City Center Advisory Commission
Meeting Minutes

TIGARD

Date of Meeting: July 9, 2008

Location: City Hall — Red Rock Creek Conference Room

Called to order by: Vice Chair Lily Lilly

Time Started: 7:45 p.m.

Time Ended: 9:35 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Carolyn Barkley; Kevin Kutcher; Vice Chair Lily Lilly; Peter
Louw; Thomas Murphy; Elise Shearer; Martha Wong; Alexander Craghead
(alternate); Linli Pao (alternate)

Commissioners Absent: Chair Alice Ellis Gaut, Ralph Hughes

Others Present: Lisa Olson, Mike Marr, Marland Henderson

Staff Present: Phil Nachbar, Downtown Redevelopment Manager; Sean Farrelly, Associate
Planner; Jerree Lewis, Executive Assistant

NOTE: The City Center Advisory Commissioners toured The Watershed, a new
Community Partners for Affordable Housing facility in Hillsdale, from 6:30 p.m. to 7:00
p.m. They returned to City Hall for the business meeting.

AGENDA ITEM #1: Welcome and Introductions

Important Discussion and/or Comments: Introductions were made.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): None

AGENDA ITEM #2: Review/Approve Minutes

Important Discussion and/or Comments: None
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Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): Motion by Commissioner Murphy, seconded by
Commissioner Shearer, to approve the June 11, 2008 minutes as submitted. The motion

passed unanimously.

AGENDA ITEM #3: Burnham Street Joint Meeting Debriefing

Important Discussion and/otr Comments: The Commissioners held a discussion on
their June 17" joint meeting with Council on the Burnham Street project. It is thought that
there was a disconnect between the City and the property owners during the process for the
reconstruction of Burnham Street. By the end of the joint meeting, Council said they want
to work with property owners and are willing to go door to door to meet with them. Vice
Chair Lilly wondered whete that leaves the CCAC and what is being asked of the
Commissioners. Are they being asked fot a tecommendation or to come up with ideas?

Phil Nachbar reported that Council wanted to discuss their concerns with the CCAC about
right-of-way acquisition and how it was impacting the project. After listening to suggestions
made by the CCAC, Council came up with some tentative solutions for improving
communication and keeping the project moving forward. The Mayor and the City Manager
will be making an attempt to contact property owners. Nachbar noted that the project had
been well publicized and thete was a lot of communication about the design of Burnham
Street. Meetings took place and design changes were made as a result of those meetings,
e.g., the roundabout. Many people on Burnham knew about the project and were well
informed. He thinks that owners may have thought that the process was too formal. Some
people may have felt that they weten’t aware of their rights or weren’t informed as to what
the value of their property should be. If the City had been more proactive or if there had
been more small group meetings, pethaps owners would have been more receptive. The
City is now attempting to have more personal interaction.

Vice Chair Lilly understood that Council might want to bring a CCAC Commissioner along
for the discussions with property owners. Nachbar advised that the fine details are still
being worked out. There may be an opportunity for the CCAC to be involved, but nothing
has been finalized as yet.

Commissioner Louw said he has heard that property owners feel the Burnham Street design
is being shoved down theit throats and that the City has said that the design cannot change.
He thinks of all the things that could be changed, design would be the cheapest. Phil
Nachbar provided history on the design of Burnham Street. This was part of a 10 month
streetscape project in which there were several meetings where propetty ownets were
invited. The specifics for how much property would be involved for the project were not

known at that time. Although owners did not know how it would exactly affect them, the
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general design for the street went through a long process of public involvement, redesign,
and inclusion of property owners.

Between the initial streetscape design process and the final engineering plans, Nachbar said
that several public meetings wete held to discuss the preliminary engineering drawings.
Commissioner Barkley noted that the people along Burnham were very vocal about their
objections to the plan at that time in 2 different open houses. They were told they would
have to live with the plan. They left the meetings angry and haven’t felt a part of it since.

Nachbar advised that this design was developed during the streetscape design phase. It
called for certain design elements, including medians and wide sidewalks. Now that the
project is ready for construction, the City Engineer is trying to follow what was approved in
the streetscape design.

It was noted that some of the details probably weren’t fully discussed or understood during
the streetscape design phase, e.g., the 18’ sidewalks. People were more concerned about the
islands down the street and access to their businesses. The issue is that things aren’t being
communicated. Nachbar acknowledged that engineering couldn’t tell property owners
exactly how they would be impacted until the final drawings were completed. That’s part of
the challenge — how can you tell people how much property will be taken if you don’t really

know.

Commissioner Barkley noted that people weren’t aware they needed to go to the policy
makers to ask for changes in the streetscape plan. Since the joint meeting with Council, two
Councilots have told her that the islands ate history. In addition, Council wasn’t aware that,
under the plan, one of the businesses on Burnham wouldn’t be able to use their loading
dock. This is an issue.

It was asked if the CCAC could recommend changes to the plan. Staff said that it makes
sense to go slowly before the Commission comes up with recommendations. It’s believed
that the business owners perceive that the City does not care about the economic viability of
their businesses. Has this changed? Staff said that the City recognizes that under
redevelopment, some businesses will be impacted. The City wants to ensure the viability of
businesses, but apparently some business owners don’t believe that.

It was noted that we need to wotk on restoring trust and connection to the property owners.
How can the CCAC help with this? This could become a prototype for future development
— what happens on Burnham Street could happen elsewhere. How we deal with conflict and
transition will be key for making project work.
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If Council would like, Vice Chair Lilly volunteered to also attend the property ownet
meetings along with the Mayor. Staff believes there will be communication through the
Mayor, City Council, and the City Manager as to how it’s progressing. If it’s not proggessing
the way the CCAC would like, then the Commissioners may want to come up with some
recommendations.

When asked if the City is willing to make changes to the street design, staff said that it’s up
to the Mayor and Council to come up with specific actions. Staff advised that
Commissioners can have contact with business owners, but not as a representative of the

CCAC. Staff was told that this is difficult to do.

Nachbar remarked that it’s not unreasonable for a propetty ownet to want to have an
attotney represent them to get a better handle on the value of their property. He suggested
hiting an independent review appraiser. If someone has a concern, they could choose an
independent appraiset to review the value. This hasn’t been decided yet.

Council has not asked for anything else from the CCAC other than their recommendation at
the joint meeting. Commissionet Murphy suggested asking Council if thete’s something
they want from the CCAC. Is thete any way the CCAC can help? He said that
communication problems can atise from a lack of information flow or from diffuse and
contradictory information flows. If Council and the Mayor are going to be proactive with
this, he does not want to act contrary or inconsistent with that. We don’t want to send
mixed messages. We should have some direction in how the CCAC can support Council

Commissioner Murphy reported that his firm is one of the Burnham Street clients of
attorney Jill Gelineau. He doesn’t think this is a conflict of interest yet, but it may become
so. He’s not too concerned about a conflict of interest as long as the CCAC is not a
decision making body, but i he (amended at August 13, 2008 CCAC meeting) wanted the CCAC

to know.

'The Commissioners discussed the wording for a letter of inquiry to Council to see if there is
anything they would like the CCAC to do to support their efforts on the Burnham Street
project.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): On behalf of the CCAC, Vice Chair Lilly will send a
letter of inquity to the Mayor and Council asking if there is something in particular they
would like the CCAC to do in follow up of the joint meeting on June 17®, and if thete is
something they would like the CCAC to do to support their efforts.

AGENDA ITEM #4: Land Use & Design Guidelines — Open House
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Important Discussion and/or Comment: Associate Planner Sean Farrelly provided an
update on the land use and design guidelines for the Downtown and the upcoming open
house on July 30", His report is attached as Exhibit A. He advised that the draft design
standards will be presented at the open house. The draft is still in a changeable form, but
there are some major points that the subcommittee is in agreement with. The draft could
change after the open house because of feedback.

Form based code (IFBC) concepts focus mainly on the way that buildings look — how the
public space is framed by buildings, by open space, and parking lots to create a pedestrian
environment. It treats it more as an individual building rather than a series of numbers and
measurements. For that reason, our design regulations are focused on how buildings look.
This is an attempt to simplify regulations and have a code that’s based more on what is
desirable in terms of form. It’s more graphically oriented — developers can see how their
buildings should look in terms of form.

The subcommittee has identified certain building types they would like to see in the
Downtown — store front mixed use buildings (e.g., ground floor retail, big windows,
residential or office above). The corner of Hall & 99W will have corridor mixed use
buildings and cotrridor retail buildings, which will be more auto oriented. The other 2
building types will be residential multi-family (apartments or condominiums) and single
family attached buildings (row houses). Fach of these buildings will have a certain form they
should replicate; certain architectural features will have to be present. For example, awnings
or some kind of weather protection over doors or different types of fascia for lower, mid,
and top levels on commercial buildings.

There will be 3 options for getting projects reviewed: over-the-counter process for minor
projects; Type 11 process when the project conforms to FBC (has clear and objective
standards); and Type III process for projects that are not able to meet the letter of the clear
and objective standards (would be reviewed by a Design Review Board).

We want to balance the desire for high quality new development and also acknowledge that
there are existing businesses and structures that may be there for long time. The design
guidelines will not push them out. There is a requirement that if existing buildings expand
out of their current footprint, they would have to move toward meeting the guidelines.

Another part of the amendment would be to change the commesrcial zoning district.
Curtently, most of the Downtown is zoned Central Business District (CBD); the area across
99W is zoned Commercial Professional, Commercial General, and some residential R-4.5.
The proposal is for one zoning district for the entire urban renewal district called Mixed Use

Central Business District. Existing uses that are not compatible with the Downtown Plan
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will be allowed to continue, but new businesses that are not compatible would not be
allowed.

The CCAC is encouraged to attend the open house on July 30" and see what is being
proposed. Staff briefed the Commissioners on the development code schedule (Exhibit B).
After the subcommittee endotses any changes, the amendment will come to the CCAC for
treview. The CCAC can choose to endotse it ot request modifications. The formal
recommendation will come from the Planning Commission.

Regarding the citizen involvement process, visitor Lisa Olson questioned what we can learn
from the Burnham Street experience and apply it to this so that we can better communicate
and have a better relationship with the people. Staff advised that property ownets will be
notified and invited to the open house. Perhaps there could be a way to follow up with the
propetty owners.

Visitor Mike Marr thinks there may be some property owners who will be concetned about
how a new development next to them could impact their own properties. He thinks we
should be sensitive about this and make sure they understand that the code protects them
from negative impact of other development adjacent to them.

Staff thinks we could be a little more proactive and anticipate some of the concerns of
propetty owners about the guidelines. Property owners want to know if something is going
to impact them. Perhaps we could make petsonal contact with those property owners who
will be affected. The creation of new non-conforming uses has been minimized, so staff
believes the list could be pretty small.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): Staff will directly contact those property owners who

will be most affected by the land use changes in Downtown, either in a group meeting ot
one-on-one. It will be informal and personal so they can ask questions.

AGENDA ITEM #5: Organizational Leadership & Capacity in Downtown

Important Discussion and /ot Comments: Commissioner Craghead reported that most
of the material for leadership is written (Exhibits C, D, E). He briefed the Commissioners
on his research during the past month. He pulled information from the Downtown survey
completed in 2004 and compiled the comments from business and propetty owners (Exhibit
C). He reviewed business licenses issued in the Downtown and summatized what they are —
retail or non-retail; owned by someone in Tigard or outside the City; and other various facts.
He noted that there is no retail at all on Burnham Street. Exhibit C also contains existing

conditions and developet intetviews from the Leland Report.
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Exhibit D is an overview of the dialogue with Leland over the last couple of months.
Craghead advised that staff sent an email to the Commissioners which includes additional
information (Exhibit E).

Exhibit F contains information about comparable cities. There is one category (similar
downtowns) that the subcommittee has not completed yet. The draft does have information
on cities with similar populations, budget sizes, and overall physical size. It also includes
what those are cities are doing — do they have an association; do they have urban renewal; if
they have an association, how is it funded,; is there any relation to the urban renewal district
and how the district is managed and those associations. Craghead advised that our twin is
apparently Springfield. They have a young district and a downtown that’s never been
defined, but it seems to be a single street about 6-8 blocks long. The district includes a lot of
areas in addition to that street (light industry, industry, and strip malls). He said the
subcommittee will have more information next time.

Commissioner Craghead reviewed Exhibit G with the Commissioners. It’s an aggregate of
all the business licenses issued last year. Some are duplicates (buildings that had 1 tenant
who went out of business, then another license was issued the same year). The hair salons
have a license for every person who has a chair there. The red and yellow dots are retail
uses; green and blue are non-retail uses which could be anything from Office Professional to
an apartment manager or other uses. The yellow and blue dots represent out-of-area
owners; red and green dots are owners who are registered in Tigard.

Craghead advised that there are 3 geographical areas that appear from this data — Burnham
Street, Main Street, and the Hall/99W cluster. Burnham Street shows no retail. Main Street
shows more non-retail than retail; there are more offices than retail right now. The
Hall/99W cluster has about a 50/50 split between retail and non-retail. There are not a lot
of large employers — Luke Dorff has approximately 70 employees (although they might not
actually work on-site); Russ Chevrolet has about 70 employees; and Magno-Humphries has
about 90 employees. Only 23 out of 308 businesses have motre than 10 employees.

By looking at the map, staff believes that currently there’s a stronger market for office space
than there is for retail in the Downtown. Commissioner Craghead said that the
subcommittee will hopefully have the remainder of the information next time which will
include what the other models are and how the Main Street model works. There will also be
information on what some cities are doing that have only urban renewal districts and no
associations. All of this information will hopefully provide context to the CCAC for being
able to define what this will look like — if we have an association, what will it look like, what
is its role, what are its goals and criteria.
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