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Introduction

The City of Tigard has initiated a Concept Plan for River Terrace 2.0, two urban reserve areas to the west and south of
the current River Terrace 1.0 area. Concept planning provides a high-level vision for how these areas are expected to
develop and connect with the rest of the city. It is the first step in a three-step process for planning for these areas.

The City anticipates that the Concept Plan will result in a vision for a complete neighborhood, with a range of housing
opportunities, accessible parks and open space, diverse transportation options, supportive commercial services and
employment opportunities, and the needed infrastructure to support development. The Concept Plan is led by Otak, Inc.

In order for River Terrace 2.0 (the “plan area”) to develop in a manner consistent with community goals and market
potential, the study area’s +/- 500 acres will require a variety of new infrastructure. This memorandum summarizes the
significant public infrastructure that has been recommended by the Concept Plan team (including transportation, parks,
stormwater, sanitary sewer, and water) and a preliminary funding strategy for that infrastructure. This preliminary
funding strategy will be refined further as planning for River Terrace 2.0 becomes more detailed, and in particular in the
Community Plan phase, which will follow adoption of the Concept Plan.

Contents

This document is organized as follows:

BaCKGIrOUNGT @NA CONEEXE ....ouurvverrrierciierceineciiseceisessieeseeseesssseessssessissesssseeses e ses bbb b bbbttt 2
TEANSPOITALION c.oortveereverceieeceiseceise e seeeesesseesssseesesse ettt bbb 7
PATKS covecevermcerieeereneceesieeeesiseeeesisseeseseseeseseseese s ere s e R R R R R 11
STOIMIWALET <.ttt e s s e s b et 16
SANITAIY SEBWET «...oreeerriiceieceie st seeeereses s ssssetsbsse e b s 44444 bbb bbb 18
WATET ..ottt seas s sasse s ssss s sse s s 4R R RS Reren 19
AAPPENAICES ..covvvererirceieciiaeciiseteisse s ssss e sssseesssseesbsetssse et R bbbk R bbb 21

610 SW Alder Street, Suite 1200, Portland, Oregon 97205 | 503.222.1600

@ LELAND CONS|ULTING GROUP



River Terrace 2.0: Preliminary Infrastructure Funding Strategy

Background and Context

Infrastructure Types

As stated above, this funding analysis considers five types of infrastructure, which are shown below, along with the River
Terrace team member that led the preparation of the infrastructure plans and cost estimates:

» Transportation DKS Associates
» Parks & Trails Otak Inc.

» Stormwater Otak Inc.

» Sanitary Sewer Murraysmith

*  Water Murraysmith

This analysis draws extensively on the River Terrace (1.0) Funding Strategy, completed in December 2014, by FCS Group,
and includes some references to that study. Other sources, such as the City of Tigard's current budgets and Capital
Improvement Plan documents, are also referenced.

The cost figures shown in this report are intended to reflect estimated total project costs, including construction costs
(or "hard costs”); design and engineering; administration; and land acquisition/right of way. In some cases (e.g., water
projects within existing right of way), there are no right of way costs. The cost estimates used in this analysis were
developed by other consultants (DKS Associates, Otak, and Murraysmith) and therefore LCG cannot guarantee their
accuracy. Except where otherwise noted, all cost figures are in 2021 dollars.

Purpose of a funding strategy

In some cases—for example, when a relatively small property is controlled by a single property owner/developer—there
is no need for a concept plan or a funding strategy that takes into account a range of infrastructure investments to be
made by a range of public agencies and private developers. In that example, the developer is likely to take the lead,
ideally at little or no cost to the public sector. However, a funding strategy is warranted for this plan area, for a number
of reasons:

»  Complexity and clarity. Property ownership in the River Terrace 2.0 area is fragmented and controlled by numerous
different private owners; it is likely to be developed by numerous developers in the future. In addition, multiple
jurisdictions will be involved in regulating, funding, building, and maintaining the infrastructure. These include the
City of Tigard, Washington County, and Clean Water Services, and may include other agencies such as King City,
Metro, and ODOT. Given the range of parties involved, there is a benefit to clarifying how infrastructure will be paid
for and provided.

» Potential fiscal impacts to the City and other public agencies. It is prudent for the City and other public agencies
to understand the infrastructure investments that will be expected of them.

*  Planning requirement. Metro’s Title 11 Functional Plan requires that areas added to the UGB include “provision(s)
for financing of local and state public facilities and services.”
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River Terrace 2.0: Preliminary Infrastructure Funding Strategy

Infrastructure Scales

This funding strategy divides infrastructure into the four general infrastructure scales that are summarized in the table
below. These categories generally correspond to the “service area” of the infrastructure—i.e., the geographical area in
which existing or new households or businesses will generate demand for the infrastructure—and are arranged from
smallest to largest service area below. Leland Consulting Group (LCG) recommends that the costs of infrastructure
generally be allocated to the beneficiaries of the infrastructure within the service area. Thus, the cost of infrastructure
that benefits a large area (e.g., Washington County) would be spread over a large area, while the cost of infrastructure
that benefits a small area (e.g., a local street), would be allocated just to the developers of the adjacent property.

Inf. Scale

Local
Infrastructure

Subdistrict
Infrastructure

Description

Local or on-site infrastructure is located on or
sometimes adjacent to a property and usually serves
the subdivision or other development that will be
completed by single developer/property owner.

This infrastructure may include transportation, sanitary
sewer, water, or stormwater infrastructure. Local
infrastructure is typically of the minimum size required
by the city for project approval (e.g., a local street
cross section, or 8-inch sewer or water pipe).

Some infrastructure benefits numerous properties, but
an area that is much smaller than the entire plan area.
We refer to this as “subdistrict” scale infrastructure.

A good example is the 15 water quality and quantity
detention ponds (or “regional stormwater facilities")
that are proposed for River Terrace 2.0.

In many cases, one or more developers that control
large areas will build this infrastructure, and then work
with the appropriate public agency to create a
reimbursement district that enables them to be paid
back over time by other nearby developers who make
use of the infrastructure and develop later.

In some cases, the City or other public agency may
take the lead by building subdistrict infrastructure and
creating reimbursement districts in order to be paid
back later. This is a more pro-development approach
and can be employed by public agencies when they

see a larger public benéefit to their involvement or want

to “jump start” development.

Who pays?

Private
developer

Typically,
multiple
private
developers;
reimbursement
districts may
be used.

Example

While local and subdistrict infrastructure are important, they are not the focus of this analysis.

A local road
and/or 8" water

pipe.

Water quality and
quantity
detention ponds
(“regional
stormwater
facilities”)
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River Terrace 2.0: Preliminary Infrastructure Funding Strategy

District and Major infrastructure are the primary focus of this analysis.

District « District infrastructure serves residents and businesses Public agency | Collector Roads
Infrastructure in the entire plan area and is fundamental to the or private such as
achievement of the plan vision. It is also usually larger | developer(s); If | Mountainside

and more costly than “subdistrict” and "local” private Way and Bull
infrastructure. developer(s), Mountain Road.
developers

»  The collector roads proposed for the plan area are tpicall Community and
examples of district infrastructure. These collector ypiealy Neighborhood
iy . . receive credit
roads have additional transportation and design Parks.
) for the cost of
features that go beyond those in local roads—they oversized
benefit all future residents and businesses who will
. components.
locate in the plan area.

* Animportant concept for district infrastructure is the
"oversize" cost. This is the difference between the
typical local infrastructure costs (e.g., a local road), and
the cost of the district infrastructure (e.g., a collector
road). Since all developers will be required to build
and pay for local infrastructure to serve their
properties, it is the oversize cost that is typically
credited back to developers who build district
infrastructure.

» District infrastructure is a primary focus of this funding
strategy because a) it is not always clear what party
will pay for and build the infrastructure, b) it is
important to equitably allocate these larger costs
among multiple parties, and c) unduly burdening some
developers with a much greater share of costs can
significantly reduce the financial feasibility of
developing their land, lead them to delay or forgo
development, and prevent the plan from being
achieved.

Major *  Major infrastructure typically serves residents and Public Improvements to

Infrastructure businesses in a large area that extends well beyond agencies SW Roy Rogers
the plan area, for example, to the City, County, or even Road and Beef
region. Bend Road.

* These improvements may be within the plan area but
are also often adjacent to or outside the plan area
(“off-sites”).

e For this reason, major off-site infrastructure is almost
always funded by a public agency, such as the City,
County, or special district (e.g., Clean Water Services).

*  Major infrastructure is often indirectly paid for by
developers, residents, and businesses within the plan
area via development fees (e.g., Systems Development
Charges or SDCs), monthly utility fees, or other fees
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and charges. The benefit of these fees and charges is
that they have the potential to spread the costs of
major projects equitably among many households and
businesses, and over many years.

Plan Context

As shown in the figure below, the Concept Plan for River Terrace 2.0 is not a carbon copy of River Terrace 1.0. While the
gross size of both areas is similar (about 500 acres), significantly more dwelling units and commercial and employment
area are planned for River Terrace 2.0. In addition, the types of dwelling units are expected to be more diverse—a larger
share of housing units such as cottage clusters, duplexes, and triplexes, rowhouses, etc. are planned, in order to provide
housing that is affordable to Tigard residents at a range of income levels.

From an infrastructure funding point of view, this is likely to be positive, as the cost of infrastructure can be shared
across more homes and businesses.

Figure 1. River Terrace 1.0 and 2.0: Plan Metrics Comparison

RT 1.0 RT 2.0 Change
Gross Area +/- 500 ac. +/- 500 ac. -
Total Dwelling Units 2,587 4,547 76%
Commercial & Emp. Building Area 40,000 265,000 563%

Source: Urbsworks, Leland Consulting Group, FCS Group. AU RT 1.0 figures are from RT 1.0 Funding Plan. The commercial and
employment areas shown are an average between the low and high scenarios.
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Residential development. As shown below, this analysis assumes a 10% residential “underbuild” —the same percentage
that was used for the River Terrace 1.0 funding plan. So, while more than 4,500 dwelling units are planned for the area,
this analysis assumes about 4,090 are actually built, in order to make the projections of fees, taxes, and other public
revenues more conservative compared to the public revenues that would be received if all planned development is built.
An additional consideration is that builders of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are currently exempt from paying Tigard's
transportation and parks SDCs, in order to maximize the affordability of these units. ADU builders do pay other fees,
such as the Washington County Transportation Development Tax (TDT) and Clean Water Services fees. In order to be
conservative, this funding analysis assumes that Tigard's current ADU SDC exemption continues during buildout of River
Terrace 2.0, and that therefore no City of Tigard transportation or parks SDCs or supplemental fees are received from
these units during buildout.

Figure 2. Total Residential Units by Type and Adjusted Units Assuming Underbuild

Total Housing Units Total Under- Adjusted
Unit Type Units Build Units
Cottage cluster 1,909 10% 1,718
Duplex 319 10% 287
Triplex 544 10% 490
Quads 625 10% 563
Garden rowhouse 130 10% 117
Urban rowhouse 208 10% 187
Courtyard unit 320 10% 288
ADU 397 10% 357
Single detached house 95 10% 86
Total 4,547 4,093
ADU Units 357
Units that Pay Tigard Transp. and Parks SDCs 3,736
Total 4,093

Residential absorption. Residential and commercial development will take place over time. The pace of this build out is
often called an “absorption” rate in real estate development. LCG reviewed five years of development at River Terrace
1.0, between 2016 and 2020 (through August 2020), as well as the projections made for the River Terrace 1.0 plan.
During the four years for which we have complete data, 155 homes per year sold in River Terrace. During the years 2017
to 2019, when home building in River Terrace 1.0 was fully underway, 189 homes per year sold. Assuming a buildout of
155 homes per year for River Terrace 2.0 and a 10% underbuild, the area would take 26 years to build out. Assuming a
buildout of 189 homes per year and a 10% underbuild, the area would take 22 years to build out. Therefore, LCG
recommends that the City assume that most or all of the area will build out within about 25 years once the area is
annexed, zoned, and otherwise shovel ready.

Commercial and employment development. As shown below and based on the Commercial and Employment Market
Analysis completed by LCG, we expect that the River Terrace Concept Plan will allow between 240,000 and 290,000
square feet of commercial and employment space. As shown below, the midpoint between the low and high is 265,000
square feet. This funding analysis assumes a 50% commercial/employment “underbuild” due to the more speculative
nature of commercial and employment development in this location. This results in a reasonable projection of about
130,000 square feet of development, or one grocery anchored center and one “unanchored” commercial center for the
area. The River Terrace 1.0 funding plan assumed a 100% underbuild; i.e., it assumed no commercial construction. The
timing of commercial and employment development is more unpredictable than residential development and none of
this development should be expected before year 10 of buildout.
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Estimated Under- Adjusted

SF Build SF
Commercial 165,000 50% 82,500
Employment 100,000 50% 50,000
Total 265,000 132,500

Additional detail about the amount and type of homes, commercial and employment space proposed for River Terrace
2.0 is shown in the appendices.

Transportation

Transportation Projects and Costs

The transportation projects and costs prepared by DKS Associates for River Terrace 2.0 are shown below. The projects
are grouped into three categories, consistent with the framework of infrastructure scales described above.

The developer-built projects are local projects; their size (e.g., right of way width) is no larger than that required as a
condition of approval, and they do not require any unusually costly components, such as a bridge.

District projects are shown next. These have an “oversize” component: they either have a wider right of way (and
therefore greater cost of construction, land, and other costs), more expensive design features, or a special feature such
as a bridge.

Major projects are shown last. These projects are all within right of way controlled by Washington County. On average,
DKS projects that transportation demand (trips) generated by River Terrace 2.0 will make up about 9% of all trips in
these arterial roads and intersections; the remaining 91% of transportation demand will come from travelers from
around the county and perhaps beyond. These projects should be guided by the Major Streets Transportation
Improvement Program (MSTIP) Bonding Cost-sharing Program for high-growth residential areas that is guided by the
County and local cities.!
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Figure 3. Transportation Projects

Project  Project Delivery Project Name Project ROW Bridge?
# Type Width

5 Developers Build Extend SW Sabrina Avenue 2-lane neighborhood road 56

6 Improve SW Vandermost Road 2-lane neighborhood road 56

9 Extend SW Woodhue Street west 2-lane neighborhood road 56

10 Extend SW Lasich Lane 2-lane neighborhood road 56

11 Extend SW Elsner Road 2-lane neighborhood road 56

23 Extend SW Jean Louise Road west 2-lane collector, residential 56

A2 Developers Build Extend SW Mountainside Way 3-lane collector, commercial 72

A3 Receive Credit Extend SW Mountainside Way 2-lane collector, residential 56 Yes
Ad For Oversize Extend SW Mountainside Way 2-lane collector, residential 56 Yes
7 Improve SW Bull Mountain Road 3-lane collector, commercial 72

8 Extend SW River Terrace Boulevard 3-lane collector, RT Blvd Design 61

14 Improve SW Beef Bend Road 3-lane County arterial 72

15 Improve SW 150th Avenue 3-lane collector, residential 68

12 Washington County Improve SW Scholls Ferry Road 5-lane County arterial 0

13 Improve SW Roy Rogers Road 5-lane County arterial 96

16 Improve the SW Roy Rogers Road Improve Intersection 0

17 Improve SW Roy Rogers Road intersection Improve Intersection 0

18 Improve SW Roy Rogers Road intersection Improve Intersection 0

19 Improve SW Bull Mountain Road intersection Improve Intersection 50

20 Improve SW Beef Bend Road intersection Improve Intersection 50

21 Improve SW Beef Bend Road intersection Improve Intersection 50

22 Improve the SW Beef Bend Road intersection Improve Intersection 50

Source: DKS Associates, Leland Consulting Group.

Funding Sources
The proposed sources of funding for transportation projects are shown below.
Developers are expected to pay the total cost of all local projects out of pocket.

For district projects, developers are also expected to pay the total cost of all projects. LCG recommends an area-specific,
River Terrace 2.0 transportation supplemental fee or SDC be put in place to cover local oversize costs. This is
comparable to the practice in River Terrace 1.0, where transportation SDCs (and some other SDCs) are higher than those
in the rest of the City in order to pay for district-wide infrastructure. The additional transportation charges to developers
of River Terrace 2.0 are referred to here as a supplemental fee based on City input, as the methodology used to
calculate SDCs may vary from a supplemental fee. Developers who make district/oversized infrastructure improvements
would receive credits in the amount of the oversized costs they pay against the River Terrace supplemental fees, and
therefore would pay lower (or sometimes no) supplemental fees.

The cost and implementation of the major transportation improvements will be determined in more detail by
Washington County, the City of Tigard, and potentially other parties. These projects are covered further below.
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Figure 4. Transportation Funding Sources

Project Project Delivery Oversize Total
# Cost Cost
5 Developers Build $0 $4,200,000
6 $0 $1,220,000
9 $0 $4,130,000
10 $0 $6,820,000
11 $0 $3,130,000
23 $0 $460,000
Subtotal $0 $19,960,000
A2 Developers Build $510,000 $2,480,000
A3 Receive Credit $720,000 $3,000,000
A4 For Oversize $480,000 $3,000,000
7 $300,000 $2,360,000
8 $1,460,000 $5,580,000
14 $0 $10,470,000
15 $0 $1,290,000
Subtotal $3,470,000 $28,180,000
12 Washington County $0 $8,300,000
13 $0 $13,150,000
16 $0 $500,000
17 $0 $500,000
18 $0 $500,000
19 $0 $470,000
20 $0 $1,280,000
21 $0 $1,280,000
22 $0 $1,280,000
Subtotal $0 $27,260,000
Total $3,470,000 $75,400,000

Figure 55 shows the total cost of the oversized district transportation infrastructure within the plan area, and the way in

which LCG recommends that this cost be allocated to residential, commercial, and employment development as an
area-specific supplemental fee. This supplemental fee would be charged in addition to the City's current citywide

transportation SDCs. The allocation percentages below are based on the amount of current, citywide SDCs that would
be paid by the different uses, and therefore reflect the estimated trip generation of the various uses. Additional detail is
shown in the appendices.
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Figure 5. River Terrace 2.0 Transportation Supplemental Fee calculation
Total Cost of Oversized
Transportation Infrastructure $3,470,000

Allocation to:

Residential 93% $3,210,601
Commercial and Employment 7% $259,399
Total $3,470,000

Residential Total Units RT 2.0 Fee Per Unit
Single Family Detached 4% $124,654 86 $1,449 /unit
Other Residential Dwelling 96% $3,085,947 3,650 $845 /unit
Total $3,210,601 3,736

Commercial and Employment RT 2.0 Fee/1,000 SF
Commercial 68% $177,278 82,500 $2,149 1,000 SF
Employment 32% $82,121 50,000 $1,642 1,000 SF
Total $259,399 132,500

Figure 66 below compares the estimated costs of the major infrastructure associated with River Terrace 2.0 with the two
main transportation fees that will be generated by development in River Terrace 2.0: the Washington County
Transportation Development Tax (TDT) and existing City of Tigard transportation SDC. The area-specific supplemental
fee is not shown here since revenues and expenses associated with this fee are expected to remain within River Terrace
2.0. As shown below, the transportation fees to be generated are about $11.3 million greater than the cost of the major
infrastructure, even though River Terrace 2.0 will make up a small amount of the trips on these roads. A detailed
calculation of the Washington County TDT and Tigard TSDC is shown in the appendix. This is appropriate, since fees
generated by River Terrace 2.0 will also go towards other capital improvements in other parts of the City and County,
which River Terrace 2.0 residents and businesses will also rely on to access goods and services.

This comparison is made for informational purposes only. The fees generated by River Terrace 2.0 will not directly pay
for the major infrastructure, but rather, will be directed to the two agencies, which have a plan to divide the costs of
certain infrastructure and build it over time. Details are covered by Washington County's MSTIP Bonding Cost-sharing
Program for high-growth residential areas documents.

Figure 6. Comparison of Major Infrastructure Costs and Transportation Fees Generated by River Terrace 2.0

Revenue: Transportation Fees Generated by RT 2.0

Washington County TDT $24,833,847
Tigard TSDC (Base) $15,908,074
Total $40,741,921

Cost of Major Infrastructure
WA. County MSTIP
Cost-sharing Program $29,386,000

Surplus or Deficit $11,355,921
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Parks

Parks Projects

A summary of the parks projects planned for River Terrace 2.0 by Otak is shown below. Twenty-nine parks facilities have
been proposed, including a range of community, neighborhood, and linear parks, open space, and trails. In addition,
other, generally smaller, open spaces may be required per the development standards of the Tigard Municipal Code
(certain sections, including Planned Developments and Residential Development Standards include additional open
space requirements). Community, Neighborhood, and Linear Parks total 65 acres of space. 3 miles of trails are planned,
along with 48 acres of open space.

Figure 7. Summary of Park Projects

Park Category Size
Community Parks 34 ac.
Neighborhood Parks 17 ac.
Linear Parks 14 ac.
Trails 3 mi.
Open Space 48 ac.
Total 113 ac.

Source: Otak.

Land Acquisition Cost. Land acquisition will comprise a significant share of the cost of building the River Terrace 2.0
park system. LCG received some estimates of land acquisition cost, reviewed documented public land acquisitions, and
reviewed private properties in the area that are currently for sale. These are summarized below.

Figure 8. Land Values

Property/Reference $/SF $/Acre
River Terrace 1.0 Parks Land Acquisition Estimate $8.95 $390,000
Undeveloped Land/ROW for Transportation Acquisitions, 2021 (DKS) $8.95 $390,000
Gorman/Bellairs THPRD Acquisitions, 2015 and 2016* $6.64 $290,000
For Sale 2021: 14705 SW Sunrise Ln, Tigard $5.24 $230,000
For Sale 2021: 17895 SW Shadypeak Ln, Beaverton $4.03 $175,000
Dirksen Nature Park, Tigard, Acquired 2010* $3.31 $145,000
Average used for Funding Analysis $6.20 $270,000

Sources: City of Tigard; DKS; THPRD; CoStar; Metro.

$8.95 per square foot is the land acquisition cost estimate used in the River Terrace 1.0 planning process and by DKS in
their cost estimations for right of way acquisition. THPRD documented several park acquisitions in 2015 and 2016; these
costs were escalated to 2021 values. Several residential properties are for sale near River Terrace in the $4 to $5 per
square foot range and are shown above (other properties for sale or sold were reviewed but not deemed to be
comparable). Lastly, Dirksen Nature Park was acquired in 2010, and the acquisition price was also escalated to 2021.
Land values range relatively widely—from $8.95 to $3.31 per square foot—which is not surprising, since land for parks
can vary from land that is flat and could readily be developed with homes (and therefore valuable) to land that is much
lower value due to slopes, wetlands, other natural features, or other conditions. Therefore, a single representative land
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value is difficult to estimate. However, the average of these land value estimates and transactions is $6.20 per square
foot, which is used in this report.

A summary of park and open space projects and costs is shown below. The total cost of all proposed parks and open
spaces is about $39.0 million. However, because some of these improvements (e.g., most trails) will be completed by
developers as part of the development process, the base district or oversize cost for which funding sources needs to be
identified is about $35.5 million.

Figure 10 shows which categories of parks and open space are considered district versus local infrastructure (for further
definition of these terms, see Infrastructure Scales, above). Community and Neighborhood Parks are parks shared by
many homes and businesses and are not required to be built by the developer of one subdivision, and therefore are
considered oversized or district infrastructure. Consistent with the City’s practice in River Terrace 1.0, 100 percent of the
costs that developers pay towards these park spaces can be credited towards SDCs owed. A large share (75%) of linear
parks are also district/oversized/creditable infrastructure. Based on City input, most or all trails will be provided by
developers as part of the site development process and are not creditable; however, in order to be conservative, we
assume here that some (25%) will trails will exceed minimum site development requirements and therefore be
creditable. Open space is assumed to be land that is undevelopable by developers and is therefore donated to the City;
no capital cost is assumed for open space. The amount and quality of open space will be dependent on land
dedications.

Figure 9. District and Local Parks Infrastructure

Park Category District Local
Infrastructure Inf.; Part of

(Oversize) Development

Community Park 100% 0%
Neighborhood Park 100% 0%
Linear Park 75% 25%
Trail 25% 75%
Open Space NA NA

A summary of park and open space projects and costs is shown below. The total cost of all proposed parks and open
spaces is about $39.0 million. However, because some of these improvements (e.g., most trails) will be completed by
developers as part of the development process, the base district or oversize cost for which funding sources needs to be
identified is about $35.5 million.

Figure 10. Parks Projects and Costs

Park Category Size Number Cost
Land Improvements Total District/ District/
Oversize % Oversize
Community Parks 34 ac. 4 $9,125,733 $10,415,000 $19,540,733 100%  $19,540,733
Neighborhood Parks 17 ac. 7 $4,561,516 $5,650,000 $10,211,516 100% $10,211,516
Linear Parks 14 ac. 7 $2,851,960 $4,065,000 $6,916,960 75% $5,187,720
Trails 3 mi. 3 $197,828 $2,180,000 $2,377,828 25% $594,457
Open Space 48 ac. 8 $0 $0 $0 0% $0
Total 113 ac. 21 $16,737,037 $22,310,000 $39,047,037 $35,534,426

Source: Otak, City of Tigard, Leland Consulting Group.
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However, based on the City's work with developers at River Terrace 1.0, the City has determined that developers’ cost of
building parks and open spaces is about 30% less than the City's cost. A 30 percent reduction to the parks and open
space improvement costs shown above would mean a reduction of about $6.7 million to the total cost.
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Funding Sources

SDCs. Tigard currently has two levels of parks SDCs: one within River Terrace 1.0, and another that applies elsewhere in
the City. As shown below, the River Terrace parks SDC is about $540 higher for a single family home in River Terrace. In
order to provide adequate funding for the parks and open spaces proposed for this plan, LCG recommends a higher
parks SDC for River Terrace 2.0, as shown below.

Figure 11. Parks SDCs: Citywide and in River Terrace

Land Use Citywide RT 1.0 RT 2.0
Single Family Detached per unit $10,013 $10,554 $10,987
Other Residential Dwelling per unit $7,347 $7,755 $8,081
Non Residential per employee $621 $621 $621

LCG's preliminary recommendation for parks funding is shown below. SDCs are the primary funding source. This plan
assumes that 90% of the parks SDCs generated by development in River Terrace 2.0 fund park space in River Terrace 2.0.
The remaining 10% (about $2.8 million) would go towards park improvements elsewhere in the City. No SDC funds from
development in other parts of the City would fund parks improvements in River Terrace.

Figure 12. Parks Funding Sources

Funding Source Assumptions Amount
Parks SDC 90% of SDCs generated within RT 2.0 are dedicated to RT 2.0 $27,597,006
Grants Based on RT 1.0 Funding Plan, plus escalation $1,200,000
Cost Reductions Due to lower costs of privately built parks, design refinements, and/or value engineering, $6,737,420

completed during RT 2.0 Community Plan and/or project build out.

Other Other regional, state, or city sources; see below. -
Total $35,534,426

The parks funding sources above assume some grants can be secured for some parks improvements. This is based on a
review of grants secured for park projects identified in the City’s Adopted Budget and 2021-2026 Capital Improvement
Plan (CIP), and on the River Terrace 1.0 funding plan, which assumed $1 million in grant funding could be secured. While
grant funding is very limited and competitive, parks projects in the City's current six-year CIP are expected to receive
grant funds from Metro's Regional Flexible Funds program, the State/ODOT's Connect Oregon program, and the
National Endowment for the Arts (NEA). Regional flexible funds and Connect Oregon grants tend to be for projects that
enable non-auto travel. While Metro’s Nature in Neighborhoods program is no longer active, it was a significant source
of grant funds in the past. LCG views the $1.2 million target above as aspirational but achievable for River Terrace's 25
year buildout period.

The primary remaining funding source shown above is cost reductions, which can be created in several ways. First,
assuming that private developers build about as many of the parks in River Terrace 2.0 as they have in River Terrace 1.0,
and that costs continue to be about 30% less for private developers compared to the City, then these cost reductions
can be achieved by private developers. If this is not possible, then aspects of the plan (e.g., the size or design features of
parks) can be revised during the next, more detailed, phases of planning.

Other Considerations and Options. The funding sources above represent the most likely ones for River Terrace 2.0.
There are other potential funding sources, but these are largely unknown, unpredictable, and in some cases, come with
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many caveats and criteria that mean they can only occasionally be used to fund parks projects. These other funding
sources are covered briefly here but cannot be expected to generate revenue for the study area.

In 2010, Tigard voters approved a $17 million bond measure to acquire, preserve and protect parks and open spaces.
LCG's understanding is that the 2010 bond funds have been largely or entirely allocated. However, in the future (for
example, in 2030 or 2035, as River Terrace 2.0 builds out) it is possible that voters could approve a future parks bond
that would provide funds for park improvements citywide, including some parks and open spaces in the study area.

The following list of “other” funding sources is based on sources of funds used for current and near-future parks

projects in the City's 2020-2026 CIP. This range of sources suggests that creative approaches to parks funding are
possible. Many of these funding sources are very limited in the types of parks projects they can help to fund, and some
limitations are mentioned below:

Urban Forestry program, “a street tree program funded by developers who are unable to meet urban forestry
requirements on their project sites.”

Transportation SDC (Limited to transportation projects)

Metro Regional Flexible Funds Allocation (RFFA) Grant (mentioned above)

Transient Lodging Tax

Connect Oregon Grant (ODOT, mentioned above

National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) Grants

Gas Tax (Limited to use within right of ways.)

Clean Water Services

Washington County Major Streets Transportation Improvement Program (MSTIP)

Stormwater Fund (Very limited; the City cannot use these funds for parks. However, some parks of stormwater
fund/water quality funded projects could have small parts of trails and overlooks in them.)
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Stormwater

Stormwater Projects and Costs

Otak’s stormwater analysis for River Terrace 2.0 identified 15 “regional” stormwater facilities/water quality and detention
ponds, which are shown below. These facilities serve a range of “contributing” or surrounding areas, of between 5 and
114 acres, though all but two facilities serve 45 acres or less. Therefore, we view these facilities as “subdistrict”
improvements, as described above. Notably, there is only one type of facility in this category; for example, while the size
and scale of facilities varies, unlike the transportation improvements described above, none are off-site or serve areas
outside of River Terrace 2.0.

Figure 13. River Terrace 2.0 Estimated Stormwater Costs

Regional Stormwater Total
Facility # Cost
20 $3,468,752
21 $1,669,020
22 $3,268,778
23 $1,675,951
24 $8,184,934
25 $3,748,435
26 $323,515
27 $2,706,958
28 $1,119,543
29 $1,999,126
30 $1,065,157
31 $267,945
32 $1,117,948
33 $1,117,948
34 $1,825,457
Total $33,559,465

Funding Sources
Several approaches to funding stormwater facilities are discussed here.

Approach 1is consistent with subdistrict facilities as described in the Infrastructure Scales section above: because each
of these facilities will serve a relatively small group of property owners, these property owners/developers can be
required to take on all of the associated capital costs. Some facilities may be built by individual property owners. Others
may be built via a cost-sharing agreement by multiple property owners. Still others could be built by one or more
“early-in" developers who set up a reimbursement district that later-in developers must pay in to.? In any case, Strategy
1 does not assume any City / public funding.

2 Clean Water Services reimbursement district information: https://www.cleanwaterservices.org/media/1934/reimbursement-districts.pdf
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Figure 14. Stormwater Funding Strategy 1

Sources of Funds
Developer Capital Expenditures $33,559,465 100%
Total $33,559,465 100%

Other Approaches. Other approaches are possible, and assume a more assertive, pro-development approach by the
City and/or Clean Water Services (CWS).

These agencies may take such an approach in order to encourage development that meets multiple goals (e.g., high
quality place making, water quality, and stream preservation), or because stormwater facilities in certain basins are so
expensive or difficult to accomplish (e.g., the would be located on others’ properties) that the requirement for
developers to manage stormwater could be an insurmountable barrier for developers.

The City recently completed a Stormwater Master Plan. Following on that plan, in January 2020, the City raised its
stormwater surcharge, in order to fund a range of enhanced stormwater management efforts.

Therefore, another approach is for the City to allocate funds from the Stormwater Fund to build one or more regional
stormwater facilities. The City would then create reimbursement districts in order to be reimbursed in part or in full. The
figure below assumes that developers reimburse the City for about 80% of its expenditures; details would depend on
the location and potentially, known support from existing developers. It is possible that the City could recoup 100% of
its investment, however, there is some risk associated with building stormwater facilities, as development could fail to
materialize in a given location, take more time than expected, etc. The City could identify the detention ponds that are
most promising in terms of enhancing water quality and/or accelerating development.

Figure 15. City Led Reimbursement District Approach

Sources of Funds

Developers $26,847,572 80%
City Led Reimbursement Districts
Initial City Investment via Stormwater Fund $6,711,893 20%
Reimbursement District Payments (City Revenue) $5,369,514 16%
Net City Investment $1,342,379 4%
Total $33,559,465 100%

Another approach is to utilize the CWS Regional Stormwater Management Charge (RMSC) approach, similar to the
approach that CWS is implementing at the North Bethany subarea. This option will be available because the city will ask
CWS to approve the River Terrace 2.0 stormwater strategy as an approved "sub-basin strategy.”

This is somewhat similar to the reimbursement district approach, however, CWS could build multiple stormwater
facilities, serving some or all of River Terrace 2.0, and then would be reimbursed by developers via a Regional
Stormwater Management Charge (RSMC), similar to a reimbursement fee or systems development charge. An RSMC is
currently being charged in North Bethany and CWS is considering applying the approach elsewhere.

This CWS-led approach should benefit the City and developers, as both the City and developers would take on less
financial risk. While some developers could pay more on a per-door basis for stormwater management, the approach
will appeal to many developers because the cost will be known and fixed in advance rather than unpredictable, variable,
and potentially large; and they will not have to initiate and pay for regional detention facilities. LCG recommends that
the City pursue the RMSC approach to the maximum extent possible.
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Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary Sewer Projects, Costs, and Funding Sources
A summary of MurraySmith’s analysis of sanitary sewer projects is shown below.
Various parties have responsibilities for different types of sanitary sewer infrastructure in this area.

Clean Water Services (CWS) is the sanitary sewer service provider for the River Terrace area and funds projects for
gravity sewer lines that are larger than 12 inches in diameter. The River Terrace 1.0 Funding Strategy proposed that the
CWS Capital Fund provide a majority of sanitary sewer funding necessary for River Terrace 2.0 ($4.1 million, or just over
70%), and in particular funding for force mains and pump stations. The City has responsibility for maintaining gravity
lines under 24 inches in diameter. Within River Terrace 1.0, developers built and paid for 10 and 12 inch lines. The
funding allocation below is a continuation of these policies including the City's approach in River Terrace 1.0.

This funding analysis assumes that CWS pays for the majority of sanitary sewer costs in River Terrace 2.0. CWS wiill
generate significant funds from River Terrace 2.0, primarily via its Sewer Construction SDC, which is set at $5,800 per
water meter of %" or less (e.g., serving a single family home or multifamily project of five units or less). Developers will
pay for the remainder of costs, associated with collector lines. The T6 project may be an exception and may qualify for
some CWS funds, to be determined during subsequent planning efforts.

Figure 16. Sanitary Sewer Projects and Costs

Lead Agency and Project Total
Clean Water Services
T2 - River Terrace West (Lower) - Pump Station Service to Local Collector $1,561,640
T4 - River Terrace West (Lower) - Pump Station Service to 24-in Gravity Sanitary Sewer on Roy Rogers Road $2,617,840
Subtotal $4,179,480
Developers
T1 - River Terrace West (Upper) - 10-in Sanitary Sewer Collector to 24-in Trunk $152,100
T3 - River Terrace West (Lower) - 10-in Sanitary Sewer Collector to River Terrace West (Lower) Pump Station $441,160
T5 - River Terrace South - 10-in Sanitary Sewer Collector to Sanitary Sewer Collector along Beef Bend Road $265,420
T6 - River Terrace South - 10-in and 12-in Sanitary Sewer Collector along Beef Bend Road to Roy Rogers Road $792,640
Oregon Corporate Activity Tax $45,000
Subtotal $1,696,320
Total $5,876,000

Source: MurraySmith, Leland Consulting Group. Note: Some numbers may not sum correctly due to rounding. The Corporate
Activity Tax (CAT) was adopted in the State of Oregon in 2019 and is imposed on all types of business entities with taxable
Oregon commercial activity in excess of $1 million.
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Water

Water Projects and Costs

The City of Tigard is the service provider for water in River Terrace. A summary of MurraySmith’s analysis of proposed
water projects for River Terrace 2.0 is shown below. This builds on the 2020 Water System Master Plan (WSMP) also
completed by MurraySmith.

The first project, R1 — Reservoir 19, will serve River Terrace and the Beef Bend South area. This project is included in the
WSMP Capital Improvement Program and is proposed to be built after 2030.

The other three projects are large diameter (16-inch) backbone water distribution mains whose purpose is to provide
water service for development in River Terrace 2.0. The P1 and P3 backbone main projects would be built within new
planned collectors within River Terrace 2.0. P2 would be constructed within the right of way of several existing arterial
roads that are adjacent to River Terrace 2.0, including Scholls Ferry and Roy Rogers Road. Backbone mains are intended
to supply smaller mains (8-inch to 12-inch diameter) that branch off and connect to customer service lines. For the
purpose of this concept plan, only backbone mains are identified. The oversize cost shown below is the cost difference
between the cost of installing a 12 inch pipe and the planned 16 inch pipe.

Figure 177. Water Projects and Costs

Project Notes Oversize Total

Cost Project Cost

R1 Reservoir 19 New 3 MG reservoir $0 $6,697,000
P1 RT West 410 PZ - 7,320 LF of 16-inch DI Pipe In new planned RT collector. $622,708 $1,453,500
P2 RT West 560 PZ - 5,100 LF of 16-inch DI Pipe In developed roadways (Scholls Ferry, Roy Rogers) $486,632 $1,552,500
P3 RT South - 4,590 LF of 16-inch DI Pipe In new planned RT collector. $396,647 $925,400
Oregon Corporate Activity Tax $32,000
Total $1,506,000 $10,661,000

Source: MurraySmith, Leland Consulting Group. Note: Some numbers may not sum correctly due to rounding. The Corporate
Activity Tax (CAT) was adopted in the State of Oregon in 2019 and is imposed on all types of business entities with taxable
Oregon commercial activity in excess of $1 million.
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Funding Sources

As shown below, the City is expected to fund and build project R1, Reservoir 19, as it is a large project that will serve not
only River Terrace 2.0 but also other areas This project is in the WSMP and the City is best positioned to collect fees
from these multiple areas in order to fund it. Funds for this project is expected to come from a combination of water
utility fees and water SDCs. A conceptual split—with 30% of funds coming from utility fees and 70% of funds coming
from water SDCs, based on the cost split shown in the RT 1.0 Funding Strategy—is shown below. The City anticipates
conducting an evaluation of water rates and SDCs in support of the WSMP CIP in the near future.

The City should proceed on the assumption that the P1, P2, and P3 projects will be funded and built by developers, who
would receive SDC credits for the oversized costs (about $1.5 million, see above).

Figure 18. Water Funding Sources

Project Infrastructure  Approach Funding Total
Scale Sources Project Cost
City
R1 Reservoir 19 Major City leads Water utility fees and SDCs $6,697,000
Subtotal $6,697,000
Developers
P1 RT West 410 PZ - 7,320 LF of 16-inch DI Pipe District Developers build, receive credits for oversize $1,453,500
P2 RT West 560 PZ - 5,100 LF of 16-inch DI Pipe Major Developers build, receive credits for oversize $1,552,500
P3 RT South - 4,590 LF of 16-inch DI Pipe District Developers build, receive credits for oversize $925,400
Oregon Corporate Activity Tax $32,000
Subtotal $3,964,000
Total $10,661,000

Source: MurraySmith, Leland Consulting Group.

One variation is that, because the P2 pipe is to be largely constructed within existing roadways, including the Roy
Rogers and Schools Ferry (arterial) rights of way, it may make sense for the City to construct this improvement, and then
create either a reimbursement district or City water meter fee surcharge to recoup the cost. This is to be determined in
future, more detailed planning for the area.
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Appendices

The land use programs are drafts, based on the most recent information available to LCG. They are subject to change as
the Concept Plan process proceeds.

Figure 19. River Terrace 2.0 Land Use Program

Total Housing Units Adj. Units (Underbuild) Total Under- Adjusted
Unit Type West South Total Unit Type Units Build Units
Cottage cluster 1,185 724 1,909 Cottage cluster 1,909 10% 1,718
Duplex 172 147 319 Duplex 319 10% 287
Triplex 336 208 544 Triplex 544 10% 490
Quads 362 263 625 Quads 625 10% 563
Garden rowhouse 81 49 130 Garden rowhouse 130 10% 117
Urban rowhouse 98 110 208 Urban rowhouse 208 10% 187
Courtyard unit 176 144 320 Courtyard unit 320 10% 288
ADU 266 131 397 ADU 397 10% 357
Single detached house 58 37 95 Single detached house 95 10% 86
Total 2,734 1,813 4,547 Total 4,547 4,093
Residential Underbuild Factor ADU Units 357
RT 2.0 10% Units that Pay Tigard Transp. and Parks SDCs 3,736
RT 1.0 10% Total 4,093
Type and Location Gross Bldg. Area (SF)
Low Average High
Commercial
RT West at Scholls Ferry 80,000 85,000 90,000
RT West at Roy Rogers 30,000 40,000 50,000
RT South at Beef Bend 30,000 40,000 50,000
Subtotal 140,000 165,000 190,000
Employment 100,000 100,000 100,000
Total 240,000 265,000 290,000
Adjusted Total
Estimated Under- Adjusted
SF Build SF
Commercial 165,000 50% 82,500
Employment 100,000 50% 50,000
Total 265,000 132,500

Page 21



River Terrace 2.0: Preliminary Infrastructure Funding Strategy

The following construction cost index was used to compare cost estimates from the 2014 River Terrace Funding Strategy
to current cost estimates.

Figure 20. ENR Construction Cost Index (National)

Year ENR CCI Index Values

2010 8,802
2011 9,070
2012 9,308
2013 9,547
2014 RT 1.0 Concept Plan 9,807 9,807 9,807
2015 10,034 10,034 10,034
2016 10,331 10,331 10,331
2017 10,736 10,736 10,736
2018 11,062 11,062 11,062
2019 11,281 11,281 11,281
2020 11,466 11,466 11,466
2021 RT 2.0 Concept Plan 11,768

Time Period 2014-2020 2014-2021 2010-2020
CAGR 2.6% 2.6% 2.7%
Cumulative Change 16.9% 20.0% 27.2%
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Figure 181. Transportation SDC projections

Transportation

WA County TDT Category Units Tigard TSDC Category Units
Condominium/Towhouse 1,909 Other Residential Dwelling 1,909
Condominium/Towhouse 319 Other Residential Dwelling 319
Condominium/Towhouse 544 Other Residential Dwelling 544
Condominium/Towhouse 625 Other Residential Dwelling 625
Condominium/Towhouse 130 Other Residential Dwelling 130
Condominium/Towhouse 208 Other Residential Dwelling 208
Apartment 320 Other Residential Dwelling 320
Apartment 397 Other Residential Dwelling ADUs Exempt
Single Family Detached 95 Single Family Detached 95
4,547 Total 4,150
Single Family Detached 86 Single Family Detached 86
Apartment 645 Other Residential Dwelling 3,650
Condominium/Towhouse 3362
Adjusted Total 4,093 Adjusted Total 3,736
Revenues
Per Unit Per Unit
Single Family Detached $9,269 Single Family Detached $6,645
Apartment $6,064 Other Residential Dwelling $3,876
Condominium/Towhouse $5.544
Total Total
Single Family Detached $797,134 Single Family Detached $571,470
Apartment $3,911,280 Other Residential Dwelling $14,147,400
Condominium/Towhouse $18,638,928
Total $23,347,342 Total $14,718,870
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Transportation

WA County TDT Category Units Tigard TSDC Category Units
Shopping Center 82,500 Shopping Center 82,500
Office Park 50,000 Office Park 50,000
Revenues
Per Unit Per 1,000 SF
Shopping Center $12,314 Shopping Center $9,851
Office Park $9,412 Office Park $7,530
Total Total
Shopping Center $1,015,905 Shopping Center $812,724
Office Park $470,600 Office Park $376,480
Total $1,486,505 Total $1,189,204
Total
Residential $23,347,342 94% Residential $14,718,870
Commercial and Employmen  $1,486,505 6% Commercial $1,189,204
Total $24,833,847 100% Total $15,908,074
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Figure 192. Parks SDC Projection

Parks

Tigard Parks System Development Charge

RT 2.0 Additional Charge

Other Residential Dwelling 1,909
Other Residential Dwelling 319
Other Residential Dwelling 544
Other Residential Dwelling 625
Other Residential Dwelling 130
Other Residential Dwelling 208
Other Residential Dwelling 320
Other Residential Dwelling ADUs Exempt
Single Family Detached 95
4,150
Single Family Detached 86
Other Residential Dwelling 3,650
Adjusted Total 3,736
Per Unit
Single Family Detached $10,013
Other Residential Dwelling $7,347
Total
Single Family Detached $861,118
Other Residential Dwelling $26,816,550
Total $27,677,668

Other Residential Dwelling 1,909
Other Residential Dwelling 319
Other Residential Dwelling 544
Other Residential Dwelling 625
Other Residential Dwelling 130
Other Residential Dwelling 208
Other Residential Dwelling 320
Other Residential Dwelling ADUs Exempt
Single Family Detached 95
4,150
Single Family Detached 86
Other Residential Dwelling 3,650
Adjusted Total 3,736
Per Unit RT 2.0
Single Family Detached $974
Other Residential Dwelling $734
Total
Single Family Detached $83,747
Other Residential Dwelling $2,680,560
Total $2,764,307
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Parks

Tigard Parks System Development Charge RT 2.0 Additional Charge

Employees per SF

Commercial 390

Employment 345

Area (SF)

Commercial 82,500

Employment 50,000

Employees

Commercial 212

Employment 145

Total 356

Revenues

Per Employee Per Unit RT 2.0

Per Employee $621 Per Employee S0

Total Total

Commercial and Employment $221,365 Commercial and Employment $0

Total
Residential $27,677,668 Residential $2,764,307
Commercial and Employment $221,365 Commercial and Employment $0
Total $27,899,033 Total $2,764,307

Allocation 1 - Combined City Base Parks SDC and RT 2.0

Within RT 2.0 $27,597,006 90%
To other projects, Citywide $2,789,903 10%
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Figure 203. River Terrace 1.0: Residential Units Sold by Type, 2016 to August 2020

City documents state that, “development in River Terrace began in earnest in the summer of 2015.”
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Source: Metrostudy, Leland Consulting Group.
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