing Residential Land as of May 1, 2009
| Use & Limited Land Use
Decision before
April 1, 2009

Existing Residential
Lot of Record as
of April 1, 2009

Before May 1, 2009

uilding Permi

February 1, 2011

TSDC is $3500 as
adjusted by ENR

TSDC is $7000 as
adjusted by ENR

Before
February 1, 2011

Building Permit
applied for???

After
February 1, 2011

applied for???

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted per
Before ENR
February 1, 2013??

Before
May 1, 2009??

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted per
ENR times 1.15

Use adjusted
Component 1
($7000)

After
February 1, 2013??

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted by
ENR times 1.15

Use Res 97-56 Use adjusted
as adjusted by Component 1
ENR ($7000)

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of
eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.

NOTE:

All TSDCs shall be
annually on Jan 1
adjusted per
Seattle ENR CCI
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RESOLUTION NO. 09-02

A RESOLUTION REPEALING RESOLUTION 97-56, ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY,
PROJECT LISTS, AND AMOUNTS FOR THE CITY’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT CHARGE AND ESTABLISHING EFFECTIVE DATES

WHEREAS, state law (ORS 223) authorizes the City to charge new development for full
new growth impact costs to infrastructure;

WHEREAS, City code, Chapter 13.20 (System Development Charge (SDC) for Capital
Improvements) implements the statutory authority to impose SDCs on new development and
specifically authorizes the City Commission to adopt and modify the amount of the charges and
the amount of the charges and the methodology upon which such charges are based; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Transportation SDC (TSDC) was last amended in 1997 through
Resolution No. 97-56; and

WHEREAS, the costs estimated to accommodate the impacts of new development on
the Oregon City transportation system in 2009 exceed the funding potential derived from the
previous TSDC calculation; and

WHEREAS, the City has updated Transportation System Plan Capital Improvement Plan
(TSP CIP) roadway and bicycle/pedestrian project lists for use in calculating the updated TSDC;
and

WHEREAS, the City has updated the TSDC methodology and calculated a new amount
in accordance with Oregon Revised Statutes 223.297-315 and Oregon City Municipal Code
13.20; and

WHEREAS, the results of the updated TSP CIP project lists, TSDC methodology, and
calculated amount are documented in the attached March 2009 report prepared by FCS Group,
Exhibit 1, adopted and incorporated herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Commission that:

Section 1 — Action

A. Resolution 97-56, enacted on November 19, 1997, is hereby repealed in its entirety and
its directions are replaced by this Resolution No. 09-02.

B. A new TSDC methodology and charge per pm peak hour trip and charge per bike/ped
trip are adopted based on the transportation system improvements, trip projections,
calculations, and conclusions presented in the FCS Group report (Exhibit 1).

Section 2 — TSDC Details

A. The new TSDC has two components and is hereby adopted and made applicable to all
new development within the city limits of Oregon City.

Resclution No. 09-02

Effective Date: Aprit 1, 2009
Page 1 of 3
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Component 1: Roadway Improvements Project List = $7,000 per peak hour trip. For
outright uses within the Mixed Use Downtown zone and along the 7" Street and Molalla
Avenue Corridor, a ten percent reduction will be used for residential development and
the lesser of the Shopping Center trip generation rate or the non-residential
development’s estimated trip generation rate will be used.

Component 2: Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements Project List = $202.51 per bike/ped trip

B. Each cost component for individual developments will be calculated based on peak hour
trip generation (Roadway Improvements Project List) and trip generation groups
(Bike/Ped Improvements Project List) for the land use and the development size. See
Exhibit 1 for these trip generation factors for representative land uses.

C. The City Engineer may use alternative data when, in the City Engineer’s opinion, the
alternative data are more reliable and realistic for a particular development than are the
trip factors set forth in Exhibit 1.

Section 3 — Effective Dates and Annual Adjustment

A. Component 1 for the Roadway Improvements Project List described in Section 2 above
applies to future development and building permit applications and shall be implemented
in two equal increments as follows:

Effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02 adoption: $3500 per peak hour trip.
Effective February 1, 2011: $7,000 per peak hour trip (plus annual adjustment as
described in Section 3E below).

B. Component 2 for the Bike/Ped Improvements Project List described in Section 2 above
applies to future development and building permit applications and shall become
effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02 adoption.

C. For lots or parcels lawfully created prior to adoption of this resolution and situated in a
residential zone, the former TSDC defined by Resolution No. 97-56 shall increase by a
factor of 1.15 effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02 adoption. Component 1 with
appropriate annual adjustment shall become effective on February 1, 2011.

D. For lots or parcels in a residential zone approved by a land use or limited land use
decision prior to adoption of this resolution, the former TSDC defined by Resolution No.
97-56 shall increase by a factor of 1.15 effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02
adoption. Component 1 shall become effective February 1, 2013. Anytime after
February 1, 2011, the City Commission may review the status of the construction market
and consider an earlier Component 1 effective date.

E. All TSDCs described above shall be annually adjusted on January 1 based on the
Seattle Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCl).

e Date: April 1
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Adopted, signed and approved this 1st day of April 2009.

/@ommls
Commlsé%r 97/ Comm\fssiz%ner
[ (/ Pas% /4 /%éf/ Comprising the City Commission of Oregon

l |one City, Oregon

Mayor

Resolution No. 09-02
Effcctrve Dm, Aprit 1, 2000
Page 3 of 3
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o RE G o N Community Development — Planning

221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

TO: Chair Powell and Planning Commission

FROM: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner

DATE: February 1, 2009

RE: AN 09-02 (Ziegler Annexation) Outstanding Issues

Dear Planning Commissioners,

At the January 25, 2009 Planning Commission hearing, AN 09-02 was continued until February 8, 2010 to allow
staff additional time to respond to the following concerns raised during the Planning Commission hearing.

Park Place Neighborhood Association (PPNA)
Tom Geil, Vice-Chair of the PPNA expressed the following concerns.

e Approval of annexation prior to compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0060)
Response: Staff has attached an email from John Replinger (Exhibit 1), city transportation engineer,
regarding the adequacy of the Applicant’s Transportation Analysis Letter and compliance with the TPR.

e Flooding / Storm concerns on Redland Road and access to and from Holcomb Boulevard.
Response: Staff reviewed the 100-year, 500-year and 1996 Flood Inundation layers on the City’s floodplain
overlay map (Exhibit 2). The map indicates that Redland Road floods as far up as the Holly Lane bridge
during a 100-year flood event. Raising the elevation of Redland Road out of the floodplain, as suggested by
Mr. Geil, would present enormous environmental and engineering challenges in a sensitive river corridor.
The maps also indicate that while access to 213 from Holcomb Boulevard was cutoff in the 1996 flood,
access to 213 / Clackamas River Drive was maintained.

e Did the applicant’s TIA take the Rivers Development into account? Does the TIA take into account the 4-day
work week and the unemployed?
Response: The applicant is not required to provide this level of detailed traffic analysis with the annexation
since no rezoning or development will occur. Allan Dunn, Traffic Engineer for the applicant, pointed out
that the TIA takes into account approved “in-process” developments. Compliance with TPR requires a more
detail analysis (See Exhibit 1), to be provided at the time of re-zoning. No application has been approved or
submitted for the area anticipated for the Rivers Development. Finally, the Public Works Department is in
the final design stages for the 213 / |1 205 interchange improvements (See Exhibit 3), which includes phased
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improvements to Redland Road and widening / restriping of OR 213 between 1-205 and Redland Road to
accommodate an additional north/south travel lane as recommended by ODOT.

The TIA is based on vehicle trip generation by approved land use and actual traffic counts to provide the
most reliable information based on accepted engineering methodologies.

Annexing neighbor concerns (Miller / Townsend)

e Annexing neighbors expressed concerns about accidents and safety of the Holcomb Boulevard / Barlow
Crest intersection, water run-off / drainage issues / Winston Pond, wildlife habitat and geotechnical review
requirements.

Response: Staff met with the Townsends and answered their questions. They did not indicate if they
support or do not support the annexation proposal, but they have all of the information they requested.
Transfer of jurisdiction of Holcomb Boulevard from the County to the City is controlled by the Urban
Growth Management Agreement. Safety improvements for the applicant’s frontage will be reviewed at the
time a development application is submitted for the annexation site. The Park Place Concept Plan defined
sensitive habitat areas and geologic hazards and defined buildable land areas at the concept plan level.
Development will also be reviewed for compliance with the Natural Resource Overly District OCMC 17.49
and any applicable wildlife habitat protections required. The applicant is responsible for compliance with
the City’s stormwater drainage requirements and Geologic Hazard Overly District code OCMC 17.44 at the
time of development.

System Development Charges (SDCs)
e How are new SDC’s going to be applied and what is the process for developing a proportional share analysis
to address ODOT’s concerns with development of the annexation area (TPR compliance)?

Response: Transportation SDC updates (TSDCs) were adopted by the City Commission April 1, 2009 (Exhibit
6). The TSDC increases were based on updated Transportation System Plan Capital Improvement Plan (TSP
CIP) roadway and bicycle / pedestrian project lists including the Park Place and Beavercreek Road Concept
Plans. The TSDC methodology, analysis and new amounts are documented in the attached March 2009
report prepared by FCS Group (Exhibit 4). The new TSDC is applied at the time a building permit is applied
for (See Exhibit 5). See city website http://www.orcity.org/publicworks/transportation-sdcs for more
information.

According to the City’s Transportation Consultant, John Replinger, there is not any specific formula that is
generally recognized as a basis for the proportional share for TPR. Staff is working with ODOT to
development an appropriate methodology, since ODOT is the agency whose facility will be affected by the
regional growth of which the future development of the annexation are is a part.

The City has established a formula applicable to the various improvements on OR 213 and used those for
Red Soils and Clackamas Community College and will review those for possible application to the
213/Redland improvements. Due to the planned 213 / 205 improvements and with the new SDC fee
schedule, which accounts for improvements to the ODOT system, staff will determine to what extent
proportional share contributions by the developer of the annexing properties will be needed.

Clackamas River Water (CRW)
e CRW was concerned that the City’s current service agreement with CRW (HOPP agreement) for properties
above the 450’ pressure zone within the annexation area was not clarified in the Staff Report.

Response: Staff met with CRW staff to address their concerns. Staff has prepared draft revisions to the Staff
Report (Exhibit 7). CRW is reviewing the draft clarifications and will be submitting comments into the record
based on the incorporation of these revisions.
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Exhibits:

1. Email from John Replinger, P.E., City transportation engineer, dated 1/31/2010.

2. Maps of 100-year and 1996 flood inundation on Redland Road / OR 213 and Holcomb Boulevard.

3. OR 213 Improvements Project Description (OBEC Job No. 517-2), from Aleta Froman-Goodrich, P.E.,
City Public Works Project Engineer.

4. Final Report, Transportation System Development Charge (TSDC) study, by FCS Group, April 3, 2009.

5. TSDC Decision Tree.

6. TSDC City Commission Resolution 09-02.

7. Draft Revisions to Staff Report based on comments by Clackamas River Water (Staff will circulate prior

to the hearing).
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0 R E G o Nr Community Development — Planning

221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

TO: Chair Powell and Planning Commission

FROM: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner

DATE: February 1, 2009

RE: AN 09-02 (Ziegler Annexation) Outstanding Issues

Dear Planning Commissioners,

At the January 25, 2009 Planning Commission hearing, AN 09-02 was continued until February 8, 2010 to allow
staff additional time to respond to the following concerns raised during the Planning Commission hearing.

Park Place Neighborhood Association (PPNA)
Tom Geil, Vice-Chair of the PPNA expressed the following concerns.

e Approval of annexation prior to compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0060)
Response: Staff has attached an email from John Replinger (Exhibit 1), city transportation engineer,
regarding the adequacy of the Applicant’s Transportation Analysis Letter and compliance with the TPR.

e Flooding / Storm concerns on Redland Road and access to and from Holcomb Boulevard.
Response: Staff reviewed the 100-year, 500-year and 1996 Flood Inundation layers on the City’s floodplain
overlay map (Exhibit 2). The map indicates that Redland Road floods as far up as the Holly Lane bridge
during a 100-year flood event. Raising the elevation of Redland Road out of the floodplain, as suggested by
Mr. Geil, would present enormous environmental and engineering challenges in a sensitive river corridor.
The maps also indicate that while access to 213 from Holcomb Boulevard was cutoff in the 1996 flood,
access to 213 / Clackamas River Drive was maintained.

e Did the applicant’s TIA take the Rivers Development into account? Does the TIA take into account the 4-day
work week and the unemployed?
Response: The applicant is not required to provide this level of detailed traffic analysis with the annexation
since no rezoning or development will occur. Allan Dunn, Traffic Engineer for the applicant, pointed out
that the TIA takes into account approved “in-process” developments. Compliance with TPR requires a more
detail analysis (See Exhibit 1), to be provided at the time of re-zoning. No application has been approved or
submitted for the area anticipated for the Rivers Development. Finally, the Public Works Department is in
the final design stages for the 213 /|1 205 interchange improvements (See Exhibit 3), which includes phased
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improvements to Redland Road and widening / restriping of OR 213 between |-205 and Redland Road to
accommodate an additional north/south travel lane as recommended by ODOT.

The TIA is based on vehicle trip generation by approved land use and actual traffic counts to provide the
most reliable information based on accepted engineering methodologies.

Annexing neighbor concerns (Miller / Townsend)

e Annexing neighbors expressed concerns about accidents and safety of the Holcomb Boulevard / Barlow
Crest intersection, water run-off / drainage issues / Winston Pond, wildlife habitat and geotechnical review
requirements.

Response: Staff met with the Townsends and answered their questions. They did not indicate if they
support or do not support the annexation proposal, but they have all of the information they requested.
Transfer of jurisdiction of Holcomb Boulevard from the County to the City is controlled by the Urban
Growth Management Agreement. Safety improvements for the applicant’s frontage will be reviewed at the
time a development application is submitted for the annexation site. The Park Place Concept Plan defined
sensitive habitat areas and geologic hazards and defined buildable land areas at the concept plan level.
Development will also be reviewed for compliance with the Natural Resource Overly District OCMC 17.49
and any applicable wildlife habitat protections required. The applicant is responsible for compliance with
the City’s stormwater drainage requirements and Geologic Hazard Overly District code OCMC 17.44 at the
time of development.

System Development Charges (SDCs)
e How are new SDC’s going to be applied and what is the process for developing a proportional share analysis
to address ODOT’s concerns with development of the annexation area (TPR compliance)?

Response: Transportation SDC updates (TSDCs) were adopted by the City Commission April 1, 2009 (Exhibit
6). The TSDC increases were based on updated Transportation System Plan Capital Improvement Plan (TSP
CIP) roadway and bicycle / pedestrian project lists including the Park Place and Beavercreek Road Concept
Plans. The TSDC methodology, analysis and new amounts are documented in the attached March 2009
report prepared by FCS Group (Exhibit 4). The new TSDC is applied at the time a building permit is applied
for (See Exhibit 5). See city website http://www.orcity.org/publicworks/transportation-sdcs for more
information.

According to the City’s Transportation Consultant, John Replinger, there is not any specific formula that is
generally recognized as a basis for the proportional share for TPR. Staff is working with ODOT to
development an appropriate methodology, since ODOT is the agency whose facility will be affected by the
regional growth of which the future development of the annexation are is a part.

The City has established a formula applicable to the various improvements on OR 213 and used those for
Red Soils and Clackamas Community College and will review those for possible application to the
213/Redland improvements. Due to the planned 213 / 205 improvements and with the new SDC fee
schedule, which accounts for improvements to the ODOT system, staff will determine to what extent
proportional share contributions by the developer of the annexing properties will be needed.

Clackamas River Water (CRW)
e CRW was concerned that the City’s current service agreement with CRW (HOPP agreement) for properties
above the 450’ pressure zone within the annexation area was not clarified in the Staff Report.

Response: Staff met with CRW staff to address their concerns. Staff has prepared draft revisions to the Staff
Report (Exhibit 7). CRW is reviewing the draft clarifications and will be submitting comments into the record
based on the incorporation of these revisions.
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Exhibits:

1. Email from John Replinger, P.E., City transportation engineer, dated 1/31/2010.

Maps of 100-year and 1996 flood inundation on Redland Road / OR 213 and Holcomb Boulevard.

OR 213 Improvements Project Description (OBEC Job No. 517-2), from Aleta Froman-Goodrich, P.E.,
City Public Works Project Engineer.

Final Report, Transportation System Development Charge (TSDC) study, by FCS Group, April 3, 2009.
TSDC Decision Tree.

TSDC City Commission Resolution 09-02.

Draft Revisions to Staff Report based on comments by Clackamas River Water (Staff will circulate prior
to the hearing).

w N

Nouvks
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Pete Walter

From: replinger-associates@comcast.net
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2010 9:23 PM
To: Pete Walter

Cc: Nancy Kraushaar; Tony Konkol
Subject: Re: Ziegler Annexation AN 09-02
Pete:

I don't think there is any specific formula that is generally recognized as a basis for the proportional
share for TPR. | think the important thing is for us to develop what we think is appropriate and share
that with ODOT, which is the agency whose facility will be affected by the regional growth of which
this development is a part.

We have established a formula applicable to the various improvements on OR 213 and used those
for Red Soils and proposed the same for the Community College. | think we can review those for
possible application to the 213/Redland improvements.

With the new SDC fee schedule, which | understand accounts for improvements to the ODOT
system, it may be that we no longer need to apply a specific proportional share for the Highway 213
corridor as we have in the past. A conference call to discuss this with Nancy, Tony, and Bill K. may
be appropriate.

If you have already figured that out and you simply want me to provide the explanation, the formula,
and calculations based on the prevous examples, | can do that. | should be available by phone most
of the week. Please let me know.

John

John Replinger, PE

Replinger & Associates LLC

6330 SE 36th Avenue

Portland, OR 97202
503-719-3383
replinger-associates@comcast.net

————— Original Message -----

From: "Pete Walter" <pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us>

To: replinger-associates@comcast.net

Cc: "Nancy Kraushaar" <nkraushaar@ci.oregon-city.or.us>, "Tony Konkol" <tkonkol@?ci.oregon-
city.or.us>

Sent: Friday, January 29, 2010 9:50:34 AM GMT -08:00 US/Canada Pacific

Subject: RE: Ziegler Annexation AN 09-02

John,

There is one other thing the PC requested information on.
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How are new SDC’s going to be applied and what is the process for developing a proportional share analysis to
address ODOT’s concerns with development of the annexation area?

The SDC question should be pretty straightforward and I’'m getting information from Nancy Kraushaar on that, however |
do not know to what extent the TPR can be satisfied with “proportional share” improvements.

As you know, the city has approved proportional share for re-zonings that affected failing intersections for subdivisions
approved within existing city limits (for example the Hollow Point Estates (ZC 08-02) and Parker Knoll subdivision (ZC 08-
03), and ODOT approved of the same approach for the re-zoning from R-10 to R-6 of the former Centex property on
Leland Road (ZC 07-03).

Please could you provide a brief discussion on that as well?

Thanks,

Pete

Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner
pwalter@orcity.org

Community Development Department

_..mlﬂa Planning Division
Jll 221 Molalla Avenue, Ste. 200

Oregon City, Oregon 97045
503-496-1568 Direct

503-722-3789 Front Desk

Website: www.orcity.org

Need an answer? Did you know that our website can help you 24-hours a day, 7-days a week? Online, you have access to permit forms,
applications, handouts, inspection results, codebooks, info on permits applied for since 2002, inspection information, application checklists, and
much more. You can request inspections online, and if you are a contractor, you can even apply for permits online.

Zoning and other Tax Lot Information - Quickly and easily view, print, and save maps and reports of your property.
Property Zoning Report

Online Mapping is available at OCWebMaps

rf . . P
@ Please consider the environment before printing
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public.

From: replinger-associates@comcast.net [mailto:replinger-associates@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2010 10:53 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Ziegler Annexation AN 09-02

Pete:

Questions have been raised about the traffic analysis procedures and requirements associated with
the Ziegler Annexation request (AN 09-02).

It is my opinion that the annexation by itself has no traffic impact. The parcels being considered for
annexation currently have five dwelling units. There is no reason to expect the annexation into the
city will result in any traffic increase from these dwellings. As such, no traffic analysis required for the
annexation.
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| have a copy of the TIA prepared by Dunn Traffic relating to the possible development of the Ziegler
property under zoning that would be applicable under the City jurisdiction. The analysis is complete
with regard to short-term impacts, but based on issues raised by ODOT, some additional analysis will
be required by the applicant to show compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). This
analysis will be required when the applicant seeks to rezone the property.

I have not performed a detailed review of the TIA and recommend that be delayed until such time as
the applicant makes application for rezoning or other actions that define a specific development
proposal. As indicated above, some additional work related to TPR compliance will be required. | am
prepared to work with you and the applicant's engineer to more clearly define the scope for additional
analysis when a specific proposal is offered.

Sincerely,

John Replinger, PE

Replinger & Associates LLC

6330 SE 36th Avenue

Portland, OR 97202
503-719-3383
replinger-associates@comcast.net
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Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project is to improve operations and safety on OR 213 between the 1-205
Interchange and the Redland Road overcrossing in order to:

Maintain acceptable operational and safety levels on OR 213 and the 1-205
Interchange. This section of OR 213 is designated as an expressway and serves as an
important southeast Portland metropolitan area north-south transportation facility.
Avoid or minimize instances of traffic on OR 213 backing up from the Washington
Street/Clackamas River Drive intersection into the I-205 Interchange and the mainline
freeway.

Allow for continued development along and around this section of OR 213 and the
surrounding area, which is within the city limits of Oregon City and the urban growth
boundary of the Portland metropolitan area.

The project is needed for the following reasons:

Current traffic demands frequently exceed the capacity of OR 213 through the project
area. This creates traffic backups on OR 213 at both the Washington Street/Clackamas
River Drive intersection and the Redland Road intersection, which occasionally extend into
the 1-205 Interchange and onto the freeway itself.

Highway speeds (posted at 45 mph and 55 mph) combined with signalized intersections
and high traffic volumes increase the risk of accidents. This section of highway has a
Safety Investment Program (SIP) rating of 3. The signalized intersections of Washington
Street/Clackamas River Drive and Redland Road are in the top 10 percent of Safety
Priority Index System (SPIS) sites. See Appendix A for accident information.

The area immediately adjacent to and surrounding this section of highway is within the
city limits of Oregon City and the urban growth boundary of the Portland metropolitan
area. This area has capacity for continued development, which will add to the traffic
demands on OR 213.

Project Units and Phasing Plan

The project team has developed this project under an assumption that long-term improvements along
this section of OR 213 will be developed in a three-unit, three-phase approach. The three units are

described below.

1. Unit 1 includes OR 213 from the south end of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Bridge,

where Cascade Highway South begins, to the crossing of the unnamed tributary of Abernethy
Creek. Unit 1 also includes Clackamas River Drive from approximately Melinda Street to OR

213; Washington Street from OR 213 to west of the Home Depot; and the two jughandle

connectors.

2. Unit 2 includes OR 213 from the crossing of the unnamed tributary of Abernethy Creek to the

north end of the Redland Road Overcrossing, and Redland Road.

Final Design Acceptance Package
OR 213: 1-205 - Redland Road Overcrossing (Oregon City)
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3. Unit 3 is the I1-205 Interchange, which includes the I-205 Park Place Frontage Road and the I-
205 ramps. The frontage road begins at the south end of the UPRR Bridge and runs north
across 1-205 on the interchange bridge.

The three proposed phases include the following:

1. The evaluation of the design and impacts of Phase 1 is described later in this DAP. Phase 1
includes the full build out of Unit 1, and minor changes within the Unit 3 interchange area to
improve safety and operations until the entire interchange can be further upgraded. The
complete build out of the Unit 3 interchange will be designed under a future project and
DAP. The minor changes within Unit 3 included in Phase 1of this project are limited to striping
changes, installation of median barrier, concrete island modifications, and rail upgrades to
the UPRR Bridge and the 1-205 Bridge. The partial build-out design changes will allow for
the addition of a third northbound (NB) lane approaching the interchange, which will improve
the operations of the interchange and OR 213. The third lane will be created by narrowing
the median, travel lanes, and shoulders. Safety improvements within Unit 3 will include rail
upgrades to the UPRR and 1-205 Bridges.

2. The second phase includes a full build-out design for all of Unit 2. The evaluation of the
design and impacts, and more detailed information on the scope of Phase 2 can be found
later in this DAP.

3. Phase 3 is not described in this DAP. Phase 3 includes recognized improvement needs within
the Unit 3 interchange area that have a high cost-to-benefit ratio and a high probability of
not being compatible with future changes to the I1-205 Interchange. The recognized needs
include the widening or replacement of the UPRR and 1-205 Bridges and the connecting
roadways, which would allow for standard median, lane and shoulder widths through the
interchange area under this project. The project team recommends that Phase 3
improvements be deferred until the scope of I-205 Interchange modifications is better
defined. The full upgrade to the interchange should be included in the Phase 3 project.

The benefits of using this three-unit, three-phase approach include the following:

o Minimization of the risk of constructing a significant level of improvements during Phase
1and Phase 2 that do not fit the future reconstruction of the 1-205 Interchange.
Reconstruction of the interchange is likely to occur within the design life of facilities built
as part of this project; however, the extent of future modifications is unknown. Therefore,
it is not possible at this time to plan large-scale improvements within the interchange area
to match future interchange reconstruction.

. Containment of costs and impacts of the Phase 1 and 2 projects so they can be completed
as soon as possible at a budget commensurate with available funding. In addition, the
two phases will be eligible for additional federal or state funding that may become
available.

. Ability to make critical operational and safety improvements at the Washington Street
and Redland Road intersections at this time while improvements to address less significant
needs within the interchange area can be delayed. This will allow those changes to be
better coordinated with the future interchange improvements and minimize the risk of
constructing "throw away" improvements.

Phases of development and construction of the project are discussed in more detail below.

Final Design Acceptance Package OBEC Job No. 517-2
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Phase 1

Phase 1 of the project, which is the only phase currently funded for construction, includes full build-out
improvements within Unit 1 and minor improvements in the Unit 3 I-205 Interchange area. As
mentioned above, full build-out improvements for Unit 3 will take place in Phase 3, which will be
designed in a future project.

Unit 1

Unit 1 improvements in Phase 1 include realignment of Washington Street and Clackamas River
Drive to cross under OR 213 at a new bridge. The existing street connections will be modified so
they connect OR 213 with the realigned Washington Street and Clackamas River Drive. These
modifications combine to create a jughandle intersection configuration that eliminates left turns and
east-west cross movements at the OR 213 intersection, reducing the number of signal phases from
eight to two. Phase 1 also involves roadway widening and channelization changes on OR 213 to
accommodate three travel lanes in each direction and right-turn lanes both southbound (SB) and NB
at the jughandle intersection. The OR 213 roadway and the new bridge will be constructed to
accommodate 12-foot travel lanes; 10-foot shoulder widths, including 2 feet shy distance; and an 8-
foot-wide median. However, for Phase 1, striping and shoulder barrier will be used north of the
jughandle intersection to taper lane widths to 11 feet and shoulder widths to 6 feet at the existing
UPRR Bridge. This configuration will remain in place until the Unit 3 UPRR Bridge is replaced; the
width of the new structure will match the width of the newly constructed Phase 1. The continued use
of the existing UPRR structure to accommodate 1-205/OR 213 movements will depend on future
improvement of the [-205 Interchange. If a wider structure at the UPRR Bridge location does become
part of the future interchange modifications, the Phase 1 striping would be modified and the
shoulder barrier relocated to provide the 12-foot lanes, 10-foot shoulders, and 8-foot median used
throughout the remainder of the design for the current project.

Unit 3

Unit 3 improvements in Phase 1 will be limited to the work required to make channelization
modifications to allow for the addition of a third NB lane between the UPRR Bridge and 1-205 NB
ramps, and to eliminate left turns and cross movements at the NB 1-205 ramp terminals. The
additional NB lane will be provided by reducing the median to 6 feet, the travel lanes to 11 feet,
and the outside shoulders to 6 feet in width. The work included to make these channelization
modifications include striping changes, installation of concrete median barrier, and alterations to
concrete islands. As described under Unit 1, above, in the event the UPRR Bridge is replaced as a
future Phase 3 project these reduced widths would be increased to an 8-foot median, 12 foot lanes,
and 10 foot shoulders. The project team recommends that a decision on this issue be delayed until a
design is developed for the 1-205 Interchange. The Phase 1 work in Unit 3 will also include rail
retrofits to the UPRR Bridge and the I-205 Bridge to increase the safety of these structures until they
are replaced as part of a Phase 3 project.

More detailed information about the scope of this Phase 1 work is found in later sections of this DAP
and in the attached plans.
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Phase 2

Phase 2 of the project includes full build-out improvements within Unit 2. Construction for Unit 2 is
currently not funded; however, the City is pursuing funding for this phase of construction. It would be
possible to split Phase 2 into sub-phases, as described in the Unit 2 section that follows.

Unit 2

Phase 2 improvements are located entirely in Unit 2 and include widening OR 213 to accommodate
the upgrade of the NB left-turn lane at the Redland Road intersection, the construction of a SB right-
turn lane at the Redland Road intersection, and the addition of a third through travel lane in each
direction. Phase 2 also includes widening and channelization changes on Redland Road. As
described in Unit 1, above, the widening of OR 213 will accommodate 12-foot travel lanes and 10-
foot shoulders, including 2 feet of shy distance. The median in this section of OR 213 will be 8 feet
wide with a median barrier, except at the Redland Road intersection where it will be 20 feet wide
to support a NB left-turn lane. Redland Road will be widened to provide two 12-foot travel lanes
approaching OR 213, one 12-foot travel lane approaching Abernethy Road, a 14-foot median, and
two 6-foot shoulders. Additional widening of Redland Road will be included at the Abernethy Road
end of the alignment to provide a 12-foot-wide right-turn lane.

Due to funding constraints, it is anticipated Unit 2 may need to be developed and constructed in two
sub-phases (2A and 2B). The project team currently envisions Phase 2A to include construction on OR
213 for the SB right-turn lane, the third SB through travel lane, and the upgrade of the NB left-turn
lane. Phase 2A would also include widening of Redland Road. Phase 2B would include the addition
of the third NB through lane on OR 213. More detailed information about the scope of this work is
found in later sections of this DAP and in the attached plans.

Phase 3

Phase 3 improvements, not addressed in this DAP, are located in the Unit 3 1-205 Interchange area.
The scope of the Phase 3 work cannot be fully defined at this time because of the unknown
configuration of the future I-205 Interchange. The major cost items in Unit 3 that should be
addressed in a future Phase 3 project are widening or replacing the UPRR Bridge; widening or
replacing the I-205 Bridge; and widening the connecting roadway. These improvements have been
separated into a future phase because the safety and operational benefits of addressing these
substandard design elements are considered less significant than those gained by the Phase 1 and
Phase 2 improvements included in this DAP.

Design Exception approvals are being pursued for the substandard design elements for the Phase 1
and Phase 2 projects that are part of this DAP. Draft versions of the requests are included in
Appendix B and further discussed in the Design Exceptions section of this report, below.

Design Standards/Design Criteria

ODOT facilities and facilities under ODOT jurisdiction will be developed using ODOT design
standards. City and County facilities will be developed using local and American Association of
State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) design standards. Facilities include:

Final Design Acceptance Package OBEC Job No. 517-2
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In April 2008, the City of Oregon City contracted with Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc. (FCS
GROUP), and its subconsultant DKS Associates, to perform a transportation system development charge
(TSDC) study. Oregon City is a growing city experiencing increasing demands on its transportation
infrastructure. The City’s latest transportation system plan identified a number of improvements that are
needed to maintain and expand system capacity over the next two decades. With the study, the City wished to
implement an equitable, adequate, and defensible transportation SDC that would generate funding to meet
the needs of growth without unduly burdening existing residents and business owners.

Consistent with these objectives, the following general approach was used to calculate the City’s
transportation SDC:

¢ Development of Policy Framework. In this step, we wrote issue papers defining key policy issues,
describing alternatives, and providing recommendations for City staff and the Oregon City
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC). The result was a set of recommendations on key TSDC
policy issues that provided guidance for the technical analysis and input for the City Commission to
consider in its decision on adoption. The issue papers and resulting TAC recommendations are included
as Appendix A.

¢ Conduct Technical Analysis. In this step, we worked with City staff and the project engineer to finalize
the TSDC project lists, isolate the recoverable portion of existing and planned facility costs, and calculate
proposed fees. The technical analysis is included as Appendix B.

¢ Assemble Documentation and Presentation. In this step, we wrote the report describing the
recommended policies and resulting charges, and drafted the adopting resolution.

SECTION 2: SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
METHODOLOGY

A system development charge is a one-time fee imposed on new development (and some types of re-
development) at the time of development. The fee is intended to recover growth’s fair share of the costs of
existing and planned facilities that provide the necessary capacity to accommodate future development.

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 223.297 - 223.314 defines SDCs and specifies how they shall be calculated,
applied, and accounted for. By statute, an SDC is the sum of two components:

¢ areimbursement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements a/ready
constructed or under construction, and

¢ an improvement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements zo be
constructed in the future.

The reimbursement fee methodology must be based on “the value of unused capacity available to future
system users or the cost of the existing facilities”, and must further consider prior contributions by existing
users and gifted and grant-funded facilities. The calculation must also “promote the objective of future system
users contributing no more than an equitable share to the cost of existing facilities.” Reimbursement fee
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proceeds may be spent on any capital improvements related to the systems for which the SDC is applied —
i.e., transportation SDCs must be spent on transportation improvements.

The improvement fee methodology must include only the cost of projected capital improvements or portions
of improvements needed to increase system capacity for future users. In other words, the cost(s) of planned
projects or portions of projects that correct existing deficiencies, or do not otherwise increase capacity for
future users, may not be included in the improvement fee calculation. Improvement fee proceeds may be
spent only on capital improvements, or portions thereof, which increase the capacity of the systems for which
they were applied.

The calculation of the reimbursement fee, described in detail in Section III, is fairly straightforward under the
approach taken. In short, it is the dollar cost of unused, available, system capacity divided by the capacity it
will serve. The unit of capacity used becomes the basis of the fee. In addition to the cost or value of the
system, Oregon law (ORS 223.304) requires that the reimbursement fee methodology also incorporate the
following;

“Ratemaking principles employed to finance publicly owned capital improvements”, taken to mean that
the fees must be calculated to equitably recover appropriate costs;

“Prior contributions by existing users”, taken to mean that the cost of contributed assets should not be
included in the reimbursement fee basis;

“Gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons”, taken to mean that gifted or grant-
funded assets should not be included in the reimbursement fee basis; and

“Other relevant factors identified by the local government imposing the fee”.

Finally, the methodology must promote the objective of future system users contributing no more than an
equitable share to the cost of existing facilities.

Most of the City’s arterial and collector streets were once County roads or State highways, which were
ultimately funded through general tax sources. When considering deducting tax-funded infrastructure costs
from the fee basis, it is most important to acknowledge that all transportation system users pay taxes —
whether or not their properties are developed. Hence, a developer can argue that he / she has already paid for
a share of that portion of the transportation system that has been constructed with tax revenues. This is unlike
a water, sewer, or stormwater service, in which there are usually ratepayers to catch up with and reimburse,
and is a strong argument for reducing the reimbursement fee cost basis by the corresponding portion of
system value that has been funded by tax sources — including system infrastructure that was once part of the
County or State system.

On the other hand, a strong argument can be made that previously paid SDCs need not be deducted from the
reimbursement fee cost basis. If the previously paid charges have funded facilities that still have unused
capacity available for growth, then the cost of that capacity must be included in the reimbursement fee cost
basis in order for new customers to pay for a full share of the capacity that will serve them.

Therefore, we recommend that the City base the TSDC reimbursement fee entirely on the cost of unused
capacity provided by infrastructure constructed using previously collected SDCs. This recommendation is
further discussed in Issue Paper #1, provided in Appendix A.

N
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B.IMPROVEMENT FEE METHODOLOGY

The improvement fee calculation, like that of the reimbursement fee, is straightforward. In short, it is the
eligible dollar cost of capacity-increasing capital projects divided by the capacity they will serve. Again, the
unit of capacity used becomes the basis of the fee. The overriding issue to consider in the improvement fee
calculation is the identification and separation of capacity-increasing capital costs.

We recommend that the City utilize the “capacity” method to allocate costs to the improvement fee basis.
Under the capacity approach, the cost of a given project is allocated to growth proportionately by the capacity
made available for growth. As an example, assume we are allocating the $1 million cost of adding a lane to an
existing roadway to meet existing demand as well as the needs of growth. If the new lane provides capacity for
500 trips and 200 meet an existing deficiency and 300 are for growth, then the allocation to the improvement
fee basis would be 300 / 500 = 60% of $1 million, or $600,000. This recommendation is further discussed in
Issue Paper #2, provided in Appendix A.

C. CALCULATION SUMMARY

In general, an SDC is calculated by adding the applicable reimbursement fee component to the applicable
improvement fee component. Each separate component is calculated by dividing the eligible cost by the
appropriate measure of growth in capacity. The unit of capacity used becomes the basis of the charge. A
sample calculation is shown below.

Reimbursement Fee Improvement Fee SDC
Eligible cost Eligible cost of planned
of capacity in capacity-increasing
existing facilities + capital improvements = SDC ($ / univ)
Growth in system Growth in system
capacity demand capacity demand

D.SDC (IMPROVEMENT FEE) CREDITS

The law requires that credits be provided against the improvement fee for the construction of qualified public
improvements. Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that, at a minimum, credits be provided against the
improvement fee for

“the construction of a qualified public improvement. A ‘qualified public improvement” means a capital
improvement that is required as a condition of development approval, identified in the plan and list adopted
pursuant to ORS 223.309 and either:

(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development approval; or

(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development approval and
required to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the particular development project to
which the improvement fee is related.”

The law further states that credits

“may be granted only for the cost of that portion of such improvement that exceeds the local government’s
minimum standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the particular development project or property.”
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The challenge is to craft a credit approach that meets statutory requirements and the City’s assumed general
objectives for cash flow, prioritization of capital projects, and orderly but sustained development. It must be
noted that we believe it is important for the City to retain as much control as possible over the prioritization
and implementation of its capital plan(s). These plans are created to address total system needs — not just the
needs of growth. Without control over how and when those needs are addressed, the re-prioritization of
projects over time can leave important City needs unmet. To avoid this outcome, credits should:

¢ be only for the portion of the agreed-upon or planned cost of capacity in excess of that needed ro
serve the particular development,

¢ not be transferable to other developers;
¢ be for planned projects only; and
¢ be provided only upon completion of a “qualified public improvement”.

We recommend that the City maintain its current SDC credit policy, which is in compliance with statutory
requirements and incorporates our recommended guidelines. This recommendation is further discussed in
Issue Paper #3, provided in Appendix A.

It is important to note that the possession of credits does not necessarily obligate the City to provide cash
redemption for SDC credits. In order to provide full compensation to developers while also minimizing the
financial risk to the City, we recommend that the City’s credit policy include cash reimbursement only from
SDCs generated by the build out of the development in question. As a result, the City will have the ability to
choose the timing and the improvements from a healthy cash position. This recommendation is further
discussed in Issue Paper #4, provided in Appendix A.

E. INDEXING CHARGE FOR INFLATION

Oregon law (ORS 223.304) allows for the periodic indexing of system development charges for inflation, as
long as the index used is

“(A) A relevant measurement of the average change in prices or costs over an identified time period for
materials, labor, real property or a combination of the three;

(B) Published by a recognized organization or agency that produces the index or data source for reasons that are
independent of the system development charge methodology; and

(C) Incorporated as part of the established methodology or identified and adopted in a separate ordinance,
resolution or order.”

We recommend that Oregon City continue to index its TSDC to the Engineering News Record (ENR)
Construction Cost Index (CCI) for the City of Seattle, and adjust the charge annually as per that index.

SECTION 3: TSDC CALCULATION

The City’s existing transportation SDC is based on projected trip generation by land use. Specifically, new
development is charged by added average daily trips (ADTs). Existing residential transportation SDCs are
provided below: [Commercial charges vary by land use type.]
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Existing Transportation SDC

ADTs Improvement Total
Development Type per Unit Fee TSDC
Single Family 9.60 $ 1,885 |$ 1,885
Apartments (per living unit) 6.53 $ 1,282 |$ 1,282

Both the existing and the proposed vehicle charges are based on trip generation statistics provided in the most
recent edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers ITE) 7rip Generation manual for each land use
type and development size. However, the proposed charges are based on P.M. peak-hour trips (P-HTs). Peak-
hour trips are defined as the average trip rate during the peak hour of adjacent street traffic — which usually
coincides with the traditional commuting peak periods of 7 am to 9 am or 4 pm to 6 pm. Transportation
engineers commonly use peak-hour trip estimates to assess transportation performance and determine system
needs. Average daily trips, as measures of total traffic volume, are not generally used to size a system —
although they are typically used to estimate maintenance requirements.

The proposed charges continue to adjust for linked, or pass-by, trips. There is documentation presented in
ITE Trip Generation that a significant percentage of trip ends associated with specific land uses are a result of
linked, or pass-by, trips. The recommended SDC basis of adjusted P.M. peak-hour trips is further discussed
in Issue Paper #5, provided in Appendix A.

Furthermore, the proposed TSDC includes an additional bike/ped component. The related reimbursement
and improvement fees for the bike/ped charge are based on estimated bike/ped trip generation rates by land
use type. The inclusion of these alternative modes of transportation is discussed in Issue Paper #6, provided in
Appendix A.

The calculation of the proposed TSDC is summarized below and provided in detail in Appendix B.

In order to estimate the number of P.M. peak-hour and bike/ped trips to be generated by growth over the
planning period (ending in 2030) — the denominators in both the reimbursement and improvement fee
calculations — the following approach was taken.

DKS Associates consulted the 2005-2030 Metro Travel Demand Model to provide an estimate of total
peak-hour trip growth within the urban growth boundary (UGB) during the study period. Trip
projections reported for the Beavercreek Concept Plan and Park Place Concept Plan Areas were adjusted
to reflect higher growth rates assumed in the Concept Plans and the actual ITE trip rate for single-family
residential developments. The result was an initial UGB peak-hour trip total of 24,892 for 2005 and a
forecasted 2030 total of 48,339 trips.

Therefore, during the study period, new development within Oregon City’s UGB was expected to
generate 23,448 P.M. peak-hour trips.

Additionally, growth in bicycle, pedestrian, and transit trip generation was estimated. First, as such trip
generation is closely related to average daily trips, the forecast of peak-hour trip growth was converted to
234,476 ADTs based on the standard assumption of a 1:10 ratio between peak-hour trips and average
daily trips. Second, U.S. Census travel data for the Portland Metro area indicated that 12% of total
average daily trip generation generally consists of bike/ped trips. Accordingly, based on the 12% share for
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bike/ped trips and the 234,476 ADT growth estimate in vehicle trips, total average daily trip growth —
including bike/ped trips — during the period was estimated to total 266,450.

Therefore, during the study period, new development within the UGB was expected to generate 31,974
bike/ped trips per day.

B. REIMBURSEMENT FEE CALCULATION

In order to estimate the cost of unused capacity in the existing transportation system — the numerator in the

reimbursement fee calculation for the vehicle charge — the following approach was taken.

*

It is important to first recall that the City’s transportation infrastructure has been largely contributed
and/or funded by general tax sources, leaving only unused capacity in SDC-funded infrastructure eligible
for reimbursement. FCS GROUP found $7,775,416 of historical transportation SDC (improvement fee
only) expenditures from FY 1993 through FY 2001. Current unused capacity was calculated by reducing
the SDC expenditure total for each year proportionally by the estimated trip growth that has occurred
since that year. The resulting total of unused capacity in the existing system was $6,208,392.

Based on forecasted growth of 23,448 P.M. peak-hour trips, the resulting reimbursement fee was $264.78
per peak-hour vehicle trip.

C.IMPROVEMENT FEE CALCULATIONS

The following approach was taken to determine the cost of capacity-increasing capital improvements for

inclusion in the improvement fee cost bases.

¢

DKS Associates provided the 2008 list of capital projects needed to increase vehicle capacity within the
UGB. The sum of this list of project costs in current dollars was $312,918,784, of which the City was
expected to be responsible for $244,939,884.

DKS Associates then determined the extent to which each improvement provided capacity for future
development. The preferred basis for these TSDC allocations was growth's share of total future peak-hour
trips at the site of improvement. When such data was unavailable, baseline projections of vehicle/capacity
(V/C) ratios were utilized to determine existing system deficiencies. The resulting total of eligible costs

was $158,455,615.

Finally, the beginning FY 2007 transportation SDC fund balance — $1,614,627 — was deducted from the
eligible cost total to (1) recognize that the fund balance is available for spending on the project list and (2)
prevent new users from paying for those project costs twice. The resulting net total of $156,840,988 was
the improvement fee cost basis.

Based on forecasted growth of 23,448 P.M. peak-hour trips, the resulting improvement fee was
$6,689.01 per peak-hour vehicle trip.

Additionally, DKS Associates provided a 2008 list of capital projects needed to increase bike/ped capacity
within the UGB. The sum of this list of project costs in current dollars was $13,260,367.

To assign project costs to the bike/ped TSDC cost basis, an allocation equal to growth’s share of future
vehicle trip generation — 48.5% — was applied. The sum of each project’s growth allocation resulted in a
total $6,432,131 of improvement fee-eligible costs.

6
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¢ Based on forecasted growth of 31,974 bike/ped trips, the resulting improvement fee was $201.17 per
bike/ped trip.

D.RECOMMENDED SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE

The recommended TSDC of $7,000 per peak-hour vehicle trip and $202.51per bike/ped trip is the sum of
the related reimbursement fees and improvement fees, adjusted by an administrative cost recovery factor of
0.67%, or $46 per vehicle trip and $1.34 per bike/ped trip. The administrative cost recovery factor was
derived by dividing projected annual TSDC accounting and administrative costs, including the amortized
cost of this study, by forecasted annual vehicle and bike/ped TSDC revenues. The resulting recommended
TSDC:s for a comprehensive list of land uses are provided immediately following this section.

Note that given the relatively small amount of data on bicycle and pedestrian trip generation by land use, it is
recommended that the following bike/ped trip groupings be utilized to assess the bike/ped SDC:

Daily Bike/Ped Trip Generation and SDC (Per Unit of Development)

Group Trips' SDC _
per Unit per Unit
Group 1 0.1 $ 20.25
Group 2 0.2 $ 40.50
Group 3 0.4 $ 81.00
Group 4 0.6 $121.51
Group 5 1.0 $ 202.51
Group 6 2.0 $ 405.02

Assignments to each group are made by land use designation, as shown in the Bike / Ped TSDC schedule
following this section.

E. SDCIMPLEMENTATION

There are two transit and limited-parking corridors or areas within the City — the designated regional center
and Molalla Avenue. Such corridors are suitable for higher residential densities, high-volume non-residential
uses, and mixed use properties. Traffic modeling has shown that developments in such areas have lower

vehicle trip generation rates.

To account for the expected reduction in residential vehicle trip generation, we recommend that the City
provide a 10% discount on the TSDC for residential developments within these areas. Similarly, non-
residential developments in such areas should be assessed a TSDC for the lesser of either their estimated trip
generation rate or the trip rate for the Shopping Center land use. This recommendation is further discussed in
Issue Paper #7, provided in Appendix A.

Finally, in July 2007, the Portland area metropolitan service district (Metro) published a report detailing the
various approaches to crafting system development charges (SDCs) that promote full and equitable cost
recovery. The report noted that the validity of each approach varied by jurisdiction. As such, to the extent
practical, the City’s TSDC was designed to be consistent with the five key SDC practices and policies
recommended in the report:

¢ full cost recovery,

~
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impact-based SDCs,

recognition of cost variations by location,
green design,

and technical vs. policy-based solutions.

These recommendations are further discussed in Issue Paper #8, provided in Appendix A.
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Oregon Ci

Vehicle TSDC (1)

Pass-By h
ITE - Peak-Hour X Adjusted .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips F‘;’;;z” P-HTs TSDC Units

Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use. Examples:

Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing equipment 0.98 1 0.98 $ 6,860 KSF

assembly, power stations.

130 |Industrial Park Industrial Park areas that contain a number of industrial and/or related facilities 0.86 1 0.86 $ 6020 KSF
(mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).

Facilities that convert raw materials into finished products. Typically have

General Light

110 Industrial

140 Manufacturing related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions. 074 1 074 $ 5180 KSF
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically

151  |Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access point. 0.26 1 0.26 $ 1,820 KSF
Example: U-Store-It.

210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 1.01 1 1.01 $ 7,070 DU
Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the same

220 |Apartment building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment buildings. 062 1 062 $ 4340 bu

230 |Condo/Townhouse Rgsldentlal Condgmlnlumﬁownhoqses under smg_le_—famlly ownership. 0.52 1 0.52 $ 3,640 DU
Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure.
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent foundations.

240 |Mobile Home Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, recreation rooms, 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4,130 DU
pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to apartments or

253  |Elderly Housing condos. Sometimes in self-contained villages. May also contain medical 0.17 1 0.17 $ 1,190 DU
facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.

310 |Hotel Lodglng_facnlty_ ?Ijat may |n_clude restaurants, Ioun_ges, meetlng_r_ooms, and/or 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4130| Room
convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these facilities.

320 |Motel Sleeping accommodations and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking and 0.47 1 0.47 $ 3290| Room

little or no meeting space.

Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs. Some
430 |Golf Course have driving ranges and clubhouses with pro shops, restaurants, lounges. 2.74 1 2.74 $ 19,180 Hole
Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.

Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following land
uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper boats, go- 5.77 1 5.77 $ 40,390 Acre
carts, and driving ranges.

Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small lounge,

Multipurpose

435 Recreation Facility

437  |Bowling Alley 3.54 1 3.54 $ 24,780 Lane
restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including swimming
493  |Athletic Club pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball courts. 5.76 1 5.76 $ 40,320 KSF
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including YMCAs,
Recreational often including classes, day care, meeting rooms, swimming pools, tennis
495 Community Center |racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms, & food service. 164 1 164 $ 11,480 KSF
520 * |Elementary School |Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 0.28 1 0.28 $ 1,960 | Student
522 |Middle School Eizzhgéhiilrves students that completed elementary and have not yet entered 0.15 1 0.15 $ 1,050 | Student
530 |High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 0.14 1 0.14 $ 980 | Student
540 élé,rllllgtr;/:ommunny Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 0.12 1 0.12 $ 840 | Student
560 |Church Contains worghlp area and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, dining 0.66 1 0.66 $ 4,620 KSE
area and facilities.
565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 13.18 0.33 4.35 $ 30,450 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 0.82 0.33 0.27 $ 1,890 | Student
590 |Library Publlf: or Private. Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, sometimes 7.09 1 7.09 $ 49,630 KSE
meeting rooms.
501 Lodge{FrgternaI IncludE§ a club house with dlnlng and drinking facilities, recreational and 0.03 1 0.03 $ 210 | Member
Organization entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include
710 |General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack bars, and 1.49 1 1.49 $ 10,430 KSF
service retail facilities.
. . |Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms, file
715 Sll?i%?n;enam Office storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other service 1.73 1 1.73 $ 12,110 KSF
functions.
720 Me_dlcal-Dental Provides dlagn05|_s and outp_a_!lent care on a routine basis. Typically operated 3.72 1 3.72 $ 26,040 KSF
Office by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office buildings
750 |Office Park and support services such as banks & loan institutions, restaurants, service 15 1 1.5 $ 10,500 KSF
stations.
Research & Single building or complex of buildings devoted to research & development.
760 Development Center May contain offices and light fabrication facilities. 1.08 1 1.08 $ 7,560 KSF
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common
770 |Business Park roadway system. Tenant space is flexible to accommodate a variety of uses. 1.29 1 1.29 $ 9030 KSF

Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically includes a mix of
offices, retail & wholesale.

> FCS

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 103 of 157



Vehicle TSDC (2)

Oregon City, OR
Transportation SDC Study

Pass-By h
ITE L Peak-Hour I Adjusted .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips Trip P-HTs TSDC Units
Factor
Building Materials & Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812 9 lumber. May include yard storage and shed storage areas. The storage areas 4.49 1 4.49 $ 31,430 KSF
Lumber . . X N X
are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 Discount Super A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery dept. 3.87 0.718 2.78 $ 19,460 KSE
Store under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that typically
814 |Specialty Retail specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, investment, 271 1 271 $ 18,970 KSF
dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
. centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof. Does not
D t St N N . ) 5 5.06 0.475 2.4 16,800 KSF
815 \scount Store include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free-standing Discount $
Superstore.
816 Hardware/Paint Typically free-standing buildings with off-street parking that sell paints and 484 0.450 218 $ 15260 KSF
Store hardware.
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock. May
Nursery/Garden have large green houses and offer landscape services. Typically have office,
817 Center storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not yard and storage 38 1 38 $ 26,600 KSF
GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed,
owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site parking to serve its KSE
820 |Shopping Center own parking demand. May include non-merchandising facilities such as office 3.75 0.393 1.47 $ 10,290
. - N Leasable
buildings, movie theatres, restaurants, post offices, health clubs, and
recreation like skating rinks and amusements.
841 |New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 2.64 1 2.64 $ 18,480 KSF
848 |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a large 4.15 0.617 256 $ 17,920 KSE
storage or warehouse area.
850 |Supermarket Free-standing grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 10.45 0.265 276 $ 19320| KSF
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 |Convenience Market Sells convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & Wine. 52.41 0.282 148 $ 103,600 KSE
Does not have gas pumps.
880 :‘::gﬂgscy w/o drive |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.42 0.327 275 $ 19,250 KSF
881 ;Tg;gﬁcy w/ drive  |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.62 0.383 33 $ 23,100 KSE
890 Furnliure Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 0.46 0.157 0.07 $ 490 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank U_sually a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive-up 33.15 0.270 8.95 $ 62,650 KSF
windows. May have ATMs.
912  |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 45.74 0.270 12.35 $ 86,450 KSF
931 |Quality Restaurant ;Icl)gul:)quallty eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than one 7.49 0.288 215 $ 15,050 KSE
932 High Turnover Sit-  |Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 10.92 0.315 3.44 $ 24,080 KSE
Down Rest.
933 * ‘T‘?iﬂ Food w/o Drive- |Fast Food but no drive-through window 26.15 0.265 6.94 $ 48,580 KSF
934 ‘T’??& Food With Drive{Fast Food with drive-through window 34.64 0.265 9.2 $ 64,400 KSF
936 * |Drinking Place Contgnns a bar where alcoholl_c beverages and sngcks are serviced and 11.34 0.315 358 $ 25060 KSFE
possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool tables
944 |Gas Station Sell gas_ollne and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not have 13.86 0.235 3.06 $ 22,820 Fugllpg
Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. Position
Gasrsece saton |Se0 02 1 Convemence Moot
945  |with Convenience pair. ! 13.38 0.123 1.65 $ 11,550 *1ng
Position
Market
Gas/Service Station ,\S/|e”m9| gas, so.n\;en.lle.tljcefMarkett and ([?‘ar Wgsh are the primary business. Fuelin
946 * |with Convenience ay also contain facilities for service and repair. 13.33 0.382 509 |$ 35630 ing
Position
Market, Car Wash
947 Self-Service Car Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to park and 5.54 1 554 $ 38,780 Wash
Wash wash. Stall
NOTES:

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Seventh Edition.

Peak-Hour Trips: Weekday, peak-hour of adjacent street traffic. Most often, one hour between 4 and 6 p.m.
Pass-By Trip Factor reflects diverted linked trips in addition to pass-by trips.

ITE codes identified with asterisks (*) include information derived from the ITE manual (e.g., the pass-by factor is derived from pass-by counts for a similar land use or
are as estimated by traffic engineers).

Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area

DU = dwelling unit

Room = number of rooms for rent

Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled

Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees

Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space

Lane = number of bowling lanes

Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, based on land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.
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Bike/Ped TSDC (1)

> FCS

ITE - Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group Trips sDC Units
General Light Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use. Examples:
110 Industrial 9 Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing equipment 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
assembly, power stations.
130 |industrial Park Ind_ustnal Park areas that cx_:ntaln a number of industrial and/or related facilities 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
(mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).
140 |Manufacturing Facilities that convert raw materials into flnlsheq products.. Typically have > 0.2 $ 4050 KSF
related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically
151  |Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access point. 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
Example: U-Store-It.
210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 5 1 $ 20251 DU
Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the same
220 |Apartment building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment buildings. 4 06 $ 12151 bu
230 |Condo/Townhouse Rgs_ldentlal Condc_;mlnlum/'!’ownhoqses under smg}e{amlly ownership. 4 0.6 $ 12151 DU
Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure.
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent foundations.
240  |Mobile Home Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, recreation rooms, 3 0.4 $ 81.00 DU
pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to apartments or
253  |Elderly Housing condos. Sometimes in self-contained villages. May also contain medical 3 0.4 $ 81.00 DU
facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.
310 Hotel Lodglng_famllty_ ?hat may m_clude restaurants, Iounges, meetlng_r_ooms, and/or 3 0.4 $ 8100 Room
convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these facilities.
320 |Motel §Ieep|ng accommodatlons and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking and > 0.2 $ 4050 Room
little or no meeting space.
Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs. Some
430 |Golf Course have driving ranges and clubhouses with pro shops, restaurants, lounges. 1 0.1 $ 2025 Hole
Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.
Multipurpose Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following land
435 purp - uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper boats, go- 6 2 $ 405.02 Acre
Recreation Facility -
carts, and driving ranges.
437 |Bowling Alley Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small lounge, 3 0.4 $  81.00 Lane
restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including swimming
493  |Athletic Club pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball courts. 5 1 $ 20251 KSF
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including YMCAs,
495 Recreauqnal often including classes, d_ay care, meejﬂng rooms, swimming pools, tennl_s 6 P $ 405.02 KSE
Community Center  |racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms, & food service.
520 * |Elementary School |Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 3 0.4 $ 81.00 | Student
522 |Middle School :i;?]llgéhiilrves students that completed elementary and have not yet entered > 0.2 $ 4050 | Student
530 |High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 1 0.1 $ 20.25 | Student
540 JCL:)T;:é/;:ommumty Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 1 0.1 $ 2025 | Student
560 |Church Contains worshlp area and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, dining 3 0.4 $ 8100 KSE
area and facilities.
565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 1 0.1 $ 20.25 | Student
590 Library PLIb|IF: or Private. Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, sometimes 6 P $ 405.02 KSE
meeting rooms.
501 Lodge{FrgtemaI Include.s a club house with dlnl.ng and drinking facilities, recreational and 4 0.6 $ 12151 | Member
Organization entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include
710 |General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack bars, and 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF
service retail facilities.
Single Tenant Office Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms, file
715 Builgdin storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other service 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF
9 functions.
720 Me.dlcaI-DemaI Provides dlagnOS|§ and outpaFlenl care on a routine basis. Typically operated 1 01 $ 2025 KSF
Office by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office buildings
750 |Office Park and support services such as banks & loan institutions, restaurants, service 4 0.6 $ 12151 KSF
stations.
Research & Single building or complex of buildings devoted to research & development.
760 May contain offices and light fabrication facilities. 2 0.2 $ 40.50 KSF
Development Center
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common
770 |Business Park roadway syst‘em. Tenant space is flexible to accommc_;date a variety of uses. 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSE
Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically includes a mix of
offices, retail & wholesale.
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Bike/Ped TSDC (2)

ITE - Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped | Bike/Ped .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group Trips sDC Units
Building Materials & Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812 9 lumber. May include yard storage and shed storage areas. The storage areas 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSF
Lumber . . ) N X
are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 Discount Super A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery dept. 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSE
Store under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that typically
814 |Specialty Retail specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, investment, 6 2 $ 405.02 KSF
dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
. centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof. Does not
D t St N . " " " 1 0.1 20.25 KSF
815 iscount Store include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free-standing Discount $
Superstore.
816 Hardware/Paint Typically free-standing buildings with off-street parking that sell paints and 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSE
Store hardware.
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock. May
817 Nursery/Garden have large green h_ouses _qud offer Iar_ldsca}p&_e services. Typically have office, 1 01 $ 2025 KSE
Center storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not yard and storage
GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed,
owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site parking to serve its KSE
820 |Shopping Center own parking demand. May include non-merchandising facilities such as office 2 0.2 $ 4050
. X N Leasable
buildings, movie theatres, restaurants, post offices, health clubs, and
recreation like skating rinks and amusements.
841 |New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
848  |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a large 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSE
storage or warehouse area.
850 |Supermarket Free-star.ldlng.grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 1 01 $ 2025 KSF
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 |Convenience Market Sells convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & Wine. 6 P $ 405.02 KSE
Does not have gas pumps.
880 ::]r:;zrgscy w/o drive |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 0.4 $  81.00 KSF
881 ;T:Lrjrg:cy w/ drive  |Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 0.4 $  81.00 KSE
890 Furniiure Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank U_sually a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive-up 1 0.1 $ 2025 KSE
windows. May have ATMs.
912  |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 1 0.1 $ 20.25 KSF
931  |Quality Restaurant :(l)%l:)quallty eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than one 1 01 $ 2025 KSE
932 High Turnover Sit-  [Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 3 0.4 $  81.00 KSE
Down Rest.
933 * ;ﬁtj Food w/o Drive- |Fast Food but no drive-through window 6 Py $ 405.02 KSE
934 ?ﬁf; Food With DrivejFast Food with drive-through window 6 Py $ 405.02 KSE
936 * | Drinking Place Cont_alns a bar where alcoholl_c beverages and sngcks are serviced and 1 01 $ 2025 KSE
possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool tables
944 |Gas Station Sell gas_olme and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not have 1 0.1 $ 2025 Fue_ll_ng
Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. Position
. . Selling gas and Convenience Market are the primary business. May also
Gas/Service Station | in tacilities for service and repair. Does not include Car Wash Fuelin
945  |with Convenience ~ |¢0Maln faciiities for service and repair. Does not include Car Wash. 1 0.1 $ 20.25 ing
Position
Market
Gasiserce staton (28 0%, Coeence e e e e e s
946 * |with Convenience 4 ! it i pair. 1 0.1 $ 2025 Positiogn
Market, Car Wash
047 Self-Service Car Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to park and 1 0.1 $ 2025 Wash
Wash wash. Stall
NOTES:

Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area

DU = dwelling unit

Room = number of rooms for rent

Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled

Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees

Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space

Lane = number of bowling lanes

Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, by land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.
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Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that the reimbursement fee
calculation methodology must be based on:

(A) “Ratemaking principles employed to finance publicly owned capital
improvements;

(B) Prior contributions by existing users;

(C) Gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons;

(D) The value of unused capacity available to future system users or the
cost of the existing facilities; and

(E) Other relevant factors identified by the local government imposing

the fee.”

This issue paper addresses two questions regarding the application of this
language to reimbursement fees for the City’s transportation system. First,
what is an appropriate measure of the “cost of the existing facilities” -- or the
related “value of unused capacity” available for growth? Second, how should
one consider in the calculation prior contributions by existing users, and
gifts or grants?

Regarding the first question of considering the cost and related value of
(unused capacity in) the system, there are several alternative approaches for
establishing the initial reimbursement fee cost basis:

=  Original cost less depreciation. Use the original cost of existing
facilities less the accumulated depreciation on those facilities as a
measure of value.

= Original cost. Use the original cost of existing facilities at the time
they were constructed.

= Replacement cost less depreciation. Use the replacement cost of
existing facilities less the accumulated depreciation on those facilities
as a measure of value.

= Replacement cost. Use the escalated cost of existing facilities as a
measure of what they would currently cost to construct.

In considering these alternatives, it is important to note that the purpose of
the reimbursement fee is not to fund the replacement of the system. System
replacement is commonly funded through taxes and/or rates. Rather, the
purpose of the fee is to pay back those who funded construction of the
system for their investment in available capacity. The reimbursement fee
represents a “buy-in” to the cost of unused capacity in the existing system, to
catch up with those who funded the existing system.

The original cost less depreciation approach recognizes that the value of
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the system to the new user may be better reflected by depreciated cost,
because the new user is connecting to assets of diminishing useful lives.
However, this approach discounts the investment made by existing system
users. Existing customers have borne the full cost burden of building excess
capacity for future needs, with little benefit to themselves, and should
recover those costs. If depreciated cost is used, then existing customers are
not fully reimbursed for their investments in excess capacity.

The original cost approach simply requires the new user to reimburse
existing users for their investment in the system — in terms of the invested
cost. This “buy-in” puts them at par with the existing user. Further, by using
unadjusted original cost, it protects the new user from paying both a full
share of the existing system plus a full share of the cost of expanding the
system. It is clearly an approach that considers the “cost” of the existing
system.

A perhaps valid alternative would be to use replacement cost less
depreciation. In order to address the issue of value, both to an existing user
and to a connecting customer, replacement cost provides a valid measure.
The current replacement cost of the system must be appropriately
discounted for depreciation in order to incorporate the concurrent reduced
useful life of the asset. This approach clearly considers the “value” of the
existing system.

The replacement cost approach (unadjusted for depreciation), while an
adequate measure of the cost of replacing the system, certainly overstates the
value of the system to the new user. We do not recommend this approach,
because it does not “promote the objective of future system users
contributing no more than an equitable share to the cost of existing
facilities” — as also required by Oregon Revised Statute. Rather, it ignores the
fact that users of the system pay for the replacement of the system as needed
in ongoing taxes and/or rates. It should not be new development’s
responsibility to pay for the replacement value of a system if taxes and/or
rates also are being used for system replacement.

Once the system valuation approach is chosen, it is next necessary to
consider in the calculation prior contributions by existing users, and gifts or
grants. It seems clear that gifted or grant-funded facilities were provided at
generally no direct cost to existing users. As such, their costs should be
deducted from the reimbursement fee cost basis.

Prior contributions by existing users are a more complicated issue. Prior
contributions by existing users of the transportation system consist primarily
of taxes paid over time and previously paid SDCs. Most of the City’s
arterial and collector streets were once County roads or State highways,
funded ultimately through general tax sources. When considering deducting
tax-funded infrastructure costs from the fee basis, it is most important to
acknowledge that all transportation system users pay taxes — whether or not
their properties are developed. Hence, a developer can argue that he / she has
already paid for a share of that portion of the transportation system that has
been constructed with tax revenues. This is unlike a water, sewer, or
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stormwater service, in which there are usually ratepayers to catch up with
and reimburse, and is a strong argument for reducing the reimbursement fee
cost basis by the corresponding portion of system value that has been funded
by tax sources — including system infrastructure that was once part of the
County or State system.

On the other hand, a strong argument can be made that previously paid
SDC:s need not be deducted from the reimbursement fee cost basis. If
previously paid charges have resulted in a fund balance, then that balance is
earmarked for future projects and has nothing to do with the amount that
should be reimbursed to existing users. If the previously paid charges have
funded facilities that still have unused capacity available for growth, then the
cost of that capacity must be included in the reimbursement fee cost basis in
order for new customers to pay for a full share of the capacity that will serve
them.

We recommend that the City base the TSDC reimbursement fee entirely on
the cost of unused capacity in infrastructure constructed using previously
collected SDCs. This approach acknowledges that the original cost of the
transportation system less both the cost of gifted or grant-funded facilities
and the cost of those facilities or portions of facilities funded with tax
revenues is effectively equal to SDC-funded infrastructure.

% FCS GRO

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 110 of 157



Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that the improvement fee calculation
methodology must consider the cost of projected capital improvements
“needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is related.”
The law further requires that the fee “be calculated to obtain the cost of
capital improvements for the projected need for available system capacity for
future users.” In this issue paper, we evaluate a number of approaches that
can be used to identify and allocate the growth-related portion of a project
cost to the fee basis.

Three alternative approaches to determining the capacity-increasing, growth-
related, portion of planned project costs are provided below:

= The “capacity” method. The cost of a given project is allocated to
the fee basis proportionately by the capacity made available for
growth.

* The “incremental cost” method. The cost of the project being
considered is first estimated as if it were to be constructed to meet
existing needs only, then the difference between that amount and the
project total is allocated to the fee basis as a measure of the
incremental additional cost of sizing a project to meet the needs of
growth.

* The “causation” method. If construction of a project is “caused” by
growth, then the entire project cost is allocated to the fee basis.

Under the “capacity” approach, the cost of a given project is allocated to
growth proportionately by the capacity made available for growth. As an
example, assume we are allocating the $1 million cost of adding a lane to an
existing street to meet existing demand as well as the needs of growth. If the
new lane provides capacity for 500 trips and 200 meet the existing deficiency
and 300 are for growth, then the allocation to the improvement fee basis

would be 300 / 500 = 60% of $1 million, or $600,000.

Ideally, the most directly applicable measure of capacity demand would be
used as the basis for allocation. For allocating transportation projects,
estimated growth in daily or peak-hour trips is commonly used. It is also
acceptable to use a reasonable and understandable substitute for such
information, if the demand measure is not readily available in a complete,
accurate, and usable form.

Under the “incremental cost’ approach, the cost of the project being
considered is first estimated as if it were to be constructed to meet existing
needs only. The estimated added cost of sizing it to meet the needs of
growth is the portion of the project cost allocated to the improvement fee
basis. Using the example above, it might be that the cost of adding the lane
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would be $800,000, if it were needed only to meet the existing deficiency.
The incremental additional cost to meet the needs of growth would be only
$200,000. So, using the incremental cost approach, only $200,000 would be
allocated to growth as part of the improvement fee basis.

Under the “causation” approach, a second step is added to the allocation
process, after first determining that the project being considered has a
capacity-increasing element. In the second step, we ask the question “would
the project be necessary if not for growth?” If the answer to this question is
“no”, then we would allocate 100% of the project cost to growth and the
improvement fee cost basis under the rationale that growth is causing the
project to be constructed. If the answer is “yes”, then we would use either
the incremental cost or the capacity method to allocate the project cost
between existing development and growth to determine the project cost
share to be included in the improvement fee cost basis.

Of the three allocation methods, the causation method most aggressively
allocates costs to growth. It is potentially the most difficult to defend
because it, in essence, allocates the cost of non-capacity increasing portions
of projects to the improvement fee cost basis if growth causes them to be
constructed. While a logical approach, it may be open to challenge due to
the specific language contained in ORS 223.

The incremental cost approach, while easily defensible, very conservatively
assigns costs to growth. It will usually result in the smallest allocation to the
improvement fee cost basis. The capacity approach, easily defensible and
commonly used, is easy to understand and apply. While less aggressive than
the causation method, it usually results in an appropriately higher allocation
to the improvement fee basis than the incremental cost approach.

We recommend that the City utilize the “capacity” method to allocate costs
to the improvement fee basis. Although many communities in Oregon have
considered the causation approach, most use the capacity approach or a
variation to allocate costs to the improvement fee basis.

It is worth pointing out that even within the capacity approach, there are
several ways to perform the allocation, including incorporating volume or
maximum demand in lieu of current capacity.
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Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 states that, at a minimum, credits be
provided against SDC improvement fees for

“the construction of a qualified public improvement. A
‘qualified public improvement’ means a capital improvement
that is required as a condition of development approval,
identified in the plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS
223.309 and either:

(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the
subject of development approval; or

(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property
that is the subject of development approval and required to be
built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the
particular development project to which the improvement fee
is related.”

The law further states that credits

“may be granted only for the cost of that portion of such
improvement that exceeds the local government’s minimum
standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the particular
development project or property.”

Finally, the law [223.304(5)(d)] also specifies that credits must be used

within ten years of issuance.

Given these legal guidelines, what is a reasonable SDC credit approach that
meets statutory requirements and the City’s general objectives for cash flow,
prioritization of capital projects, and orderly but sustained development?

Oregon law effectively establishes the minimum that a public agency must
do with regard to SDC credits. However, the following language in ORS
223.304(5)(c) has opened the door for cities to offer more than the legal
minimum.

“This subsection does not prohibit a local government from
providing a greater credit, or from establishing a system
providing for the transferability of credits, or from providing a
credit for a capital improvement not identified in the plan and
list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309, or from providing a
share of the cost of such improvement by other means, if a
local government so chooses.”

There are two primary issues related to the provision of SDC credits. These
and their associated policy alternatives are provided below.
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1. How much should be credited?
=  The amount of the current project improvement fee;

»  The full actual cost of excess capacity even if greater than the
improvement fee;

= The full cost of excess capacity even if greater than the improvement
fee as a portion of the planned project cost.

2. How should the City handle requests for credits for the construction of
public improvements that are not in the adopted capital improvement
plan and list?

= Do not provide credits for construction of improvements that are
not in the adopted capital improvement plan and list;

= Provide credits for the excess capacity in improvements constructed
that are not in the adopted capital plan and list;

= Provide credits for the excess capacity in improvements constructed
that are not in the adopted capital plan and list, but only in special
circumstances.

System development charge credits for development make sense as they
encourage private enterprise to help solve, on a prospective basis, community
needs. However, to the extent that the City provides credits in excess of
minimum legal requirements, the practice may lead to a loss of institutional
control over the construction of projects in the capital plan.

By constructing projects for credits (and/or cash reimbursement), a
developer is imposing a construction schedule on the City, which may be in
conflict with the City’s established priorities. Due to such credit practices,
SDC funds may not accrue as expected and the schedule of the CIP may be
inverted or shuffled. This may be acceptable in some cases however it may
not be acceptable in others. It may result in the equivalent of building floors
before pouring a foundation.

The fundamental choice the City faces is to either grant full credit —
potentially in excess of the legal minimum and acknowledge that this will
lead to occasional re-ordering of CIP projects — or to constrain the credit
policy to the legal minimum. In this context, analysis on the specific
questions raised above is provided below.

1. How much should be credited? The City’s existing credit policy allows
for privately-provided construction cost estimates and receipts to
supersede planned project expenditures. The result is that SDC credits
may exceed the SDC revenues that the City will ultimately collect for
the project. It is our interpretation that the legal minimum would
require a city only to grant a credit up to the amount of the
improvement fee that would have been paid, while the extra capacity
portion of the cost of constructing a qualified public improvement
might be substantially more than that. In this case, the full cost of that
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extra capacity is truly a saved cost to the city in question. One way to
prevent cost over-runs from impacting city resources for other projects
would be to credit the over-sizing cost — but as determined by the lesser
of the actual cost and the city-planned cost. The credit amount could
also be set through mutual agreement between a city and developer in
order to protect a developer from being held to outdated project cost
estimates. [This is essentially the City’s current practice.]

2. How should the City handle requests for credits for the construction of
public improvements that are not on the adopted plan and list? Granting
credits for the construction of projects that are not on the project list
used to calculate the SDC jeopardizes the ability of a city to fully recover
remaining SDC-eligible project costs. Done on a routine basis, this
practice would make it almost impossible for a city to construct its
planned projects with SDC revenues.

We recommend that the City maintain its current credit policy, particularly
with respect to the need to limit credits to the planned or agreed-upon cost
of the “qualified public improvement” constructed by the developer. We
believe that it is important for the City to retain as much control as possible
over the prioritization and implementation of its capital plan(s). These plans
are created to address total system needs — not just the needs of growth.
Without control over how and when those needs are addressed and at what
cost, the reprioritization of projects over time can leave important needs
unmet while depleting the City’s ability to fund necessary improvements. To
avoid this outcome, credits should:

= be for the portion of the agreed-upon or planned cost of capacity in
excess of that needed to serve the particular development. It is
important to note that while credits under this approach could
exceed the amount of the improvement fee, they are only “paper”
credits. The issue of cash redemption of those credits is addressed in
Issue Paper #4;

= ot be transferable to other developers;
* be for planned projects only; and

® be provided only upon completion of a “qualified public
improvement”.
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Oregon Revised Statute 223.304 requires that credits be provided against
the improvement fee component of system development charges (SDCs).
Although required by statute to allow credits to be applied to future system
improvement fees, some cities also allow SDC credits to be redeemed for
cash. Should Oregon City provide for the cash redemption of SDC credits?

There are several alternative policies that the City may adopt regarding the
cash redemption of credits. The following is a list of potential options:

= Allow credits to be redeemed for cash from SDCs generated from the
subsequent build out of the development in question;

= Allow for credits granted to be redeemed for cash, if fund balances
allow;

* Provide cash redemption for a portion of the total credit issued;

= DProvide cash credits at a fraction of full value, reducing the amount
of the total credit issued;

=  Grant only non-cash credits, redeemable to reduce future SDC
improvement fees — per current policy.

ORS 223.304 requires that credits be granted to a developer only for the
“cost” of that portion of an improvement that exceeds the capacity needed to
serve that particular development (up to the amount of the improvement
fee). There is no provision for cash reimbursement. The statute does allow
for “providing a share of the cost of such improvement by other means, if a
local government so chooses.”

We understand that the City does not currently provide cash credits.
Instead, developers may apply credits to reduce the improvement fee
component of their SDC. In those cases where a developer has SDC credits
remaining after paying off their improvement fee, the developer may apply
excess credits in the future if additional SDCs are incurred within five years
or they may allow the credits to expire.

If the City allows credits to be redeemable for cash, there exists the potential
for cash balances intended to fund near-term capital projects to be paid out
as cash credits on low-priority developer-provided improvements.
Furthermore, in those cases where developers have excess SDC credits, a cash
redemption policy will result in immediate impacts to the City’s cash
position, rather than deferring such impacts until such time that developers
have incurred additional improvement fees.

Policies that limit the availability of cash redemption of credits can minimize
these impacts. Such policies may provide credits with any of the following
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limitations: (1) only from SDCs generated by the build out of the
development in question; (2) only when fund balances allow, after taking
into account near-term project needs; (3) redeemable for only a portion of
the total credit issued; or (4) redeemable at a fraction of the full credit value.

Of the four options noted above, the best compromise could be to provide
cash redemptions from SDCs generated by the build out of the development
in question. This would provide full cash compensation to developers for the
cost of improvements while protecting the City’s cash position and limiting
the disruption that the City experiences when projects are built out of
preferred order.

In general, providing cash credits will likely diminish City cash flows, and
limit the City’s ability to prioritize and construct capital projects as
scheduled. The likelihood of such problems is directly linked to the extent
that the City cash reimburses developers for credits. Accordingly, the City
can minimize the risk of depleting its ability to fund necessary improvements
by including limitations in its cash redemption policy.

In order to provide full compensation to developers while also minimizing
the financial risk to the City, we recommend that the City’s credit policy
include cash reimbursement only from SDCs generated by the build out of
the development in question. As a result, the City will have the ability to
choose the timing and the improvements from a healthy cash position.

Although other cities apply similar policies, the City may find that
implementation of the recommended approach requires too much manual
tracking and coordination among departments (e.g., building, public works,
and finance) to be feasible.
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Oregon Revised Statute 223.301 states that system development charges
cannot be

“determined by the number of employees of an employer
without regard to new construction, new development or new
use of an existing structure by the employer.”

There are a number of different, valid, bases for transportation system
development charges (TSDCs) that meet the above criterion. Given the data
available and the objectives of the City, what is the best charging basis to use
for its transportation SDCs?

The following are the most commonly used and accepted bases for
transportation SDCs:

= Average daily vehicle trips. Average daily vehicle trips are defined as
the average 24-hour total of all vehicle trips to and from a site.

[Average daily trips provide the City’s current TSDC basis.]

= Deak-hour vehicle trips. Peak-hour trips are defined as the average
trip rate for the peak hour of adjacent street traffic, usually during
the traditional commuting peak periods of 7 am to 9 am (AM peak)
and/or 4 pm to 6 pm (PM peak).

There are also a number of adjustments that can be appropriately applied to
either of these bases.

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes a detailed
compilation of trip generation estimates by land use derived from survey
data. This data can be used to calculate average daily and peak-hour vehicle
trip generation rates by customer using available information such as land
use and building square footage.

Transportation engineers commonly use PM peak-hour trip estimates to
assess transportation performance and determine system needs. Average daily
trips, as measures of total traffic volume, are not generally used to size a
system. The number of average daily trips might determine the need for road
maintenance, but PM peak-hour estimates more directly determine the
necessary size of the system and its roadways.

Potential Adjustments
=  Pass-By or Linked Trips

There is documentation presented in the ITE Trip Generation handbook,
7th Edition, that a significant percentage of trip ends associated with specific
land uses are a result of linked, or pass-by, trips. Linked trips are interim
stops between the trip origin and the final destination. Such stops count as

% FCS GRO

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 118 of 157



trip ends for each interim destination, but the impact on the system is as a
single trip from the trip origin to the final destination. It would be
reasonable to incorporate linked-trip adjustments into the revised SDC
structure — particularly for retail land uses, for which there exists the greatest
amount of pass-by trip data.

= Trip Length

Some jurisdictions apply transportation SDCs that incorporate vehicle miles
traveled. In these cases, the estimated trip generation rate applied to a
development, for assessment purposes, is adjusted by the average length of
those trips — as compared to the average length of all trips systemwide. The
reasoning is that even if two given types of land use both generate the same
number of trips, if the average trip length associated with one development
is twice as long as the average trip length for the second development, the
land use with the longer trip length uses more of the transportation system
and it should therefore pay a higher transportation charge.

The average trip length of vehicles originating from a development is a valid
factor to take into account when evaluating a user’s utilization of roadway
capacity. Data shows that some land uses generate longer or shorter trips
than others, thereby impacting more or less of the roadway system.

Obur research found average trip lengths for 45 common land uses.
Excluding residential land uses, the average trip factor of the remaining 38
land uses was 0.684, with a maximum trip length factor of 1.37 (industrial
and manufacturing land uses) and a minimum of 0.26 (gas station). The full
list of available trip length factors for non-residential land uses is provided
below.
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Trip Length
Land Use Code and Title Factor
110 - General Light Industrial 1.37
130 - Industrial Park 1.37
140 - Manufacturing 1.37
151 - Mini-Warehouse 0.54
493 - Athletic Club 0.85
520 - Elementary School 0.66
522 - Middle School 0.66
530 - High School 0.66
540 - Junior/Community College 1.06
560 - Church 0.68
565 - Day Care 0.68
590 - Library 0.57
710 - General Office 0.89
715 - Single Tenant Office Building 0.89
720 - Medical-Dental Office 0.89
750 - Office Park 0.89
760 - Research & Development Center 0.89
770 - Business Park 0.89
812 - Building Materials & Lumber 0.49
813 - Discount Super Store 0.38
814 - Specialty Retail 0.59
815 - Discount Store 0.38
816 - Hardware/Paint Store 0.49
817 - Nursery/Garden Center 1.06
820 - Shopping Center 0.38
841 - New Car Sales 0.81
848 - Tire Store 0.63
850 - Supermarket 0.37
851 - Convenience Market 0.37
880 - Pharmacy w/o drive through 0.37
881 - Pharmacy w/ drive through 0.37
890 - Furniture Store 1.06
911 - Walk-In Bank 0.42
912 - Drive-In Bank 0.42
931 - Quality Restaurant 0.54
932 - High Turnover Sit-Down Rest. 0.52
934 - Fast Food With Drive-Thru 0.28
944 - Gas Station 0.26

»  Residential / Commercial Zones

Similar to the utilization of average trip length factors, another approach to
differentiating transportation impacts beyond simple trip generation is to
allocate roadway costs to broad customer classes by roadway type.

For example, in its development of a transportation utility fee structure, the
City assigned all roadways one of four categories: Collector, Residential /
Local, Arterial, and Other. The City determined that residential customers
would bear 100% of the burden of maintaining residential / local and

> FCS GRO

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 120 of 157



“other” streets, 50% of the burden of maintaining collector streets, and none
of the burden of maintaining arterial streets.

If the City incorporated this approach into its SDC methodology, it could
apply the above residential allocations to transportation improvements on
the City’s SDC project list. SDC-eligible improvement costs would then be
classified as residential or non-residential, and each cost would be recovered
from its corresponding customer/development type.

With the City’s transportation maintenance utility, nearly 75% of the
annual revenue needs were designated for recovery from residential
customers. If the City’s planned transportation improvements were similarly
weighted to serve residential users, the TSDC for non-residential
developments would be reduced 50% while residential TSDCs would
increase by 50%.

System development charges are intended to recover from growth the share
of the capacity needed to serve it. Based on this general understanding, we
recommend the use of PM peak-hour trips as the basis for charging
transportation SDCs. It is important to note that certain development types
may be required to make local improvements to mitigate their impacts on
the transportation system during AM or off-peak hours. These requirements
would be over and above the system development charge due.

We also recommend that the City make adjustments to the trip generation
estimates for retail land uses, if not all non-residential land uses, in order to
recognize and account for the impact of pass-by trips. Estimates for such
trips, specific to land use, are reported in the ITE manual.

Although a part of the City’s existing charge structure, we recommend
foregoing a trip-length factor for the proposed TSDC. The City’s roadway
system, although expanding, may not be large enough to warrant the SDC
differentials that would result from the use of these factors.

Likewise, we recommend foregoing a commercial / residential split based on
street type. Such an approach would require additional tracking and
complexity, while providing arguable additional TSDC equity.

% FCS GRO

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres. Page 121 of 157



ISSUE PAPER #6
Inclusion of Alternative Modes of

Transportation

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 223.299 defines a system development

ISSUE charge (SDC) as a fee for costs related to

“facilities or assets used for the following:

(A) Water supply, treatment and distribution;

(B) Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and
disposal;

(C) Drainage and flood control;

(D) Transportation; or

(E) Parks and recreation.”

Furthermore, ORS 223.304 requires that the improvement fee basis include
only the cost of projects “needed to increase the capacity of the systems to
which the fee is related”. Additionally, ORS 223.307 limits the expenditure
of improvement fee proceeds to capital improvements that increase system
capacity, specifying that such an increase may be established if a capital
improvement “increases the level of performance or service provided by
existing facilities or provides new facilities.”

Several different types of assets comprise a transportation system. The core
of such systems has typically consisted of roadways, traffic signals, bridges,
and State highways — facilities designed for vehicle capacity. However,
transportation systems clearly now include facilities designed to support
“alternative” modes of transportation, such as walking, biking, and public
transportation (transit). Given the above statutory requirements, should the
costs of alternative transportation facilities be included in the City’s
transportation SDC?

The City’s current TSDC does not include the costs of alternative mode
improvements. Therefore, the City has three options:

ALTERNATIVES

1. Retain the existing approach and include only facilities serving
automobile transportation.

2. Include the cost of facilities serving alternative transportation modes.
3. Include the costs of selected alternative mode facility types.

As stated previously, alternative transportation modes funded by TSDC
revenues can include bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit capital
improvements (buses, shelters, and terminals), bus pull-outs, park and ride
lots, signage programs, and light rail facilities.

ANALYSIS

When considering including planned project costs for a given type of
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alternative mode facility within the improvement fee component of the
TSDC, one prevailing question must be answered — does the alternative
mode facility increase system capacity to meet the needs of future users?
This can be a particularly difficult question to answer when a city’s
minimum standards (e.g., for sidewalks) may effectively mean that a system
is deficient against the standard as applied to its existing customer base.

Often, the determination of how much of each project’s cost is eligible for
inclusion in the improvement fee basis is made by estimating the percentage
reduction in vehicle trips due to the presence of the alternative
transportation mode. This generally results in a relatively small allocation to
growth, but is entirely consistent with the way the TSDC is based and
charged — on peak-hour vehicle trips. Charging a new customer for
improvements to the street system based on peak-hour trips and then adding
the full or even proportional cost of alternate modes also based on peak-hour
vehicle trips could essentially overcharge for each vehicle trip. The approach
used to allocate alternate mode facilities to growth must acknowledge and
account for this potential issue.

Generally, including the cost of alternative mode facilities in a TSDC is
most relevant when there is a demonstrated direct relationship between the
need for such facilities and development. On a policy level, the issue is more
a question of “who pays”. As alternative modes of transportation become
more desired, and often required, by cities, the need for funding those
facilities increases. If they are not included in the TSDC cost basis, then the
funding liability remains, and other sources must be relied upon.

Furthermore, TSDC revenues dedicated to alternative mode facilities can be
used as local matching funds for State and federal funding for such facilities.
Also, TSDC revenues could be used to help pay for debt service if such

facilities were funded with bonds.

We recommend that the City include the cost of facilities serving alternative
modes of transportation within its TSDC, and equitably allocate the cost of
such facilities to growth.
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ISSUE PAPER #7
Development in Transit and Limited-Parking

Areas (i.e., the Regional Center & Molalla Avenue)

Oregon Revised Statute 223.297 states that the purpose of system
development charges is to provide a uniform framework for the “equitable
funding” of capital improvements. With respect to transportation system
development charges (TSDCs), it is generally accepted that an equitable
TSDC must be roughly proportionate to each property’s relative use of
transportation capacity.

ISSUE

Transit and limited-parking corridors, such as the City’s designated regional
center and Molalla Avenue, are areas suitable for higher residential densities,
high-volume non-residential uses, and mixed use properties. Such
areas/corridors are centered along major bus routes and/or existing or
planned train lines. Traffic modeling has shown that developments in such
areas have lower vehicle trip generation rates.

Given the City’s objective to fully utilize both its regional center and Molalla
Avenue, is there a basis for distinguishing development there when assessing
TSDC:s that also maintains the equitable nature of the charge?

In assessing its TSDC to development in the regional center and Molalla

AL TERNATIVES Avenue, the City has three basic options:

* Provide a distinction for development within the regional center and

Molalla Avenue.

= Provide a distinction for development within the regional center and
Molalla Avenue, and restrict such development to high-density uses.

= Make no distinction between development inside and outside the
regional center or Molalla Avenue.

The regional center is a transit and limited-parking area. In this designated
area, the City is building capacity for alternative modes of transportation —
such as walking, biking, and busing. One purpose of the regional center is to
reduce vehicle congestion, improve air quality, increase the utilization of
alternative transportation infrastructure, and reduce the overall cost and the
amount of land required to meet transportation demand.

ANALYSIS

High-density development near and within transit corridors like Molalla
Avenue can result in reduced trip lengths (due to the proximity of
destinations) and decreased trip counts (resulting from increased utilization
of transit facilities). In the long run, development clustered in transit
corridors could result in a significant reduction in the amount of roadway
capacity needed to serve City needs. Traffic modeling conducted by some
municipalities has shown that transit and limited-parking corridors can
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extend the service life of current roadway capacity by 20 or even 30 years.

In the short-term, the most reliable data of the information we reviewed
indicates that a combination of urban development and transit availability
can reduce residential vehicle trips between six to seven percent and fifteen
percent (from “Trip Reductions for Residential or Mixed Use Developments
within % Mile of a Transit Center”, ITE Trip Generation).

In addition to the reduced trip generation of residential developments, there
is also a cost-of-service basis for a TSDC credit for non-residential
developments. The higher density of development in mixed use areas and
transit corridors should allow visitors to park only once to visit more than
one commercial establishment. Accordingly, in such areas, the unit cost of
meeting transportation demand should be lower. This could serve as a basis
for lower transportation system development charges for non-residential
developments in the area.

To account for the expected reduction in vehicle trips generated by
residential developments within areas like the regional center and Molalla
Avenue, we recommend that the City provide a discount for such
developments in the amount of 10% of its TSDC.

Given the close proximity of non-residential establishments in high-density
areas, we recommend that non-residential developments in the regional
center be assessed a TSDC for the lesser of either their estimated trip
generation rate or the trip rate for the Shopping Center land use.

Finally, in order to ensure that the developments within the regional center
or on applicable sections of Molalla Avenue experience the reduction in
vehicle trips that is embedded within the TSDC charge structure, the City
should consider a policy of providing the above-mentioned TSDC
adjustments only for permitted uses in the regional center or on Molalla
Avenue. It should be the responsibility of the property owner to notify the
City of their eligibility for such TSDC adjustments.
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In July 2007, the Portland area metropolitan service district (Metro)
published a report detailing the various approaches to crafting system
development charges (SDCs) that promote full and equitable cost recovery.
The report noted that the validity of each approach varies by jurisdiction.
Given the development characteristics and improvement needs within
Oregon City, which recommendations identified in “Promoting Vibrant
Communities with System Development Charges” could appropriately be
incorporated into the City’s transportation system development charge

(TSDC)?

The Metro report recommends five SDC practices/policies that are
consistent with regional objectives:

= full cost recovery,

= impact-based SDCs,

= recognition of cost variations by location,
= green design,

* and technical vs. policy-based solutions.
Full Cost Recovery

The 2007 Metro report recommends that local governments provide for full
cost recovery in SDCs by:

® basing each charge on a recently adopted capital improvements plan
projecting needs for at least 10 years,

* including a reimbursement fee component to recover the cost of
capacity in existing facilities serving growth,

» incorporating the planning and financing costs associated with
improvements as well as the costs of calculating SDCs and
accounting for their expenditures and revenues,

= adjusting fees annually to account for changes in costs, including
land and materials.

The City is currently updating a 20-year capital improvements plan,
developed for the 2001 Transportation System Plan. The updated list will
serve as the basis for the improvement fee, absent financing costs.
Additionally, as the City has previous TSDC revenues with which it has
funded capacity improvements, we have recommended that a
reimbursement fee component be incorporated into the City’s updated
TSDC. Similarly, the proposed TSDC methodology would incorporate the
costs of calculating the TSDC and accounting for revenues and
expenditures. Also, the City does adjust its fees annually according to
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changes in a regional construction cost index.
Impact-Based SDCs

In order to reflect the true costs of serving different types of development
and land uses, the Metro report recommends:

= differentiating TSDCs by type of dwelling and type of non-

residential land use;

= varying residential TSDCs by house size to reflect the fact that
“dwelling size is a potential indicator of the number of occupants,”
which relates to trip generation;

= varying residential TSDCs by the number of units per lot in
recognition that high-density development has less impact on
roadways and is less costly to serve per unit.

The proposed TSDC methodology differentiates the charge according to
type of land use, however distinctions related to housing size and homes per
lot have yet to be considered. Relatedly, the City’s current TSDC structure
includes an adjustment for the average length of the vehicle trips generated
by the various types of development.

Recognition of Cost Variations By Location

Since the location of a development is an important factor of the relative
cost of serving it, the Metro Report recommends that local governments
consider location-based SDCs, especially if development is expected in an
area with limited transportation infrastructure relative to projected demand.

A location-based TSDC would result in lower or discounted charges in the
downtown core, mixed use areas, and transit and limited-parking corridors
in recognition of the fact that developments in such areas generate fewer and
shorter vehicle trips.

The TSDC methodology proposed for the City’s updated charge provides
discounts for developments within high-density areas. Also, individual high-
density residential developments could be eligible for a discounted TSDC

after providing documentation of their reduced vehicle trip generation rates.
Green Design

The Metro Report notes that adopting green design standards has led to a
reduced need for additional infrastructure improvements. The Report also
recommends discounting TSDCs for green design features: transportation
demand management measures and site designs that may reduce vehicle trip
generation (for example, bicycle parking structures or reduced parking).

Although the City has yet to adopt design standards that would reduce the
capacity demand of future development, sites that incorporate green design
features are eligible for a discounted TSDC after providing documentation
of their reduced vehicle trip generation rates.
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Technical vs. Policy-Based Solutions

The Metro Report notes that either a technical or a policy basis can support
differences in the total TSDC assessed to a particular development. Both
bases reflect the infrastructure impact of development characteristics such as
land use, density, location, and design elements. However, policy-based
differences often have less supporting documentation and typically result in
a decrease in SDC revenues that must be funded from other governmental
revenues. On the other hand, technically-based charge variations can be
incorporated into the TSDC methodology to ensure full cost recovery. It is
our belief that such “technical” or cost-based variations are consistent with
the statutory requirement that ratemaking principles be used to develop the
SDC, or more specifically, the reimbursement fee.

Full Cost Recovery

In order to ensure full recovery of costs required to meet the capacity
demands of growth, we recommend that the City use the 20-year project list
under development. The City should also update its capital improvement
plans as often as necessary to ensure that they are comprehensive in their
identification of required improvements to serve growth.

Additionally, the City should ensure that the construction cost index utilized
to annually adjust the TSDC is the most effective measure of changes in the
City’s cost of building transportation infrastructure.

Impact-Based SDCs
We recommend that the City continue to vary its TSDC by land use type,

without incorporating distinctions related to specific housing size and/or
homes per lot.

Recognition of Cost Variations By Location

We recommend that location-based considerations in the allocation of
planned transportation improvement costs be limited to dedicated high-
density areas for development (the Regional Center and Molalla Avenue).

Green Design

We recommend that the City provide for the use of alternative
methodologies to calculate individual TSDCs. Such a process would allow
documented site-specific trip generation estimates to supersede the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) estimates used to initially calculate the
applicable charge. For example, if it could be shown that the inclusion of
physical features like bicycle racks or parking limitations support reduced
trip generation rates, then that green design practice would be charged for
the lower trip generation. In addition, the TSDC adopting ordinance
should explicitly encourage green design and the resulting reduction in trip
generation.

Technical vs. Policy-Based Solutions
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Finally, we concur with the recommendation that technically-based
considerations in the TSDC be given preference over policy-based
approaches. Although there is sound reasoning underlying assumptions in
lower or greater vehicle trip rates and cost of service based on specific
development characteristics, distinctions in the transportation charge should
be supported by documented variations.
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Appendix B

Technical Analysis
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
Transportation Fee Calculation

Table 1

Reimbursement Fee

Roadway Improvements

Bike / Ped Improvements

Cost of Net Unused Capacity $ 6,208,392 $ -

Citywide Growth to End of Planning Period 23,448 Peak-Hour Trips 31,974 Bike / Ped Trips

Reimbursement Fee $ 264.78 per P-HT $ - per Bike/Ped Trip
Improvement Fee

Capacity Expanding Projects $ 156,840,988 $ 6,432,131

Citywide Growth to End of Planning Period 23,448 Peak-Hour Trips 31,974 Bike / Ped Trips

Improvement Fee $ 6,689.01 per P-HT $ 201.17 per Bike/Ped Trip
Total System Development Charge

Reimbursement Fee $ 264.78 per P-HT $ - per Bike/Ped Trip

Improvement Fee $ 6,689.01 per P-HT $ 201.17 per Bike/Ped Trip

TSDC Subtotal $ 6,953.78 per P-HT $ 201.17 per Bike/Ped Trip

plus: Administrative Cost Recovery @ $ 46.25 per P-HT $ 1.34 per Bike/Ped Trip

Total TSDC $ 7,000 per P-HT $ 202.51 per Bike/Ped Trip

FCS GROUP

(425) 867-1802

Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL

4/3/2009




‘'saloe £q Ajdrewixoidde Buielol saiuadoud ybie

JO uonexauue ue Jo [eaoidde Bunsanbai siueoldde ayl "20-60 NV €€

Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
Customer Data: Trip Growth

Table 2

Trip Data
Vehicle Trips within UGB # Year Note
Initial Peak-Hour Trips 24,892 | 2005 | (D)
Current Peak-Hour Trips 26,955 2008 | (@
P-HT Growth During Study Period 23,448 3
Future Peak-Hour Trips 48,339 | 2030 | (1)
Average Annual Peak-Hour Trip Growth 2.69%
% Future Composed of Growth 48.51%
Bike / Ped Trips within UGB Note
Peak-Hour Trip Growth 23,448 3
Average Daily Trip Growth (estimate) 234,476 4
Bike/Ped % of Total Trips 12.0% (5)

Total Daily Trip Growth (Vehicle & Bike/Ped) 266,450

Bike/Ped Daily Trip Growth 31,974

NOTES

.Gl Jo zg| abed

(1) Source: 2005-2030 Metro Travel Demand Model.

(@) Interpolated from the average annual growth rate for peak-hour trips from 2005 to 2030.

(3) Source: 2008 Oregon City Transportation SDC Rate. DKS Associates. Growth between the 2005
and 2030 Metro travel demand model data for land within the urban growth boundary. This does
include the urban level development assumptions within the Park Place Concept Plan area and
the Beavercreek Concept Plan area.

(4) Estimate based on standard ratio of 10 average daily trips per 1 peak-hour trip.
(5) Census travel data in the Portland Metro area demonstrates that walking, bike, and transit trips generally account for 12% of all trips.

FCS GROUP 4/3/2009
(425) 867-1802 Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL Trip Data - Page 2
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
Existing Infrastructure Costs for TSDC

Table 3

Capacity
Description Related

Unused
Capacity

Used
Capacity

FINAL

Historical TSDC Expenditures (1)

NOTES

$ 7,775,416 $ 6,208,392 $ 1,567,025

(1) Unused Capacity of Assets Funded by TSDC Expenditures. To date, the charge has not had a

reimbursement fee component (source: 1997 Transportation System Development Charge update).

Unused Capacity of Assets Funded by TSDC Expenditures

Construction Year FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001
Improvement Fee Expenditures [Note A] $ 12,444.45 ' $ 5,162.59 '$ 507,848.58 | $714,934.89 $136,329.78 $607,437.68 $349,194.47  $ 2,150,624.00 $ 3,291,440.00
Percentage For Capacity Increasing Projects 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Applicable TSDC Expenditures $ 12,444 | $ 5163 $ 507,849 | $ 714,935 | $ 136,330 $ 607,438 $ 349,194 $ 2,150,624 $ 3,291,440
Beginning Trip Total [Note B] 18,101 18,588 19,088 19,601 20,129 20,670 21,226 21,797 22,384
Current Trip Total (FY 2008) [Note B] 26,955 26,955 26,955 26,955 26,955 26,955 26,955 26,955 26,955
Ending Trip Total for Study Period (FY 2030) [Note B] 48,339 48,339 48,339 48,339 48,339 48,339 48,339 48,339 48,339
% of Capacity Used by Growth to FY 2008 29.3% 28.1% 26.9% 25.6% 24.2% 22.7% 21.1% 19.4% 17.6%
Cost of Unused Capacity $ 8,800 $ 3,711 | $ 371,258 |$ 531,986 |$ 103,340 $ 469458 $ 275410 $ 1,732,696 $ 2,711,733
Note [A]. Source: FY1991 - FY2001 Street SDC report of revenues and expenditures (Program 401).
Note [B]. Source: Historical peak-hour trips derived from rate of growth implied in 2005-2030 trip forecast.
FCS GROUP

Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL 4/3/2009
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
TSDC Project List -- Road Improvements

FINAL

Table 4
Eligible Serving
Project  Yr of Cost Capacity Existing City Funding Project SDC
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) | Deficiency | Responsibility (3) Cost (1) Eligible Cost
State Facility Projects (All Sources)
PP-1 2008 List 2008 HWY 213 Corridor Improvements ( 1-205 to Oregon City UGB) 0.0% 100.0% 30.0% M i mios | raon cone
R-37 2008 List 2008  HWY 213: 1-205 to Redland Rd 17.3% 82.7% 30.0% PP RST R 02 153, Psn‘j;gec'i‘;‘i
R-38 2008 List 2008  HWY 213: Molalla Ave to Henrici Rd 23.8% 76.2% 30.0% R-54, R-55, R-56, P-51 Psr;eegec'i‘;i
R-48 2008 List 2008 HWY 99E/I-205 SB Ramps 93.0% 7.0% 30.0% 762,000 212,598
R-49 2008 List 2008 HWY 99E/I-205 NB Ramps 0.0% 100.0% 30.0% 783,000 -
R-50 2008 List 2008 HWY 99E/Main Street 38.8% 61.2% 30.0% 422,000 49,159
R-52 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Washington Street 83.0% 17.0% 30.0% 20,000,000 4,980,000
R-53 2008 List 2008 Hwy 213/Redland Road 99.0% 1.0% 40.0% 10,600,000 4,197,600
R-54 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Molalla Avenue 54.0% 46.0% 30.0% 1,450,000 235,026
R-55 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Glen Oak Road/Caufield Road 79.0% 21.0% 30.0% 340,000 80,580
R-56 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Henrici Road 62.8% 37.2% 30.0% 720,000 135,574
R-77 2008 List 2008 Redland Rd/Abernethy Rd 84.0% 16.0% 30.0% 450,000 113,400
R-88 2008 List 2008 Redland Rd extension between Abernethy Rd & Washington St 39.2% 60.8% 30.0% 13,100,000 1,540,959
R-105 2008 List 2008 Hwy 213/Beavercreek Road (improvement for existing deficiency) 0.0% 100.0% 30.0% 50,000,000 -
Beavercreek Concept Plan-BR
BR-1 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Rd: Marjorie Ln to Clairmont Dr (CCC Entrance) 51.6% 48.4% 100.0% 6,300,000 3,251,502
BR-2 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Rd: Clairmont Dr (CCC Entrance) to UGB (not Henrici) 54.0% 46.0% 100.0% 10,995,000 5,940,487
BR-3 2008 List 2008 Clairmont Drive: Beavercreek Road to Center Parkway 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 2,400,000 2,400,000
BR-4 2008 List 2008 Loder Road: Beavercreek Road to Center Parkway 54.8% 45.2% 100.0% 1,400,000 766,610
BR-5 2008 List 2008 Loder Road: Center Parkway to East Site Boundary 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 4,200,000 4,200,000
BR-6 2008 List 2008 Meyers Road: Beavercreek Road to Ridge Parkway 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 3,500,000 3,500,000
BR-7 2008 List 2008 Glen Oak Road: Beavercreek Road to Ridge Parkway 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 3,400,000 3,400,000
BR-8 2008 List 2008 Center Parkway: Old Acres Ln to Thayer Road 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 17,700,000 17,700,000
BR-9 2008 List 2008 Ridgeway Parkway: Old Acres Ln to North Site Boundary 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 9,800,000 9,800,000
BR-10 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Road/Maplelane Road 53.4% 46.6% 100.0% 250,000 133,444
BR-11 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road 53.1% 46.9% 100.0% 5,000,000 2,654,172
Park Place Concept Plan-PP
PP-2 2008 List 2008 Redland Road: Abernethy/Holcomb to Swan Ave (Holly Ln) 39.6% 60.4% 100.0% 11,500,000 4,558,791
PP-3 2008 List 2008 Holly Lane: Redland to Maplelane Road 54.4% 45.6% 100.0% 1,000,000 544,218
PP-4 2008 List 2008 Livesay Road: Swan Ext to Holly Ext 76.3% 23.7% 100.0% 1,800,000 1,373,333
PP-5 2008 List 2008 Donovan Road: Holly Lane to Ogden Middle School 62.8% 37.2% 100.0% 1,200,000 753,191
PP-6 2008 List 2008 Swan Ave Extension: Existing Swan Ave S to Holcomb Blvd 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 1,100,000 1,100,000
PP-8 2008 List 2008 Swan Ave Extension: Redland Rd to Holly Ln 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 9,300,000 9,300,000
FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802 Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL 4/3/2009
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Eligible Serving
Project  Yr of Cost Capacity Existing City Funding Project SDC
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) | Deficiency | Responsibility (3) Cost (1) Eligible Cost
PP-9 2008 List 2008 Holly Lane Extension: Redland Rd to Holcomb Blvd 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 17,400,000 17,400,000
PP-10 2008 List 2008 Anchor Way/Redland 70.0% 30.0% 100.0% 2,900,000 2,030,000
PP-11 2008 List 2008 Holly Ln/Redland Rd 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 2,000,000 1,300,000
PP-12 2008 List 2008 Holly Ln/Maplelane Rd 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 1,600,000 1,040,000
PP-13 2008 List 2008 Swan Ave/Holcomb Blvd 69.2% 30.8% 100.0% 300,000 207,468
Roadway System Plan-R (City Streets)

R-10 2008 List 2008 Washington Street/12th Street 29.9% 70.1% 100.0% 510,000 152,696
R-11 2008 List 2008 Anchor Way: 18th St to Redland Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 445,000 178,000
R-12 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Road: CCC to Glen Oak Rd 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% See cost for BR-2. -

R-13 2008 List 2008 Boynton Street: Warner Parrot Rd to Buol St 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 445,000 178,000
R-14 2008 List 2008 Central Point Road: Roundtree Dr to UGB 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 940,000 376,000
R-15 2008 List 2008 Forsythe Rd: Clackamas River Dr to Swan Ave 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 1,200,000 480,000
R-16 2008 List 2008 Gaffney Lane: Molalla Ave to Meyers Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 1,635,000 654,000
R-17 2008 List 2008 Glen Oak Road: HWY 213 to Beavercreek Rd 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 825,000 825,000
R-18 2008 List 2008 Holcomb Road: Redland Rd to UGB 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 2,710,000 1,084,000
R-19 2008 List 2008 Holmes Lane-Hilda St: Linn Ave to Alden St 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 1,090,000 436,000
R-20 2008 List 2008 Leland Rd: McCord Rd to UGB 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 1,616,000 1,616,000
R-21 2008 List 2008 Maplelane Road: Beavercreek Rd to UGB 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 1,360,000 544,000
R-22 2008 List 2008 McCord Road: Central Point Rd to Leland Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 740,000 296,000
R-23 2008 List 2008 Partlow Road: South End Rd to Central Point Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 1,700,000 680,000
R-24 2008 List 2008 Pease Road: Leland Rd to McCord Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 1,070,000 428,000
R-25 2008 List 2008 Redland Rd: Holly Ln to UGB 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 2,212,000 2,212,000
R-26 2008 List 2008 South End Road: Partlow Rd to UGB 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 1,445,000 1,445,000
R-27 2008 List 2008 Swan Avenue: Holcomb Rd to Forsythe Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 851,000 340,400
R-28 2008 List 2008 Thayer Road: Maplelane Rd to UGB 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 902,000 360,800
R-29 2008 List 2008 Washington St-Clackamas River Drive: Abernethy Rd to UGB 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 1,750,000 1,750,000
R-30 2008 List 2008 Holcomb Road/Front St/Beemer Jacobs Way 52.5% 47.5% 100.0% 1,130,000 593,690
R-31 2008 List 2008 Leland Rd/Pease Rd 72.6% 27.4% 100.0% 250,000 181,513
R-34 2008 List 2008 Warner Milne Rd/Molalla Ave 30.7% 69.3% 100.0% 1,614,000 496,228
R-35 2008 List 2008 Warner Milne/Warner Parrott Rd/Leland/Linn Ave/Central Point Rd 42.8% 57.2% 100.0% 2,000,000 856,924
R-40 2008 List 2008 Washington Street: 12th St to 7th St 35.4% 64.6% 100.0% 1,340,000 474,768
R-42 2008 List 2008  Molalla Avenue: Holmes Lane to HWY 213 31.9% 68.1% 100.0% pf;:;ec'i‘:tg -

R-44 2008 List 2008 Warner Milne Road: Beavercreek Rd to Leland/Linn Ave 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 7,500,000 2,148,058
R-61 2008 List 2008 Main Street/14th Street 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 515,000 334,750
R-62 2008 List 2008 Main Street/10th Street 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 515,000 334,750
R-63 2008 List 2008 Molalla Avenue/Barclay Hills Dr 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 60,000 19,394
R-64 2008 List 2008 Molalla Avenue/Clairmont Way 23.5% 76.5% 100.0% 400,000 94,068
R-65 2008 List 2008 Molalla Avenue/Gaffney Lane 23.6% 76.4% 100.0% 450,000 106,354
R-66 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Rd/Warner Milne Rd 27.4% 72.6% 100.0% 440,000 120,402
R-69 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Rd/Glen Oak Rd 54.0% 46.0% 100.0% See cost for BR-7. -

R-70 2008 List 2008 Warner Parrott Rd/South End Rd 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 1,553,580 1,009,827
R-71 2008 List 2008 Warner Parrott Rd/Central Point Rd 42.5% 57.5% 100.0% See R-35 -

R-72 2008 List 2008 Warner Milne Rd/Linn-Leland Ave 42.9% 57.1% 100.0% See R-35 -

FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802 Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL 4/3/2009
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Eligible Serving
Project  Yr of Cost Capacity Existing City Funding Project SDC
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) | Deficiency | Responsibility (3) Cost (1) Eligible Cost
R-73 2008 List 2008 South End Rd/High Street/S 2nd St 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 1,367,604 888,943
R-75 2008 List 2008 Linn Ave/Davis Rd/Ethel St 86.0% 14.0% 100.0% 510,300 438,858
R-76 2008 List 2008 Leland Rd/Clairmont Way/Meyers Rd 67.9% 32.1% 100.0% 510,300 346,493
R-79 2008 List 2008 Spring Valley Dr: Partlow Rd to Salmonberry Dr 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% N/A -
R-80 2008 List 2008 Shenandoah Dr: Central Point to Pease Rd & Pease to Leland Rd 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% N/A -
R-83 2008 List 2008 South Douglas Loop (CCC) to Glen Oak Road 23.7% 76.3% 100.0% 3,120,000 739,518
R-84 2008 List 2008 Coquille Drive Extension 49.7% 50.3% 100.0% 5,200,000 2,586,347
R-86 2008 List 2008 Meyers Road to Caufield Road 65.8% 34.2% 100.0% N/A -
R-91 2008 List 2008 SE 82nd Drive crossing of Clackamas River 24.9% 75.1% 100.0% N/A -
R-92 2008 List 2008 Fir Street Extension: Highway 213 to Beavercreek Road 51.5% 48.5% 100.0% 18,750,000 9,660,883
R-93 2008 List 2008 Ethel St to May St (south of Holmes Lane) 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% N/A -
R-94 2008 List 2008 Laurel Lane Extension: May St to Warner Milne Rd 42.7% 57.3% 100.0% N/A -
R-95 2008 List 2008 Roosevelt St Extension: Molalla Ave to Linn Ave 45.6% 54.4% 100.0% N/A -
R-96 2008 List 2008 12th Street Extension: Taylor St to Grant St 40.3% 59.7% 100.0% N/A -
R-97 2008 List 2008 Skellenger Way to Meyers Road/Clairmont Way 40.4% 59.6% 100.0% N/A -
R-98 2008 List 2008 Meyers Road Extension: Highway 213 to High School Lane 54.2% 45.8% 100.0% 10,000,000 5,415,282
R-102 2008 List 2008 Parrish Road Extension 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 4,000,000 4,000,000
R-104 2008 List 2008 Molalla Avenue/Taylor/Division 34.2% 65.8% 100.0% 1,000,000 341,998
R-106 2008 List 2008 Agnes Street: Main Street to Highway 213 61.4% 38.6% 100.0% 13,575,000 8,332,559
Total 58.1% 41.9% 78.3% $ 312,918,784 $ 158,455,615

less: Beginning FY2007 Transportation SDC Fund Balance (4)
Total Future Capital Projects for SDC Calculation

NOTES

$ 1614627
$ 156,840,988

(1) 2008 List = Primary sources were the 2001 Transportation System Plan and the Beavercreek Road and Park Place Concept Plans.

Original cost estimates in 2001 TSP were updated to 2008 dollars.

(2) Projects were allocated based on growth's share of total future peak-hour trips. When such data was unavailable, baseline projections

of vehicle/capacity (V/C) ratios were utilized to determine existing system deficiencies.

(3) Minimum 10% City match for State project costs. The City anticipates potential City contribution of at least 30% and up to 40%.

(4) Source: FY2007 City budget.

FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
TSDC Project List -- Bike/Ped Improvements

FINAL

Table 5
Eligible Serving
Project  Yr of Cost Capacity Existing Project SDC
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) Deficiency Cost (1) Eligible Cost
Bicycle System Improvements-B

B-2 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Beavercreek Road (Maplelane to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% $ 55,080 26,717
B-3 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Molalla Avenue (Beavercreek to Hwy 213) 48.5% 51.5% 29,160 14,144
B-4 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Singer Hill (Hwy 99E to 7th St) 48.5% 51.5% N/A -

B-5 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 South End Road (Barker Avenue to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% 2,360,897 1,145,187
B-6 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Warner Milne Road (Linn Ave to Molalla Ave) 48.5% 51.5% 23,328 11,316
B-7 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Washington Street (11th Street to 5th Street) 48.5% 51.5% 12,960 6,286
B-8 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Highway 99E (S 2nd Street to South UGB) 48.5% 51.5% 133,650 64,829
B-9 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Highway 213 (I-205 to Molalla Ave) 48.5% 51.5% 12,960 6,286
B-10 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 5th Street (High street to Jackson street) 48.5% 51.5% 7,128 3,458
B-11 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Anchor Way (Redland Road to Division Street) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-11. -

B-12 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Central Point Road (Warner Parrott to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% 125,388 60,821
B-13 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Division Street (Anchor Way to Molalla Ave) 48.5% 51.5% 33,048 16,030
B-14 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Gaffney Lane (Molalla Avenue to Meyers Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-16. -

B-15 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Holmes Lane (Telford Road to Molalla Avenue) 48.5% 51.5% 9,720 4,715
B-16 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Leland Road (Warner Milne Road to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% 2,195,988 1,065,195
B-17 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Main Street Extension 48.5% 51.5% 346,874 168,256
B-18 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Monroe Street (12th Street to 5th Street) 48.5% 51.5% 7,290 3,536
B-19 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Partlow Road (South End Road to Central Point Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-23. -

B-20 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 12th Street (99E to Taylor St) 48.5% 51.5% 45,360 22,003
B-21 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 15th Street (Washington St to Division St) 48.5% 51.5% 11,340 5,501
B-22 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Barker Ave (South End Rd to Telford Ave) 48.5% 51.5% 8,100 3,929
B-24 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Center Street (7th St to Telford Ave) 48.5% 51.5% 31,104 15,087
B-25 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Clackamette Drive (Main St Extension to Highway 99E) 48.5% 51.5% 19,440 9,430
B-26 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Front Avenue (Forsythe Rd to Holcomb Rd) 48.5% 51.5% 21,384 10,373
B-28 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 High Street (7th Stto S 2nd St) 48.5% 51.5% 8,586 4,165
B-29 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Hilda St/Alden St/Barclay Hills Dr-Molalla Ave to Newell Ridge Dr 48.5% 51.5% 6,480 3,143
B-30 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Holcomb Boulevard (Abernethy Rd to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% 65,448 31,746
B-31 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Jackson Street (15th St to 12th St) 48.5% 51.5% 6,480 3,143
B-32 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Main Street (Main Extension to Singer Hill) 48.5% 51.5% 11,340 5,501
B-33 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Meyers Road (Highway 213 to Beavercreek Rd) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-98. -

B-34 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Railroad Avenue (Main St to Hwy 99E) 48.5% 51.5% 4,860 2,357
B-35 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Swan Avenue (Forsythe Rd to Holcomb Blvd) 48.5% 51.5% 8,910 4,322
B-36 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Telford Road (Center St to Holmes Lane) 48.5% 51.5% 8,100 3,929

FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802 Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL 4/3/2009
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Eligible Serving
Project  Yr of Cost Capacity Existing Project SDC
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) | Deficiency Cost (1) Eligible Cost
B-37 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Taylor Street (12th St to 7th St) 48.5% 51.5% 10,368 5,029
B-38 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Canemah Road (Telford Road to Warner Parrott Road) 48.5% 51.5% 3,564 1,729
B-39 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Davis Road (Telford Road to Linn Avenue) 48.5% 51.5% 5,994 2,907
B-40 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Cleveland Street (Front Street to Swan Avenue) 48.5% 51.5% 10,692 5,186
B-41 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Clackamas River Drive (Hwy 213 to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% 27,540 13,359
B-42 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Abernethy Road (Washington Street to Redland Road) 48.5% 51.5% 17,172 8,330
B-43 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Fir Street (Molalla Avenue to Beavercreek Road) 48.5% 51.5% 29,160 14,144
B-44 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Melinda Street (Clackamas River Drive to Front Street) 48.5% 51.5% 4,212 2,043
Recommended Pedestrian Improvements
P-1 2008 Ped List Highway 213 (Molalla Avenue to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% - -
P-2 2008 Ped List Highway 99E (Clackamas River Br to Dunes Drive) 48.5% 51.5% - -
P-4 2008 Ped List Highway 99E (Tumwater Drive to Hedges Street) 48.5% 51.5% - -
P-5 2008 Ped List Abernethy-Holcomb Blvd (Washington Street to Winston Drive) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-18. -
P-6 2008 Ped List Abernethy-Holcomb Blvd (Redland Road to Winston Drive) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-18. -
P-10 2008 Ped List Beavercreek Road (Maplelane Road to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% :;iczsé;f_"z’_ -
P-11 2008 Ped List Berta Drive (Clairmont Way to Gaffney Lane) 48.5% 51.5% 116,640 56,578
P-12 2008 Ped List Berta Drive (Gaffney Lane to End) 48.5% 51.5% 77,760 37,719
P-13 2008 Ped List Boynton Street (warner Parrott Road to Buol street) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-13. -
P-14 2008 Ped List Center Street (S 2nd Street to Telford Road) 48.5% 51.5% 388,800 188,593
P-15 2008 Ped List Central Point Road (Roundtree Drive to Partlow Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-14. -
P-16 2008 Ped List Central Point Road (Skellenger Way to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-14. -
P-17 2008 Ped List Central Point Road (Roundtree Drive to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-14. -
P-18 2008 Ped List Clackamas River Drive (Hwy 213 to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-29. -
P-19 2008 Ped List Clairmont Way (Southwood Drive to Leland Road) 48.5% 51.5% 291,600 141,445
P-20 2008 Ped List Clairmont Way (Molalla Avenue to Leland Road) 48.5% 51.5% 388,800 188,593
P-21 2008 Ped List Division Street (Selma Street to 12th Street) 48.5% 51.5% 58,320 28,289
P-22 2008 Ped List Division Street (Gilman Park Drive to Anchor Way) 48.5% 51.5% 194,400 94,296
P-23 2008 Ped List Division Street (15th Street to Anchor Way) 48.5% 51.5% 71,604 34,733
P-24 2008 Ped List Forsythe Road (Clackamas River Dr to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-15. -
P-25 2008 Ped List Front Avenue (Forsythe Road to Holcomb Blvd) 48.5% 51.5% 264,141 128,125
P-26 2008 Ped List Gaffney Lane (Meyers Road to Lazy Creek Lane) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-16. -
P-27 2008 Ped List Glen Oak Road (Hwy 213 to Beavercreek Road) 48.5% 51.5% 486,648 236,056
P-28 2008 Ped List Holmes Lane (Molalla Avenue to Linn Avenue) 48.5% 51.5% 213,840 103,726
P-29 2008 Ped List Holmes Lane (Laurel Lane to Reliance Lane) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-19. -
P-30 2008 Ped List Leland Road (Warner Milne Road to Whitcomb Drive) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-20. -
P-31 2008 Ped List Leland Road (Haven Road to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-20. -
P-32 2008 Ped List Leland Road (Hiefield Court to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-20. -
P-33 2008 Ped List Linn Ave (Jackson Street to Oak Street) 48.5% 51.5% 97,200 47,148
P-34 2008 Ped List Linn Ave (Charman Street to Holmes Lane) 48.5% 51.5% 155,520 75,437
FCS GROUP
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# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) | Deficiency Cost (1) Eligible Cost
P-35 2008 Ped List Linn Ave (Jackson street to Holmes Lane) 48.5% 51.5% 349,920 169,734
P-36 2008 Ped List Maplelane Road (Beavercreek Road to Country Village Drive) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-21. -
P-37 2008 Ped List McCord Road (Daybreak Court to Leland Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-22. -
P-38 2008 Ped List McCord Road (Central Point Road to Leland Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-22. -
P-39 2008 Ped List Meyers Road (Leland Road to Highway 213) 48.5% 51.5% 514,026 249,336
P-40 2008 Ped List Meyers Road (Leland Road to Gaffney Lane) 48.5% 51.5% 291,600 141,445
P-41 2008 Ped List Partlow Road (South End Road to Central Point Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-23 -
P-42 2008 Ped List Redland Road (Highway 213 to Abernethy Road) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-25. -
P-43 2008 Ped List Redland Road (Abernethy Road to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-25. -
P-44 2008 Ped List South End Road (Warner Parrott Road to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-26. -
P-45 2008 Ped List South End Road (Barker Road to Warner Parrott Rd) 48.5% 51.5% 116,640 56,578
P-46 2008 Ped List South End Road (Barker Road to 2nd Street) 48.5% 51.5% 855,360 414,905
P-47 2008 Ped List Swan Avenue (Forsythe Road to Holcomb Blvd) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-27. -
P-48 2008 Ped List Telford Road (Center Street to Davis Road) 48.5% 51.5% 445,176 215,939
P-49 2008 Ped List Thayer Road (Maplelane Road to UGB) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-28. -
P-50 2008 Ped List Warner Parrott Road (Linn Ave to South End Road) 48.5% 51.5% 316,467 153,507
P-51 2008 Ped List Washington Street (Abernethy Road to Hwy 213) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-29. -
P-52 2008 Ped List S 2nd Street (Tumwater Drive to Center Street) 48.5% 51.5% 77,760 37,719
P-53 2008 Ped List 15th Street (Highway 99E to Taylor Street) 48.5% 51.5% 816,480 396,045
P-55 2008 Ped List Hood Street (Linn Ave to Gardiner Middle School) 48.5% 51.5% 116,640 56,578
P-56 2008 Ped List Ethel Street (Linn Ave to Gardiner Middle School) 48.5% 51.5% 174,960 84,867
P-57 2008 Ped List Jackson Street (16th Street to Atkinson Park) 48.5% 51.5% 77,760 37,719
P-58 2008 Ped List Park Drive (Linn Avenue to Rivercrest Park) 48.5% 51.5% 194,400 94,296
P-59 2008 Ped List Hilda Street (Molalla Avenue to Mountain View Cem.) 48.5% 51.5% 194,400 94,296
P-60 2008 Ped List Warner Street (Molalla Avenue to St. John's Cem.) 48.5% 51.5% 194,400 94,296
Total 48.5% 51.5% $ 13,260,367 $ 6,432,131
NOTES
(1) 2008 Bike/Ped = Project list provided as an appendix to 2008 Oregon City Transportation SDC Rate memo. DKS Associates.
2008 Ped List = Pedestrian System Plan Sidewalk Projects.
(2) Based on growth's share of total future peak-hour trips (2005-2030).
FCS GROUP
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Oregon City

Transportation SDC Study

Administrative Cost Recovery Calculation

Table 6
Net Annual Administrative Cost related to Transportation SDC (1) $ 30,000
Amortization of SDC Study Cost over 5 years (2): 21,239
Net Annual Transportation SDC Administrative Cost: $ 51,239
Estimated Annual Proposed SDC Revenues before Admin. Cost
Revenues from Roadway Improvements Charge: $ 7,411,335
Revenues from Bike/Ped Improvements Charge: 292,370
$ 7,703,705

Admin. Cost / Total Annual Transportation SDC Revenues:

0.67% on all SDCs

NOTES
Q) Source: City staff.
2 Costof: [$ 97,270
at: 3.0%
over: 5 | years
FCS GROUP

(425) 867-1802

Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL

4/3/2009



Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
TSDC by Land Use

FINAL

Table 7 TSDC per P-HT

ITE L Peak-Hour Pass-By | Adjusted .

Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips Trip Factor P-H Ts TSDC Units
Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use.

110 |General Light Industrial Examples: Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing 0.98 1 0.98 $ 6,860 KSF
equipment assembly, power stations.

130 |industrial Park Indggtrlal Pgrk areas that cgntaln a r_1umber of industrial and/or related 0.86 1 0.86 $ 6,020 KSF
facilities (mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).

140 |Manufacturing Facilities t_hat convert raw materials into flnlsheq products_. Typically have 0.74 1 0.74 $ 5,180 KSE
related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically

151  [Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access 0.26 1 0.26 $ 1,820 KSF
point. Example: U-Store-lt.

210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 1.01 1 1.01 $ 7,070 DU
Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the

220 |Apartment same building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment 0.62 1 0.62 $ 4,340 DU
buildings.
Residential Condominium/Townhouses under single-family ownership.

230 |Condo/Townhouse Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure. 0.52 1 0.52 $ 3,640 DU
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent foundations.

240  |Mobile Home Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, recreation rooms, 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4,130 DU
pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to

253 |Elderly Housing apanments or cond_o_s_. Somt_etlmes in self-cqnt‘alned wllage_s. May_ also 017 1 0.17 $ 1.190 DU
contain medical facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.
Lodging facility that may include restaurants, lounges, meeting rooms,

310 |Hotel and/or convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these facilities. 0.59 1 0.59 $ 4,130 Room

320 |Motel Sleeplng accommod.atlons and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking 0.47 1 0.47 $ 3.290 e
and little or no meeting space.
Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs.

430 |Golf Course Some have driving ranges and clubhouses_wnh pro shops,_r_e_staurants, 274 1 274 $ 19,180 Hole
lounges. Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.
Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following

435 Multipurpose Recreation Facility (land uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper 5.77 1 5.77 $ 40,390 Acre
boats, go-carts, and driving ranges.

437 |Bowling Alley Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small 354 1 354 $ 24,780 lene
lounge, restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including

493 Athletic Club swimming pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball 5.76 1 5.76 $ 40,320 KSF
courts.
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including

495  |Recreational Community Center | VMCAS: often including classes, day care, meeting rooms, swimming 1.64 1 164 |$ 11,480 KSF
pools, tennis racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms,
& food service.

520 * |Elementary School Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 0.28 1 0.28 $ 1,960 | Student

522 |Mmiddle School Public. Sgrves students that completed elementary and have not yet 0.15 1 0.15 $ 1,050 | Student
entered high school.

530 [High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 0.14 1 0.14 $ 980 | Student

540  |Junior/Community College Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 0.12 1 0.12 $ 840 | Student

560 Church C_optalns worship a'n_e_a and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, 0.66 1 0.66 $ 4,620 KSE
dining area and facilities.

565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 13.18 0.33 4.35 $ 30,450 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 0.82 0.33 0.27 $ 1,890 Student

590 Library Publlc_or anate: Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, 7.09 1 7.09 $ 49,630 KSE
sometimes meeting rooms.

591 Lodge/Fraternal Organization Include§ a club house with dlnlpg and drinking facilities, recreational and 0.03 1 0.03 $ 210 | Member
entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include

710 General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack bars, 1.49 1 1.49 $ 10,430 KSF
and service retail facilities.
Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms, file

715 Single Tenant Office Building storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other service 1.73 1 1.73 $ 12,110 KSF
functions.

720 |Medical-Dental Office Provides diagnosis and outpatlent care ona routlne_ basis. Typically 3.72 1 3.72 $ 26,040 KSE
operated by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office

750 |Office Park buildings and support services such as banks & loan institutions, 15 1 15 $ 10,500 KSF
restaurants, service stations.

760 |Research & Development Center Single building or comple.x of t?undmgs Qevoted !0 rgsearch_& 1.08 1 1.08 $ 7,560 KSF
development. May contain offices and light fabrication facilities.
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common

770 |Business Park roadway system. ) T_enant space is flexible to accommodate a_vaner of 129 1 129 $ 9,030 KSE
uses. Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically includes
a mix of offices, retail & wholesale.

FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802 Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL 4/3/2009

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.

Page 141 of 157




ITE L Peak-Hour Pass-By | Adjusted .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Trips Trip Factor | P-H Ts TSDC Units
Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812 |Building Materials & Lumber lumber. May include yard storage and shed storage areas. The storage 4.49 1 449 |$ 31430  KSF
areas are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 |Discount Super Store A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery 3.87 0.718 278 $ 19460 KSE
dept. under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that
814  |Specialty Retail typically specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, 271 1 271 $ 18,970 KSF
investment, dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
’ centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof.
815 Di . . " t A7 2.4 16,800 KSF
iscount Store Does not include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free- S Ce s S
standing Discount Superstore.
816 Hardware/Paint Store ;Zfés\.laililryefree-standlng buildings with off-street parking that sell paints and 4.84 0.450 218 $ 15260 KSE
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock.
May have large green houses and offer landscape services. Typically
817 Ni /Garden Cent N - - X o 3.8 1 3.8 26,600 KSF
urseryfarden Lenter have office, storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not yard $
and storage GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned,
developed, owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site
820 |Shopping Center par_k_lpg to serve its own pgrl_(lng dema}nd. May include non-merchand_lsmg 3.75 0.393 147 $ 10290 KSF
facilities such as office buildings, movie theatres, restaurants, post offices, Leasable
health clubs, and recreation like skating rinks and amusements.
841 New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 2.64 1 2.64 $ 18,480 KSF
848  |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a large 4.15 0.617 256 $ 17,020 KSF
Storzge or warehouse area.
850  |Supermarket Free-standlng_grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 10.45 0.265 2.76 $ 19320 KSF
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 Convenience Market Sglls convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & 52.41 0.282 148 $ 103,600 KSE
Wine. Does not have gas pumps.
880 |Pharmacy w/o drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.42 0.327 2.75 $ 19,250 KSF
881 |Pharmacy w/ drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 8.62 0.383 33 $ 23,100 KSF
890 Furniture Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 0.46 0.157 0.07 $ 490 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank Usua_lly a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive- 33.15 0.270 8.95 $ 62,650 KSF
up windows. May have ATMs.
912 Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 45.74 0.270 12.35 $ 86,450 KSF
931 |Quality Restaurant ;'r:ihh%uu?)my eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than 7.49 0.288 215 $ 15050 KSF
932 High Turnover Sit-Down Rest. Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 10.92 0.315 3.44 $ 24,080 KSE
933 * |Fast Food w/o Drive-Thru Fast Food but no drive-through window 26.15 0.265 6.94 $ 48,580 KSF
934 Fast Food with Drive-Thru Fast Food with drive-through window 34.64 0.265 9.2 $ 64,400 KSF
Contains a bar where alcoholic beverages and snacks are serviced and
936 * |Drinking Place possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool tables 11.34 0.315 3.58 $ 25,060 KSF
944 |Gas Station Sell gasoline _and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not 13.86 0.235 3.26 $ 22,820 Fueo.ll.ng
have Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. Position
. . . Selling gas and Convenience Market are the primary business. May also .
945 Gas/Semce Station with contain facilities for service and repair. Does not include Car Wash. 13.38 0.123 1.65 $ 11,550 Fue.ll.ng
Convenience Market Position
. : " Selling gas, Convenience Market, and Car Wash are the primary A
946 * Gas/Semce Station with business. May also contain facilities for service and repair. 13.33 0.382 5.09 $ 35,630 Fue.ll.ng
Convenience Market, Car Wash Position
947 Self-Service Car Wash Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to park 5.54 1 5.54 $ 38780 Wash
and wash. Stall
NOTES:
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Seventh Edition.
Peak-Hour Trips: Weekday, peak-hour of adjacent street traffic. Most often, one hour between 4 and 6 p.m.
Pass-By Trip Factor reflects diverted linked trips in addition to pass-by trips.
ITE codes identified with asterisks (*) include information derived from the ITE manual (e.qg., the pass-by factor is derived from pass-by counts for a similar land use or are as
estimated by traffic engineers).
Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area
DU = dwelling unit
Room = number of rooms for rent
Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled
Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees
Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space
Lane = number of bowling lanes
Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.
Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, based on land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.
FCS GROUP
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Oregon City
Transportation SDC Study
Bicycle/Pedestrian Trip Generation Groups

FINAL

Table 8 Bike/Ped SDC| $  202.51 | per bike/ped trip
Group 1 0.1 Group 4 0.6
Group 2 0.2 Group 5 1.0
Group 3 0.4 Group 6 2.0
ITE - Bike/Ped Bike/Ped .
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group spe Units
Typically less than 500 employees, free standing and single use.
110 |General Light Industrial Examples: Printing plants, material testing laboratories, data processing 1 $ 2025 KSF
equipment assembly, power stations.
130 |Industrial Park Ind.u.s.mal Pgrk areas that cqmam a gumber of industrial and/or related 1 $ 2025 KSE
facilities (mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse).
140 |Manufacturing Facilities that cqnven raw materials into finished progucts. Typ}cally > $ 4050 KSE
have related office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
Storage Units or Vaults rented for storage of goods. Units are physically
151  [Mini-Warehouse separate and access through an overhead door or other common access , $ 2025 KSF
point. Example: U-Store-It.
210 |SF Detached Single family detached housing. 5 $ 20251 DU
Rental Dwelling Units within the same building. At least 4 units in the
220 |Apartment same building. Examples: Quadplexes and all types of apartment 4 $ 12151 DU
buildings.
Residential Condominium/Townhouses under single-family ownership.
230 |Condo/Townhouse Minimum of two single family units in the same building structure. 4 $ 12151 DU
Trailers or Manufactured homes that are sited on permanent
240  |Mobile Home foundations. Typically the parks have community facilities (laundry, 3 $ 81.00 DU
recreation rooms, pools).
Restricted to senior citizens. Contains residential units similar to
253 |Elderly Housing apartr_nems (_)r cond_o_s_. Sor_n_etlmes in self-cqnt_amed vnllage_s. May»also 3 $ 8100 DU
contain medical facilities, dining, and some limited, supporting retail.
Lodging facility that may include restaurants, lounges, meeting rooms,
310 |Hotel and/or convention facilities. Can include a large motel with these 3 $ 81.00 | Room
facilities.
320 |Motel Sleeplng accommogatlons and often a restaurant. Free on-site parking P $ 4050 Room
and little or no meeting space.
Includes 9, 18, 27, and 36 hole municipal and private country clubs.
430 |Golf Course Some have driving ranges. and clubhouses_wnh pro shops,.r.e.staurants, 1 $ 2025 Hole
lounges. Many of the muni courses do not include such facilities.
Multi-purpose recreational facilities contain two or more of the following
435  [Multipurpose Recreation Facility |land uses at one site: mini-golf, batting cages, video arcade, bumper 6 $ 405.02 Acre
boats, go-carts, and driving ranges.
437 |Bowling Alley Recreational facilities with bowling lanes which may include a small 3 $ 8100 lene
lounge, restaurant or snack bar.
Privately owned with weightlifting and other facilities often including
493  |Athletic Club swimming pools, hot tubs, saunas, racquet ball, squash, and handball 5 $ 20251 KSF
courts.
Recreational community centers are facilities similar to and including
495  |Recreational Community Center YMCAs, oft_en including classes, day c_are,.m.eeung l_'ooms, swimming 6 $ 405.02 KSF
pools, tennis racquetball, handball, weightlifting equipment, locker rooms,
& food service.
520 * |Elementary School Public. Typically serves K-6 grades. 3 $ 81.00 Student
522 |Middle School Public. Sgrves students that completed elementary and have not yet > $ 4050 | Student
entered high school.
530 |High School Public. Serves students that completed middle or junior high school. 1 $ 20.25  Student
540  |Junior/Community College Two-year junior colleges or community colleges. 1 $ 20.25  Student
560 |cChurch Clolntalns worship area and may include meeting rooms, classrooms, 3 $ 8100 KSE
dining area and facilities.
565 * |Day Care Facility for pre-school children care primarily during daytime hours. May 1 $ 2025 KSF
include classrooms, offices, eating areas, and playgrounds. 1 $ 20.25  Student
590 |Library Publlc_or anate: Contains shelved books, reading rooms or areas, 6 $ 405.02 KSE
sometimes meeting rooms.
5091 |Lodge/Fratemal Organization Include.s a club house with dlnlhg and drinking facilities, recreational and 4 $ 12151 Member
entertainment areas, and meeting rooms.
Office building with multiple tenants. Mixture of tenants can include
710 |General Office professional services, bank and Loan institutions, restaurants, snack 6 $ 405.02 KSF
bars, and service retail facilities.
Single tenant office building. Usually contains offices, meeting rooms,
715 Single Tenant Office Building file storage areas, data processing, restaurant or cafeteria, and other 6 $ 405.02 KSF
service functions.
720 |Medical-Dental Office Provides diagnosis and outpauent car9 _on a rouune_ basis. Typically 1 $ 2025 KSE
operated by one or more private physicians or dentists.
Park or campus-like planned unit development that contains office
750 |Office Park buildings and support services such as banks & loan institutions, 4 $ 12151 KSF
restaurants, service stations.
760 |Research & Development Center Single building or comple* of l?undlngs Qevoted Fo rgsearch_& 2 $ 40.50 KSF
development. May contain offices and light fabrication facilities.

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of
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ITE - Bike/Ped Bike/Ped B
Code Customer Type Land Use Description Group SDC Units
Group of flex-type or incubator 1 - 2 story buildings served by a common
770 |Business Park roadway system. ) T'enant space is flexible to accommodate a. variety of 1 $ 2025 KSE
uses. Rear of building usually served by a garage door. Typically
includes a mix of offices, retail & wholesale.
Small, free standing building that sells hardware, building materials, and
812  |Building Materials & Lumber lumber. May |.nclude ygrd storage and shed stqrage areas. Thg storage 1 $ 2025 KSE
areas are not included in the GLA needed for trip generation estimates.
813 |Discount Super Store A free-standing discount store that also contains a full service grocery 1 $ 2025 KSE
dept. under one roof.
Small strip shopping centers containing a variety of retail shops that
814 |Specialty Retail typically specialize in apparel, hard goods, services such as real estate, 6 $ 405.02 KSF
investment, dance studios, florists, and small restaurants.
A free-standing discount store that offers a variety of customer services,
) centralized cashiering, and a wide range of products under one roof.
815 |Discount Store Ny . . 1 20.25 KSF
Does not include a full service grocery dept. like Land Use 813, Free- $
standing Discount Superstore.
816 |Hardware/Paint Store Typically free-standing buildings with off-street parking that sell paints 1 $ 2025 KSF
and hardware.
Free-standing building with yard containing planting or landscape stock.
May have large green houses and offer landscape services. Typically
17 Ni 1 20.2! KSF
8 ursery/Garden Center have office, storage, and shipping facilities. GLA is Building GLA, not $ 025 =
vard and storage GLA.
Integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned,
developed, owned, and managed as a unit. Provides enough on-site
820 |Shopping Center parking to serve its own parking demand. May include non- 2 $ 4050 KSF
merchandising facilities such as office buildings, movie theatres, . Leasable
restaurants, post offices, health clubs, and recreation like skating rinks
and amusements.
841 New Car Sales New Car dealership with sales, service, parts, and used vehicles 1 $ 20.25 KSF
848  |Tire Store Primary business is tire sales and repair. Generally does not have a 1 $ 2025 KSE
large storage or warehouse area.
850 |Supermarket Free—star.mdlng.grocery store. May also contain ATMs, photo centers, 1 $ 2025 KSE
pharmacies, video rental areas.
851 Convenience Market Sglls convenience foods, newspapers, magazines, and often Beer & 6 $ 405.02 KSE
Wine. Does not have gas pumps.
880 |Pharmacy w/o drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions 3 $ 81.00 KSF
881 |Pharmacy w/ drive through Facilities that fulfill medical Prescriptions S $ 81.00 KSF
890 Furniture Store Sells furniture, accessories, and often carpet/floor coverings. 1 $ 20.25 KSF
911 * |Walk-In Bank Usually a Free-standing building with a parking lot. Does not have drive- 1 $ 2025 KSF
up windows. May have ATMs.
912  |Drive-In Bank Provides Drive-up and walk-in bank services. May have ATMs. 1 $ 20.25 KSF
931  |Quality Restaurant g';%hh%ﬁ;ny eating establishment with slower turnover rates (more than 1 $ 2025 KSF
932 |High Turnover Sit-Down Rest. Sit-Down eating establishment with turnover rates of less than one hour. 3 $ 8100 KSE
933 * |Fast Food w/o Drive-Thru Fast Food but no drive-through window 6 $ 405.02 KSF
934  |Fast Food with Drive-Thru Fast Food with drive-through window 6 $ 405.02 KSF
Contains a bar where alcoholic beverages and snacks are serviced and
936 * |Drinking Place possibly some type of entertainment such as music, games, or pool 1 $ 2025 KSF
tables
. Sell gasoline and may also provide vehicle service and repair. Does not Fueling
944 |Gas Station have Convenience Market and/or Car Wash. s $ 2025 Position
Gas/Service Station with Sellnn_g gas_ z_md Convenlgnce Marke{ are the pnm_ary business. May also Fueling
945 . contain facilities for service and repair. Does not include Car Wash. 1 $ 2025 "
Convenience Market Position
s [GasSerce sy SO0 0%, SomEeer Wi, G e e e L s oz foe
Convenience Market, Car Wash . y pair. : Position
047  |Self-Service Car Wash Allows manual cleaning of vehicles by providing stalls for the driver to 1 $ 2025 Wash
park and wash. Stall
NOTES:

Land Use Units:
KSF = 1,000 gross square feet building area

DU = dwelling unit
Room = number of rooms for rent

Fueling Positions = maximum number of vehicles that can be served simultaneously
Student = number of full-time equivalent students enrolled

Hole = number of individual putting holes that are paired with driving tees

Acre = 43,560 square feet of park space

Lane = number of bowling lanes

Residential developments within designated regional centers and the Molalla Avenue area receive a 10% discount on the TSDC.

Non-residential developments within such areas will be assessed for the lesser of their estimated trip generation rate, based on land use, or 1.47 P-HTs per KSF.

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of

FCS GROUP
(425) 867-1802

Trans SDC Model 040309 FINAL

eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.

4/3/2009

Page 144 of 157



TRANSPORTATION SDC

Applicant submits
building permit
requiring an
SDC calculation

IMPLEMENTATION

New Development

initiated after May 1, 2009 to Planning or

Building

Determine
category

After
February 1, 2011

New Tran Bike & Ped fee
applies to all new permits
Existing Residential Land as of May 1. 2009
| Use & Limited Land Use _ ’
Decision before
April 1, 2009

Existing Residential
Lot of Record as
of April 1, 2009

Before
February 1, 2011

TSDC is $3500 as
adjusted by ENR

TSDC is $7000 as
adjusted by ENR

Before May 1, 2009

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted per
ENR

Before

May 1, 2009?? Before

February 1, 2013??

After
February 1, 2013?77

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted by
ENR

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted by
ENR times 1.15

Use adjusted
Component 1
($7000)

3a. AN 09-02. The applicant is requesting approval of an annexation of
eight properties totalling approximately 53 acres.

Building Permit

Before
February 1, 2011

applied for???

After
February 1, 2011

Use Res 97-56
as adjusted per
ENR times 1.15

Use adjusted
Component 1
($7000)

NOTE:

All TSDCs shall be
annually on Jan 1
adjusted per
Seattle ENR CCI
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RESOLUTION NO. 09-02

A RESOLUTION REPEALING RESOLUTION 97-56, ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY,
PROJECT LISTS, AND AMOUNTS FOR THE CITY’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT CHARGE AND ESTABLISHING EFFECTIVE DATES

WHEREAS, state law (ORS 223) authorizes the City to charge new development for full
new growth impact costs to infrastructure;

WHEREAS, City code, Chapter 13.20 (System Development Charge (SDC) for Capital
Improvements) implements the statutory authority to impose SDCs on new development and
specifically authorizes the City Commission to adopt and modify the amount of the charges and
the amount of the charges and the methodology upon which such charges are based; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Transportation SDC (TSDC) was last amended in 1997 through
Resolution No. 97-56; and

WHEREAS, the costs estimated to accommodate the impacts of new development on
the Oregon City transportation system in 2009 exceed the funding potential derived from the
previous TSDC calculation; and

WHEREAS, the City has updated Transportation System Plan Capital Improvement Plan
(TSP CIP) roadway and bicycle/pedestrian project lists for use in calculating the updated TSDC;
and

WHEREAS, the City has updated the TSDC methodology and calculated a new amount
in accordance with Oregon Revised Statutes 223.297-315 and Oregon City Municipal Code
13.20; and

WHEREAS, the results of the updated TSP CIP project lists, TSDC methodology, and
calculated amount are documented in the attached March 2009 report prepared by FCS Group,
Exhibit 1, adopted and incorporated herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Commission that:

Section 1 — Action

A. Resolution 97-56, enacted on November 19, 1997, is hereby repealed in its entirety and
its directions are replaced by this Resolution No. 09-02.

B. A new TSDC methodology and charge per pm peak hour trip and charge per bike/ped
trip are adopted based on the transportation system improvements, trip projections,
calculations, and conclusions presented in the FCS Group report (Exhibit 1).

Section 2 — TSDC Details

A. The new TSDC has two components and is hereby adopted and made applicable to all
new development within the city limits of Oregon City.

Resolution No. 08-02
Effective Date: Aprit 1, 2009
Page 1 of 3
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Component 1: Roadway Improvements Project List = $7,000 per peak hour trip. For
outright uses within the Mixed Use Downtown zone and along the 7" Street and Molalla
Avenue Corridor, a ten percent reduction will be used for residential development and
the lesser of the Shopping Center trip generation rate or the non-residential
development’s estimated trip generation rate will be used.

Component 2: Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements Project List = $202.51 per bike/ped trip

B. Each cost component for individual developments will be calculated based on peak hour
trip generation (Roadway Improvements Project List) and trip generation groups
(Bike/Ped Improvements Project List) for the land use and the development size. See
Exhibit 1 for these trip generation factors for representative land uses.

C. The City Engineer may use alternative data when, in the City Engineer’s opinion, the
alternative data are more reliable and realistic for a particular development than are the
trip factors set forth in Exhibit 1.

Section 3 — Effective Dates and Annual Adjustment

A. Component 1 for the Roadway Improvements Project List described in Section 2 above
applies to future development and building permit applications and shall be implemented
in two equal increments as follows:

Effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02 adoption: $3500 per peak hour trip.
Effective February 1, 2011: $7,000 per peak hour trip (plus annual adjustment as
described in Section 3E below).

B. Component 2 for the Bike/Ped improvements Project List described in Section 2 above
applies to future development and building permit applications and shall become
effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02 adoption.

C. For lots or parcels lawfully created prior to adoption of this resolution and situated in a
residential zone, the former TSDC defined by Resolution No. 97-56 shall increase by a
factor of 1.15 effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02 adoption. Component 1 with
appropriate annual adjustment shall become effective on February 1, 2011.

D. For lots or parcels in a residential zone approved by a land use or limited land use
decision prior to adoption of this resolution, the former TSDC defined by Resolution No.
97-56 shall increase by a factor of 1.15 effective 30 days after Resolution No. 09-02
adoption. Component 1 shall become effective February 1, 2013. Anytime after
February 1, 2011, the City Commission may review the status of the construction market
and consider an earlier Component 1 effective date.

E. All TSDCs described above shall be annually adjusted on January 1 based on the
Seattle Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCl).

Page 2‘ofm3k o
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Adopted, signed and approved this 1st day of April 2009.

MM N N1
O i

Commlsé 7/ Comm\i'ssu%ner
/%é// Comprising the City Commission of Oregon

C |one City, Oregon

Resolution No. 09-02
Effective Date: April 1, 2009
Page 3 of 3 B
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Agenda Item No. 3b.
Meeting Date: 08 Feb 2010

il E

COMMISSION REPORT: CITY OF OREGON CITY

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
PRESENTER: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
SUBJECT: L 08-01 6-Month Code Update

Agenda Heading: Public Hearing

Approved by: Larry Patterson, City Manager

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Staff requests that the Planning Commission take public testimony from any citizen that wishes to speak
and then continue the hearing to the February 22, 2010 Planning Commission hearing.

BACKGROUND:

The 6-month code update hearing was continued from the January 25, 2010 meeting to the February 8, 2010
meeting date to allow additional time for staff to address the issues that have been raised. Staff requests
additional time to address the remaining outstanding issues and prepare the final document for review.

BUDGET IMPACT:

FY(s):
Funding Source:

ATTACHMENTS:

3b. L 08-01 6 Month Code Update
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Agenda Iltem No. 4a
Meeting Date: 08 Feb 2010

il E

COMMISSION REPORT: CITY OF OREGON CITY

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
PRESENTER: Tony Konkol, Community Development Director
SUBJECT: 2009 Planning Applications

Agenda Heading: Communications

Approved by: Larry Patterson, City Manager

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Attached to this report is the breakdown of permits that have historically been submitted to the Planning
Department. This data if for your information and | will be available to answer any questions you may have.

BACKGROUND:

BUDGET IMPACT:

FY(s):
Funding Source:

ATTACHMENTS:

Land Use Application

4a. 2009 Planning Applications Staff: Tony Konkol, Community
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Number of Applications

800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100

Planning Applications Submitted to Oregon City

Including Planning Review of Building Permits, Since in Late 2004

754

678

490

| 362

288 258

I 187
129 117

i B ] I pnsl

2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998

Year

Source: Edens Database and Planning Logs
Unreliable prior to 2003




J010a41g wswdojanag

Alunwwo) ‘[joquoy Auo] :e1s suonedlddy Buluue|d 6002 el

.Gl Jo zG| abed

Number of Applications

400
350
300
250
200
150
100

50

Planning Applications Submitted to Oregon City
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Source: Edens Database and Planning Logs
Unreliable prior to 2003
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Total Number of Lots

Proposed Parcels in Oregon City

Via the Land Division Process: Planned Unit Development, Subdivision & Minor Partition

bt u.,.,,,,.,-,M.Uk__465*,44, — s
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2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998

Y -84 lots denied by the Planning Commission in 2008.
ear -Data sources prior to 2003 unreliable.
-Source: Edens Database
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Dwelling Units Issued

Dwelling Units Issued in Oregon City

By Year 2001-2009 B Single-Family Dwelling Units
H Multi-Family Dwelling Units
350
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300
262 9
250 233 -
214 2
200
150
106
100 =
ol - g
o Mo Mo H5 Mo Bo B GHE
0 J I I T T T T
2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001

Year

Source: Oregon City Building Official
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1998- 2009 Land Use Files

FILE 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998
PZ Amendment to Comprehensive Plan 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 3 0 5 9
AN Annexation 2 1 8 6 3 1 4 3 6 8 11 10
AP Appeal 1 5 3 2 6 7 6 5 7 8 7 7
CD Code Interpretation/Similar Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
CP Concept Plan 3 5 4 1 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CU Conditional Use 1 7 9 5 6 1 3 1 9 T 6 10
CR Compatibility Review 0 1 4 6 1 1
DP Detailed Plan 2 3 1 2 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
EX Extension 10 6 6 7 1 7 6 3 0 0 0 0
HR Historic Review 10 5 16 16 15 9 12 10 8 T 12 20
L Legislative 0 3 3 2 3 2 1 6 0 0 0 0
LL Lot Line Adjustment 3 7 20 12 12 18 11 15 11 11 12 14
LR Lot of Record 0 0 0 0 5 10 2 7 0 0 0 0
MC Master Plan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1
P-37 Measure 37 0 0 0 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
MP Minor Partition 1 7 13 15 16 i 11 5 11 13 10 23
MD Modification 0 1 5 1 2 0 2 8 13 6 3 6
LN Nonconforming 4 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
PD Planned Unit Development N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 3 0 0 1 2 7
PS Planning Site Plan 167 272 350 415 299 88 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
PA Pre-Application Conference 12 27 71 76 79 68 72 42 0 0 0 0
SN Sign Permit 49 73 85 97 80 67 52 0 0 0 0 0
SP Site Plan and Design Review 12 19 17 20 36 21 21 10 20 26 14 39
TP Subdivision 2 11 14 12 10 15 6 6 8 6 11 10
us Unstable Slopes/Hillside Constraint 0 3 4 3 3 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
VR Variance (PC) 1 1 3 7 4 2 14 6 14 9 8 14
VR Variance (Administrative) 0 3 2 2 1 3 9 0 0 0 0 0
WR Water Resource Review A 22 33 38 48 27 19 14 27 19 0 0
7C Zone Change 1 3 7 3 0 3 2 3 5 4 16 18
Total 288 490 678 754 633 362 257 144 139 125 112 178

old nonconforming were given a file number in 2009

Applications Submitted to the Oregon City Planning Division in each Calendar Year




.Gl J0 9G| abed

1010a.1g wswdojanag

Alunwwo) ‘joquoy Auo] :e1s suonedlddy Buluue|d 6002 el

1998- 2009 Land Use Files

Total of Lots Applied for in Oregon City by Year

Year 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 | 2003 | 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998
Lots Applied For 10 194 221 465 274 307 76 173 197 87 195 227
Oregon City Minor Partition Applications by Year
2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 | 2003 | 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998
MP (YR-01) Partition 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
MP (YR-02) Partition 3 3 2 2 3 Void 3 3 3 3 3
MP (YR-03) Partition 3 2 3 2 2 2 ?
MP (YR-04) Partition 2 3 2 3 3 2 2
MP (YR-05) Partition 2 2 2 2 2 3 2
MP (YR—O6) Partition 2 2 2 2 3 Withdrawn
MP (YR-07) Partition 2 3 3 3 3 Withdrawn
MP (YR-08) Partition 2 3 3 2
MP (YR-09) Partition 3 2 3 2
MP (YR-10) Partition 2 3 3 2
MP (YR-11) Partition 2 2 2 2
MP (YR-12) Partition 2 2 2
MP (YR-13) Partition 2 2 2
MP (YR-14) Partition 3 2
MP (YR-15) Partition 2 3
MP (YR-16) Partition 2
Total Lots 2 16 31 36 38 18 17 9 5 3 5 5

Applications Submitted to the Oregon City Planning Division in each Calendar Year
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Oregon City Subdivision Applications by Year

1998- 2009 Land Use Files

2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 | 2003 | 2002 2001 2000 1999 | 1998

TP (YR-01) Subdivision 4 6 9 8 53 38 14 20 6 replat 4 81
TP (YR-02) Subdivision 4 5 6 14 6 4 4 15 31 26 5 40
TP (YR-03) Subdivision Denied 8 198 8 7 5 31 5 4 14 50
TP (YR-04) Subdivision 8 6 13 16 4 18 40 32 4 35 12
TP (YR-05) Subdivision 95 81 4 7 12 10 16 4 44 24 5
TP (YR-06) Subdivision 33 23 26 10 [ Rejected 8 42 93 4 17 11
TP (YR-07) Subdivision Withdrawn 9 94 96 7 8 56 ?
TP (YR-08) Subdivision 9 11 9 9 8 13 35 23
TP (YR-09) Subdivision 12 4 5 18 Withdrawn
TP (YR-10) Subdivision 4 23 34 13 Withdrawn
TP (YR-11) Subdivision 6 5 8 47
TP (YR-12) Subdivision Withdrawn 16 89
TP (YR-13) Subdivision Withdrawn 31
TP (YR-14) Subdivision 5 36
TP (YR-15) Subdivision 6

Total Lots 8 178 190 429 236 289 59 164 192 82 190 222

Oregon City Planned Unit Development Applications by Year
2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 | 2003 | 2002 2001 2000 1999 | 1998

PD (YR-01) PUD N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | 43 Unit | 84 Unit ? ? ? ? ?
PD (YR-02) PUD N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | 67 Unit | 26 Unit ? ? ? ? ?
PD (YR-03) PUD 28 Unit| 7 ? ? ? ?

Total Lots 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Applications Submitted to the Oregon City Planning Division in each Calendar Year




