City Center Advisory Commission
Meeting Minutes

TIGARD

Date of Meeting: November 12, 2008

Location: Red Rock Creek Conference Room

Called to order by: Chair Alice Ellis Gaut

Time Started: 6:30 p.m.

Time Ended: 9:10 p.m.

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

Commissioners Absent:

Others Present: Tyler Ellenson, Marland Henderson, Mike Marr, Lisa Olson

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

AGENDA ITEM #1: Welcome and Introductions

Important Discussion and/or Comments: Introductions wete made.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): None

AGENDA ITEM #2: Review/Approve Minutes

Important Discussion and/or Comments: It was noted that there was an error on page
one, third line from the bottom, of the October 8, 2008 minutes. It reads “Commissioner
Thomas”; it should read “Commissioner Murphy.” The secretary will make the correction.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): Motion by Commissioner Kutcher, seconded by
Commissioner Murphy, to accept the October 8, 2008 meeting minutes as corrected. The
motion passed by a vote of 5-0. Commissioners Barkley and Wong abstained.
Commissioners Lilly and Shearer arrived after the vote was taken.
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AGENDA ITEM #3: Downtown Futute Vision — Refinement Plan (U of O)

Important Discussion and/or Comments: Scan Farrelly provided an update of the
Tigard Downtown Futute Vision — a collaboration effort with the University of Oregon
Architecture Department and the City of Tigard. The Tigard Downtown Improvement Plan
(TDIP) was refined by the U of O students to make it a more visual document. It will be
presented to Council next week. Metro has also seen some of the drawings and may get a
briefing.

Some of the major findings/recommendations made by the students include:
1. Downtown needs a new circulation plan.
2. Blocks need to be broken down to smaller sizes as new development happens.
3. Extend the green of Fanno Creek Park throughout the downtown.
4. Fanno Creek represents a major oppottunity, but it also constrains downtown because
it’s difficult to get actoss. That limits circulation somewhat.
There is limited access into the downtown.
6. WES Commuter Rail is a major oppottunity, but it also impacts circulation and
connectivity.
7. Land use and design standards ate necessaty and will be important for redevelopment.
8. Property ownership is dispersed and a lot of the parcels are large in size which could
help to attract developers.
9. First impressions of the downtown might not be very favorable to developers tight
now. The City and ptivate property ownets should make downtown look bettet.
10. Parking is a concern. As density increases, structured parking could be considered.

o

Farrelly advised that the City may work with the students to do a study of the 99W cotridor.
It was clarified that the study was a part of the design process — it’s not going to be adopted
by Council.

A copy of Farrelly’s PowerPoint presentation is attached as Exhibit A.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): The document is almost in its final form. The

Commissioners will receive a copy when it is printed.

AGENDA ITEM #4: Downtown Project Updates

Important Discussion and/or Comment: Phil Nachbar provided a brief update on
Urban Renewal projects (Exhibit B). He advised that the urban renewal cash fund is
relatively low right now. To be able to bond and fund a $3 million plaza site acquisition
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project, we will need about $300,000 a year. A second plan may be to issue a parks bond
measure in the fall of 2010.

There was discussion about putting potted trees along Main Street. It was noted that big
pots on the narrow sidewalks would hinder pedestrian traffic. Also, the leaves make the
sidewalk slick and there are trip hazards now with uneven sidewalks. It was suggested
exploring other options, perhaps placing the pots next to buildings if there’s mote room,
clustering the pots, putting them by the commuter rail station or on the Main Street median.

Nachbar talked about a facade improvement program. He would like to see if we can fund
the beginning of a facade grant program this year. This would provide funding to improve
the face of buildings and could include such things as awnings, restoration, and painting.
Typically, it’s a matching grant program. The City would match funds with the private
property owner. All improvements would be on the front of the buildings. He would like to
propose this as a project for this fiscal year.

It was asked if the City could develop some maintenance standards for downtown. Nachbar
said there are pros and cons to doing that. We can try to enforce things, but if people don’t
see the need to invest in their own property, it may not be the best way to go aboutit. It
was noted that there are current regulations in place for some things, such as safety issues
and weeds. It was also noted that some businesses may not want to put money into their
property if it will be redeveloped later. We may be pushing too fast and the timing is not
right.

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): None.

AGENDA ITEM #5: Housing — Follow Up

Important Discussion and/or Comments: Phil Nachbar disttibuted 2 memo in response
to an eatlier request from the Commission for a housing study (Exhibit C). He advised that
staff will be able to provide the kind of information the Commissioners need.

Commissioner Murphy reported that Community Partners for Affordable Housing (CPAH)
has gone to contract on a parcel within the urban renewal district. The parcel is located
between Hunziker and Knoll on Hall Blvd. The plan is for a 50 unit affordable senior
housing project.

A copy of the 2004 Johnson/Gardner Tigard Downtown Improvement Plan, Existing
Conditions: Economic Analysis was provided (Exhibit D).
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Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): Staff will provide information as to how many
current residential units there are in the urban renewal area.

AGENDA ITEM #6: Report from Council Business Session — Downtown
Leadership

Important Discussion and/or Comments: Chair Ellis Gaut reported on the October 14"
meeting with City Council. The purpose of the meeting was to update Council on what the
CCAC is doing with respect to the downtown leadership study and dialog that’s going on.
She said the Councilors are aware that thete ate 2 groups in the downtown at this point,
neither one very large. The Councilots were interested in outreach and generating interest in
non-retail businesses.

Councilor Buehner was interested in outreach to the property owners as part of the process;
Councilor Wilson wants to generate interest with non-retail businesses; the Mayor talked
about creating an equal opportunity for everybody to engage in the dialog; Councilor
Woodruff wants to keep the dialog open because people think things are happening faster
than they in fact are.

It was noted that the study done by the U of O students would be a good way to present
information to people to generate discussion about the project. Staff advised that posters of

the vision document will be displayed during WES week, February 26",

Action Items (Follow-Up or Votes): None

AGENDA ITEM #7: Otganizational Leadership — Downtown

Important Discussion and/or Comments: Alternate Commissioners Craghead and Pao
facilitated discussion on organizational leadetship. Commissioner Craghead noted that thete
would not be any decision made tonight. The purpose of the discussion will be to get any
issues in the Commissioners’ minds about downtown leadership out on the table.

The Commissioners had the following comments:
» The responsibility of the City to fund ot provide funding and make a choice on a
particular organization when thete could be competing organizations — how do we

direct the City to make that choice? Once the funding is used up, what happens from
there? How does the organization sustain itself and grow?
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® To be successful, the organization needs strong leadership; the leadership starts with
the City’s point person and all the issues come through that person. Also, that person
can be a facilitator for property owners to get their point of view and help them to be
a good organization and focus on important issues.

= ]t seems like we’re not capable of answering the question, “Do we need a downtown
organization?” This is always the question that we’re left not answering. Nobody
wants to commit to saying yes, it’s obvious the City would benefit with some sort of
downtown organization. I would answer it yes, because it’s obvious it could benefit.
Now, what does it look like, that’s the discussion. I want that question verbalized and
put in writing, yes it could benefit.

= Jtappears there are hurt feelings or unspoken things. There are businesses, entities,
and people at work and at play in this downtown process that maybe have a history of
fear, pain, or hurt because of whatever the pastis. I would like to address that more
openly and understand what the real underpinnings are.

» There isn’t a very direct link with any kind of leadership organization and the success
ot failure of downtown redevelopment. We should drop it until somebody can show
a significant benefit of having an organization vs. not having one. We should
abandon it until someone can demonstrate that there’s a link. I disagree with the
Leland study due to lack of evidence.

* I’d like to consider what the external conditions are to a downtown organization that
maximize both the prospects for success of that downtown association and also
maximize the potential contribution of that downtown association to the urban
renewal process. We brainstormed a lot about what a downtown association looks
like; most of that was viewed at the interior of the association or the operation/action
of the association. I don’t think we paid very much attention to the environment in
which that association would be introduced. That environment is made up of a lot of
things: partly of the timing, the history of downtown, and a lot of other things. I
would like to think about what an association needs in its environment to thrive and
also contribute.

* ] don’t think this is the right time for an association to be funded. We have a series of
projects on the timeline that are going to be developed and built. We do not have a
positive economic climate at this time to draw more businesses into the downtown.
Once some of the projects are finished, maybe some more businesses will be
interested in locating down here. At that point, we could have a successful EID or
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BID that could fund an association. We’te looking at a minimum of 5 years out.

= e are not necessarily looking at any particular immediate or not immediate
movement. The question that we’te trying to answer is fairly open ended — would
there be some benefit to having a cohesive downtown association. In my mind, the
answer is yes, whether it’s now or 10 years from now. It boils down to what are the
external conditions that provide the fertility in which broad interest can develop in the
business community, whether that’s business owners ot property owners. Does the
City have an interest in trying to identify some of those conditions and be a sort of
promoter by saying, here are some conditions that ate ripe, how can we facilitate this?
The U of O graphics might be a place to start generating discussion among people so
that we can get a sense of how broad the interest is. Initially, I would be interested in
exploting how we take that temperature and what are the circumstances that allow
that level of interest to come forth so that people feel like they do want to talk to one
another and make a decision.

»  What keeps coming to me are economic climate, funding, leadership, and
incentivizing. They succeed with a lot of incentivizing, proper funding, and proper
leadership. Given what we have to do over the next several years, we might be
spreading our minds and energy too thin to make this work right now. I am for it, but
I agree that it should be delayed. For us to spend more time going through the pros
and cons, we could probably put our time to better use.

» T think a downtown association needs to be self-standing, self-developed by the
businesses and property owners in the district. I don’t think the City should be
funding or kick-starting any organization. The business owners and property owners
should kick start it or it’s not going to happen. I don’t think that we should be
deciding whether thete is an organization. I think there will be one if one is formed,
whether we have any move in it or not. I feel the City shouldn’t be funding it; it
should be self-standing.

Commissioner Craghead advised that there are five options to determine what sort of
involvement the City would have in forming or supporting a downtown association. He
noted that an association is one potential tool to solve a problem; it is not the only tool to
solve the problem of retail uses or improvements in the downtown.

Funding an association is not critically linked to urban renewal. This doesn’t mean it won’t
help it, it just means that it’s not something you can’t live without. Whatever policy is
eventually crafted, the CCAC will continue to work with any and all associations in the
downtown.
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The five options are:

Option 1: Absolute Yes — the City would provide seed money and support to help an
association to form now.

Option 2: Absolute No — it’s not appropriate; not the City’s place to intervene; the market
needs to do it; the group needs to be self-motivated; no connection between successful
urban renewal and a downtown association; the City would be more passive.

Option 3: Conditional Yes —it’s a great idea; we support the idea, but we don’t support
doing it now because ... (could be many reasons for not doing it now, e.g., the time isn’t
appropriate, the economic conditions aren’t correct right now, waiting for more leadership
to show up in the downtown before we’re ready to do that, etc.). Commissioner Craghead
referred to a timeline for downtown (Exhibit E), showing where we’ve been, as well as
where we’re going. One argument might be to wait until some of the key wins happen
before launching a downtown association effort. He noted that City funding doesn’t
necessarily mean cutting a check. It could also could mean helping to administer things or
taking on certain financial items for the association.

Option 4: Take a Different Approach — all other possible ways of solving a problem, e.g.,
economic development director, consultants on retainer for business development, etc.

Option 5: Fail to Make a Recommendation — kick it upstairs, we don’t make the
decision. Commissioner Craghead remarked that Council has the ultimate power. They will
probably take any teasonable course that the CCAC recommends, but they could also
disagree and take a different route.

The Commissioners discussed pros and cons for each option:

Option #1, Yes to Seed Money (from City to existing Business Association)

Pros
* If the assumption is that a BA is good for the URD, then #1 is our only option
»  Keeps plan moving in spite of economic conditions, with a long term view
* Perceptible accomplishment of Urban Renewal
* Provides recognition/endotrsement of BA by City

= Tet’s move on to TRUE work, with attention on Urban Renewal
* There is NO demonstrated nexus between BA and UR, therefore it = distraction
* BA couldn’t act independently from the City
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